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environmentalists, & educators requests an appeal of the Planning Commission's 

1 /18/18 decision RE: 590 Leland Ave. - church demolition permit: 2014046067762 & 
C,', C:: 
-:; ,...._, 0 

building permits: 2014042541-5a. 201404?54158, 201404254157, 20140451155<¥~> _____ _ 

201404254152. Caie Number 2014.0936E ~ ~!ii 
Primary reasons for requesting appeal: ~~:-,:; < 

;~ ~~~~.~.~ 
t..·i .. 1 .. · '··· 

1. Inaccurate and incomplete biological resources review: Planning's consul ant ~ul~ ~;~ 
N O 
0 ;tJ 

not find a locally rare plant very near the site and did not acknowledge existence of rareV 

habitat across the street on RPO property. On Feb. 10, 2018, our volunteer consultant 

found both inside 30 minutes. We have photographs. 

2. Inaccurate and incomplete analysis of loss of vista from public open space. 

3. Inaccurate and incomplete analysis of interference with sightlines within portions of 

local parts of McLaren Park, a possible safety issue for local school children and seniors. 

4. Inaccurate and incomplete analysis of loss of flat ADA accessible open space. 

5. Inaccurate and incomplete analysis of effect of shadows on planned pathway and 

native plant landscaping to be constructed by RPO along the north and west boundaries 

of the site. In general, incomplete analysis of interactions with other public 

improvements projects, planned or under construction, on adjoining RPO property. 

6. Incomplete analysis of the possibility that all or part of the site, which is on 

RPD's Acquisition Roster, might have more value as open space in a high needs 

neighborhood, which has welcomed high density housing, than as the site of 5 

three story houses. This is a social, environmental & aesthetic justice issue. 

Submitted for Visitacion Valle Fran Martin. 
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February 19, 2018 

Vcn'4C.::IM V.i.LLCY PUIWIHQ ALLlAtfCC: 

'Worliing for a 'Better Community 
1999-2018 

RE: Appeal of Case Number 2014.9036E 

Board of Supervisors, 
Clerk of the Board, · · 

I have included the original material from our Request for Discretionary Review as 
the material in support of the Board of Supervisors Appeal. It was unclear to us, if 
this is what is required. We would be happy to add other supplemental material, if 
needed. 

Thank you 

~~rn.~ 
Fran Martin 

Visitacion Valley· Planning Alliance 
415-216-8560 
fma67 64860@aol.com 
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Project Title: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

590 Leland Avenue 
RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Use District 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
6243/019 
15,659 square feet 
Victor Quan-(415) 531-83!1 
V quan.sf@gmail.com 
Melinda Hue- (415) 575-9041 
Melinda.Hue@sfgov.org 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The subject property is located on a block bound by Raymond Avenue to the north, Leland Avenue to the 
south, and Visitacion Avenue to the west, adjacent t<;> John McLaren Park and community garden, in the 
Visitacion Valley neighborhood. The project site includes an existing 8,416 square-foot church (built in 
1954) that is currently occupied by two different congregations and a small non-profit organization. The 

(continued on the next page) 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 32 (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 
15332) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 

ertify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements. 

cc: Victor Quan, Project Sponsor 

Aaron Hollister, Current Planner 

Allison Vanderslice, Preservation Planner 

Supervisor Malia Cohen, District 10 (via Clerk of the Board) 

Historic Preservation Distribution List 

Vima Byrd, M.D.F. 
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Exemption from Environme.. .. ct.l Review 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued): 

Case No. 2014.0936E 
590 Leland Avenue 

proposed project would involve: 1) demolition of the existing building on the project site; 2) subdivision 
of the existing 15,659 square-foot lot into five individual lots ranging from 2,500 to 4,599 square feet; and 
3) construction of five new single-family homes, one on each lot. 

The five new buildings would be three stories, approximately 30 to 33 feet tall,' and would range in size 
from approximately 3,200 to 4,200 square feet (three 6-~droom residences, one 5-bedroom residence, and 
one 4-bedroom residence). Two of the residences would have frontage along Leland Avenue while three 
of the residences would have frontage along Raymond Avenue. Each residence would have a garage that 
would accommodate two off-street parking spaces. The sidewalk along Raymond Avenue would be 

· extended along the project site frontage and three new curb cuts would be installed. Two new curb cuts 
would be installed along Leland Avenue. The project would involve the excavation of up to two feet 
below ground surface (bgs) and approximately 48 cubic yards of soil disturbance/excavation to 
accommodate th~ new buildings. 

Project Approvals 

The proposed project would be subject to notification under Section 311 of the Planning Code and would 
require the issuance of a building permit by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 

Approval Action:_ If discretionary review before the Planning Commission is requested, the discretionary 
review hearing is the Approval Action for the project. If no discretionary review is requested, the 
issuance of a building permit by DBI is the Approval Action. 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: 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) State Guidelines Section 15332, or Class 32, provides an 
exemption from environmental review for in-fill development projects which meet the following 
conditions: 

a) The project is consistent with applicable general plan designations and policies as well as with applicable 
zoning designations, 

The San Fran~isco General Plc1:11, which provides general policies and objectives to guide land use 
decisions, contains some policies that relate to physical environmental issu~s. The proposed 
project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any .such policy, and would be -
consistent with the San Francisco General Plan and with applicable zoning designations. The 
project site is located in an area characterized by single-family uses with park and school uses 
nearby. Existing single-family homes along Leland Avenue and Raymond Avenue are two to 
three stories tall. The project site is located within the RH-1 use district, where the proposed 
single-family use is permitted. Additionally the proposed project would include construction of 
structures up to 30 to 33 feet tall and thus would not exceed the project site's 40-X height and 

SAN FR~CISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 

1697 



. Exemption from Environm... ..al Review Case No. 2014.0936E 
590 Leland Avenue 

bulk limit. Thus, the size and use of the proposed project are consistent with the project site's 
zoning designation. The proposed project would be consis.tent with all other applicable policies 
and standards associated with the project site's existing General Plan and zoning designations. 

·--------- .. --·-· 
b) i ne dcvewpmerlt occurs wttiltn city ttmits on a sire of 1ess tnan pve acres surruunaect vy uroan uses. 

The approximately 0.4-acre (15,659-square-foot) project site is located within a fully developed 
area of San Francisco. The surrounding area consists mainly of residential uses with school and 
park uses nearby. Thus, the proposed project would be properly characterized as infill 
development surrounded by urban uses on a sit~ of less than five acres. 

c) The project site has no habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species. 

The project site is within a developed urban area and contains an existing building. The open 
space on the northern portion of the project site supports ruderal vegetation. While the project 
site is adjacent to John McLaren Park, it is adjacent to portions of the park that has been 
developed to include Visitacion Avenue with roadside ruderal vegetation and a community 
garden. No contiguous and substantial habitat for any rare or endangered plant or animal species 
is located on or adjacent to the project site. 

d) Approval of the project would not result iu any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 
water quality. 

Traffic. The proposed project would involve the demolition of a church and the construction of 
five new single-family homes. Based on the trip rate for residential use in the Planning 
Department's Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (Guidelines) 
(October 2002), the proposed project would generate an estimated 50 average daily person-trips, 
of which there would be about nine p.m. peak hour person trips (generally between 4:30 to 6:30 
p.m. ). These peak hour trips would be distributed among various modes of transportation, 
including five automobile person-trips and three transit trips.1 

The proposed project is estimated to generate approximately five p.m. peak hour vehicle trips. 
This change in traffi!= during the p.m peak hour in the project area generated by the proposed 
project would be undetectable to most drivers, although it could be noticeable to those 
immediately adjacent to the project site. The proposed project is estimated to generate two p.m. 
peak hour vehicle trips along Leland Avenue and three p.m. peak hour vehicle trips along 
Raymond Avenue, a negligible increase in traffic relative to the existing capacity of the 

1 San Francisco Planning Department. Transportation Calculations for 590 Leland Ave, December 2014. This document is 
on file and available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of 
Case File No. 2014.0936E. 

SAN FRMICISCD 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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Exemption froin Environme .. .&I Review Case No. 2014.0936E 
590 Leland Avenue 

surrounding street system. And although the proposed project would increase in the number of 
vehicles in the project vicinity, this increase would not substantially affect pedestrian travel and 
safety in the area. During the 12 month overall construction period, there would be an increase in 

truck traffic' near the project site. Due to their temporary and limited duration, construction­
related impacts on traffic generally· would not be considered significant Thus, the proposed 
project would not have any significant traffic effects. 

Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, "aesthetics and 
parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill 
site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the 
environment." Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining 

if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all 
of the following three criteria: 

a) The project is in a transit priority area; 

b) The project is on an infill site; and 

c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. 

The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this certificate does not 
consider parking in 'determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.2 The Planning 
Department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the 
decision makers: Therefore, the parking demand analysis is provided for informational 
purposes .. Using the Guidelines, the proposed pr<>ject would create an estimated demand for 
eight off-street vehicle parking spaces. Based on the 10 off-street vehicle parking spaces that 

. would be provided by the project, the demand for off-street parking would be met. · 

Noise. An approximate doubling of traffic volumes in the area would be necessary to produce an 
increase in ambient noise levels discemable to most people. The proposed project would not 
cause a doubling in traffic volumes. Therefore, project operations would not result in a 
substantial increase in the ambient noise level at the project vicinity and this would be a less­
than-significant impact. Although some increase in noise would be associated with the 
construction phase of the project, such occurrences would be limited to certain hours of the day 
and would be intermittent and temporary in nature. Construction noise is regulated by the San 
Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the City Police Code). Section 2907 of the Police Code 
requires that noise levels from individual pieces of construction equipment, other than impact 

tools, not exceed 80 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at a distance of 100 fee~ from the source. Im.pact 
tools (such as jackhammers and impact wrenches) must have both intake and exhaust muffled to 

the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works. Section 2908 of the Police Code prohibits 
construction work between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if the construction noise level would exceed 

the ambient noise level by five dBA at the nearest property, unless a special permit is authorized 
by the Director of Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection. The project sponsor would 

2 San Francisco Planning Department. SB 743 Transit-Oriented lufill Project Eligibility Checklist for 590 I.eland Avenue, 
December 18, 2014. This document is on file and available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 
1650 Mission _Street, Suite 400 as part of <;ase F,ile No. 2014.0936E 

SMI FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 
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Exemption from Envirorun... ..al Review Case No. 2014.0936E 
590 Leland Avenue 

be required to comply with these measures; therefore the project · would not result in any 
significant effects related to noise. 

Air Quality. In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are 
----i,;lent:tfi~.fo:,,-1'3iLfglla.w.in<LSix..criteci::ii-::iiii,_nnJ.lu.taru:.c;:..o:1:one-catb«:m-monoxide-!COLoal'.tic;;ulat~--- -------,... .. . '··._, .· . .... ::.. . ' - .. - . - - .. . ....... 

matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02) and lead. These air pollutants are 
termed·criteria air pollutants because they are regulated by developing specific public health­
and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. The Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) has established thresholds of significance to determine if 
projects would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, 
or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the San 
Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. To assist lead agencies, the BAAQMD, in their CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines (May 2011), has developed screening criteria. If a proposed project meets the 
screening criteria, then the project would result in less-than-significant criteria air pollutant 
impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may require a detailed air quality 
assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions would exceed significance 
thresholds. The proposed project would not exceed criteria air pollutant screening levels for 
operation or construction.3 

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). 
TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic 
(i.e., of long-duration) and acute (i.e., severe but of short-term) adverse effects to human health, 
including carcinogenic effects. In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely 
affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco partnered with the BAAQMD to inventory and 
assessed air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources within San 
Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed the "Air Pollutant Exposure Zone," was identified 
based on two health-protective criteria: (1) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions 
from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million population, and/or (2) cumulative 
PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 micrograms per cubic meter. Land use projects within the 
Air Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the project's 
activities would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. 

The proposed project is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in a less than significant impact with respect to exposing sensitive receptors 
to substantial levels of air. pollution. The proposed project would require construction activities 
for the approximate 12-month construction phase. However, construction emissions would be 
temporary and variable in nature and would not be expected to expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial air pollutants. Furthermore, the proposed project would be subject to, ai;id comply 
with, California regulations limiting idling to no more than five minutes,4 which would further 
reduce nearby sensitive receptors' exposure to temporary and variable TAC emissions. Therefore, 

3 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Qunlity Guidelines, Updated May 2011. Table 3-1 . 
. 4 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DE.P.-RTMENT 
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Exemption from Environmet._.J. Review Case No. 2014.0936E 
590 Leland Avenue 

construction period TAC emissions would result in a less than significant impact with respect to 

exposing sensitive receptors to substantial levels of air pollution, 

For the reasons above, the proposed project would not result in any significant effects related to 
air quality. 

Water Quality. The proposed project would not generate substantial wastewater or result in 
discharges that would have the potential to degrade water quality or contaminate a public water 
supply. Project-related wastewater and stormwater would flow to .the City's combined sewer 
system and would be subject t<> th.e standards contained in the City's National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant 
prior to discharge. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts 
related to water quality. 

e) The .site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. 

The project site is located in an urban area where all public services and facilities are available; no 
expansion of public services or utilities would ?e required. 

Historic Architectural Resources. When evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from 
environmental review under CEQA, the Planning Department must first determine whether the subject 
property is a historical resource as defined by CEQA. In a Preservation Team Review Form, the Planning 
Department determined that the building at 590 Leland Avenue does not appear to be individually 
eligible for the California Register of Historic Resources (California Register) and thus is not a historical. 
resource under CEQA.5 

The subject building at 590 Leland Avenue was designed by Los Angeles-based architect J.A. Murrey in 
1954 as the Saint Andrew's Evangelical Lutheran ~urchin the Visitacion Valley neighborhood. The 
subject building does not appear to be significant in the development of the neighborhood or with any 
other significant events or trends in the local area or San Francisco generally. Therefore, the subject 
property is not significant under Criterion 1 for designation in the California Register. Based on the 
Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Tim Kelley,6 no significant persons are associated with the 
subject building. No information was found identifying Reverend John R Pearson as a significant person. 
Thus, the subject property is not significant under Criterion 2. 

The subject building is a :vernacular, T-plan, two-story, stucco-clad building with a cross-gable roof and 
steeple. Limited ornamentation was noted on the interior and exterior of th~ building. The subject 

5 San Francisco Planning Department. Preservation Team Review Fonn for 590 Leland Avenue, July 29, 2014. This 
document is on file and available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 
400 as part of Case File No. 2014.0936E 

6 Tim Kelley Consulting. Part I Historical Resource Evaluation for 590 Leland Avenue, October 2013. This document is on 
file and available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of 
Case File No. 2014.0936E 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 6 
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Exemption f~m Envirorun.. .al Review Case No. 2014.0936E 
590 Leland Avenue 

property at 590 Leland Avenue is not a significant example of a type, period, or style. The architect J. A. 

Murrey is primarily known for his modem apartment buildings and supermarkets and he also designed· 
· the North Hollywood Masonic Temple. The subject p~operty .is not a significant example of his body of 
work. Therefore, the subject property is not significant under Criterion 3. Additionally, the subject 
building is not significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criterion typically applies to rare 
construction types when involving the built environment. The subject building is not an example of a rare 
construction type. - -... -~ 

There is no historic district or eligible historic district identified in the project area. The surrounding 
residential neighborhood was primarily built during the 1950s and 1960s in the Contractor Modern style 
and the subject building does not appear to be significant example of this style or period. The proposed 
addition would therefore not result in a significant impact to historic resources. 

Geology and Soils. The project site slopes downward towards the south with an average slope of 10 
percent. A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed project and includes information 
gathered from a reconnaissance of the site and surrounding vicinity, two soil test borings at a maximum 
depth of eight feet bgs, laboratory testing, and review of data pertinent to the project area.7 Soil borings at 
the subject site encountered clayey sand over silty sand, and sand with clay. Free groundwater was not 
encountered in the two borings. 

The geotechnical report evaluated the project site for the potential for seismic surface ruptures, 
liquefaction, densification and landsliding and found these risks to be low. The site doe.snot lie within a 
liquefaction potential zone or within an area of potential earthquake-induced landsliding as mapped }?y 
the California Division of Mines and Geology. The project site is in an area that would be exposed to 
strong ground shaking in the event of an earthquake. The project sponsor would be required to adhere to 
the San Francisco Building Code, which specifies seismic design parameters for the design of earthquake 
resistant structures and would minimize the potentiai for structural damage from earthquakes. The 
geotechnical report contains additional recommendations concerning site preparation and gradirig, 
foundation design (conventional spread footing foundation or mat foundation), design of ret~ining walls, 
slabs on grade, and site drainage. The geotechnical report concludes that the project site is suitable for the 
proposed project improvements with incorporation of the report recommendations. 

Decisions about appropriate foundation and structural design are considered as part of DBfs permit 
review process. Prior to issuing a building permit for the proposed project, DBI would review the 
geotechnical report to ensure that the security and stability of adjoining properties and the subject . 
property is maintained during and following project construction. Any potential damage to on-site 
structures from geologic hazards would be addressed through compliance with the San Francisco 
Building Code. The proposed project would therefore not result in a significant impact related to seismic 
and geologic hazards. 

7 H. AUen Gruen. Geotech.nicnl Ihvestigntion for Planned Development nt 590 Leland Avenue San Francisco California, June 
2014. This document is on file and available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission 
Street, Suite 400 as part of Case File No. 2014.0936E. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Exemption from Environme~ . ..tl Review Case No. 2014,0936E 
590 Leland Avenue 

Shadow. Section 295 of the Planning Code was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed November 
1984) in order to protect certain public open spaces under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park 
Commission from shadowing by ,new and.altered structures during the period between one hour after 
sunrise and one hour before sunset, year round. Section 295 restricts new shadow upon public open 
spaces under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission by any structure exceeding 40 feet 
in height unless the Planning Commission finds the shadow to be an insignificant effect. The proposed 
structures would be up to between 30 to 33 feet tall and would not be subject to Section 295. A 
preliminary shadow fan prepared.by the Planning Departmenfl indicates that the proposed project has 
the potential to cast shadow on John McLaren Park. The park areas north and directly west of the project 
area consists of Visitation Avenue with roadside ruderal vegetation. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in shadow impacts on any recreational areas to the north or west of the project site. The 
park area southwest of the .project site includes a community garden. The preliminary shadow fan 
indicates that the proposed project would have the potential to cast shadow on the northern portion of 
the community garden. However, the proposed project includes buildings that are 30 to 33 feet tall, which 
would be shorter than the existing 38-foot-tall building at the project site. Ther~fore, it is not anticipated 
that shadows on the community garden would substantially increase with the proposed project, and the 
proposed project would result in less-than-significant shadow impacts. 

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

A "Notification of Project Receiving Envb:onmental Review'' was mailed on October 6, 2014 to adjacent 
occupants and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. The Planning Department received 
comments in response to the notice. Concerns raised include increased traffic and associated increases in 
pedestrian hazards and air pollt1tion, inadequate off-street parking, construction noi~e, and compatibility 
with the existing neighborhood character. Concerns and issues raised in the public comments on the 

. environmental review are discussed m the corresponding topical sections of this Categorical Exemption. 
While local concerns or other planning considerations may be grounds for modifying or denying tp.e 
proposed project, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project. could have a significant effect 
on the environment as _addressed in this Categorical Exemption. 

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 ar~ no unusual circumstances surrounding the current 
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effecL The proposed project would 
have no significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited 
classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental 
review pursuant to Section 15332 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

s San Francisco Planning Department. Shadow Fan far590 Leland Avenue, November 21, 2014. This document is on file 
and available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case 
File No. 2014.0936E. 

SAIi FRANCISCO 
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590 Leland Avenue Project includes 586, 596 Leland & 579, 583, 589 Raymond CASE# 2014.0936E 

~C!~Irf#~t:~~~I;~~ti~:=~::::~=:rleira, 
Pta;uaHd£Riisidi!ntial!;;GiJidelines ··.e~snecitidand:'·citii''soecificistictioiistof 
Residentiatr Guiaelirfes~ 

The exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for requesting a Discretionary Revieware: 

(1) The 590 Leland Avenue project proposes to construct 5 units of three story housing. up to 
3,500 SF in size, which would be totally incompatible with the existing neighborhood's housing 
and character. 

Even more importantly, 

{2) The project is also incompatible with proposed improvements to the adjacent Mclaren Park 
open space. These include an outdoor education center to be incorporated in the strip of land 
connecting the Visitacion Valley Middle School to Hahn Avenue and Coffman Pool. The center 
will include a major entryway to Mclaren Park, a community garden, a PUC Rain Garden, and a 
Native Plant Demonstration Garden showcasing an· existing rare bio-geographical sand dune 
and plant life. The neighborhood also hopes to establish an Environmental Education Center 
with space for non-profit orgtanizations.in the existing church building. As part of the current 
McLaren Park planning process this property is key to creating an opportunity for environmental 
education for City park users and the local population. 

(3) In addition, the project would not serve the needs of the anticipated surge of new residents 
who will be living in the Schlage Lock, Sunnydale, and Executive Park developments, and who 
have a right to expect adequate accessibility to McLaren Park open space and park·amenities. 
Today single use facilities at the Gleneagles golf course and proposed bike park take up the 
most beautiful and accessible land in the park areas next to Visitacion Valley. The rest of 
McLaren Park is too steep and blocked off to residents. The project would block such access. 

(4) The project would also include demolishing a church that is one of only 3 churches left in the 
Valley. That church represents a link to our African American history -- in a neighborhood with a 
dearth of interesting architecture, to us, it is a landmark that defines the area and offers a sense 
of tranquility. For the future, it represents an opportunity to be adapted as a community asset 
for non-profits and environmental education. So for two different reasons, it will be a great loss 
to the community if that ch~rch is demolished. 

SUMMARY: Given recently discovered information regarding the rare sand dune habitat, and 
its importance to biodiversity and as a wildlife habitat; given critical issues of social justice and 
accessibility to open space in a high needs area; and given the incompatibility between the 
proposed project and·existing community planning and neighborhood character, we are 
requesting a Discretionary Review and an EIR leading to preserving the church and open space 
at the proposed 590 Leland Avenue project. 

(1) 
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590 Leland Avenue Project includes 586,596 Leland & 579,583,589 Raymond CASE:# 2014.0936E 

The ways in which 590 Leland Project conflicts with the General Plan are divided into 8 general 
categories, which will be addressed in fuller detail in Question #2. The supporting references 
from the General Plan sections - Recreation, Open Space Element (ROSE), Urban Design 
Elements and Environmental Protection Elements. In some cases there is overlapping with 
other categories. 

1) Loss of view corridors from all angles. 

Supportive Elements in the GENERAL PLAN 
INTRODUCTION 
Priority Policies: The San Francisco General Plan is designed as a guide to the attainment of the 
following general goals: 
4) That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 

Recreation and Open Space Element 
GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION 
POLICY 1.10 Ensure that open space is safe and secure for the City's entire population. 
Safety and security in the City's open spaces is essential to allow San Franciscans to enjoy their 

community open spaces. Improving the design of an 9pen space through design treatments can 
reduce the fear of crime and the actual level of crime. Design treatments can incfude:-

Providing clear sight/ines, where appropriate. 

Ufa1 Dest,, Bsns't 
City Pattern: 
OBJECTIVE 1; EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND 
ITS NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A 'SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION . 
... San Francisco has an image and character in its city pattern, which depend especially upon views, 
topography, streets, building form and major1andscaping. 

Opportunity for Recreation 
POLICY 4.8 Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities . 
. . . The more visible the recreation space is in each neighborhood, the more it will be appreciated and 
used. · 
.. .Recreation space at a greater distance should be easily accessible by marked driving routes, and 
where possible by separated walkways and bicycle paths. Larger recreation areas should be highly 
visible . 
... Outlooks upon a pleasant and varied pattern provide for an extension of individual consciousness 
and personality, and give a comforting sense of living with the environment. 

2) LOSS OF SUNLIGHT IN MCLAREN PARK FROM 
RAYMOND AVENUE TO LELAND AVENUE OF UP. TO 
50-75 FEET. 

Supportive Elements in the GENERAL PLAN 
Priority Policies: · 
4) That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development. 
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OBJECTIVE 1: 
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE SYSTEM 
PAGE7 
GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION 
POLICY 1.9 Preserve sunlight in public open spaces. 
Solar access to public open space should be protected. In San Francisco, presence of the sun's 
'.'/3:'f:!!ng f::!J.'S !s esse.!lt!a! tQ "tr,ir;,yfng n,nf:!n $p::ir.P. r.tim::ifir. . far.tors, Jn.cl11diog,-ambienUemo.erature. _____ .. 
humidity, and wind, generally combine to create a comfortable cfimate only when direct sunlight ls · 
present. Therefore, the shadows created by new development nearby can critically diminish the utility 
and comfort of the open space. 

3) NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER AND FUNCTION 
A) Demolition of existing church and construction on 

open space will destroy character and cultural heritage of · 
neighborhood 

B) Oversized 3 story buildings on end of block next to 
park and community facilities in area of predominately 2 
story homes 
C) Loss of parking spaces for residents, gardeners 

working in expanded community garden,. park users and 
staff at John King Senior Community 

Supportive Elements in the GENERAL PLAN 
INTRODUCTION: 
The San Francisco General Plan is designed as a guide to the attainment of the following 
general goals: 
1) Protection, preservation, and enhancement of the economic, social, cultural, and esthetic values 
that establish the desirable quality and unique cha_racter of the city. 
2) Improvement of the city as a place for living, by aiding in making it more healthful, safe, pleasant, 
and satisfying, .. . by providing adequate open spaces and appropriate community facilities. 
Priority Policies1: 
That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve 
the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods ... 

Recreation and Open Space Element 
OBJECTIVE 1:_ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED 
OPEN SPACE SYSTEM 
3) That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 
POLICY 1.12 Preserve historic and culturally significant landscapes, sites, structures, 
buildings and objects. 

Guiding Principles for Open Space and Recreation 
2. SENSE OF PLACE. San Francisco is a regional epicenter for ecological, economic, and cultural diversity. 
Open spaces should aim to build on our City's intrinsic qualities, both natural and cultural, and to reffect the 
values we place on cultural diversity and biodiversity. Furthermore, they should create a network that inspires a 
deep connection to place. 
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URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 
City Pattern 
OBJECTIVE 1: EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND 

ITS NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION . 
... San Francisco has an image and character in its city pattern, which depend especially upon views, 
topography, streets, building form and major landscaping. 
COMMENT (e): Open space that contains facilities desired by the residents, and that is designed when 
possible with local participation, is more likely to be used and cared for by local residents. 
+ Open space .and landscaping can give neighborhoods an identity, a visual focus and a center for activity. 
POLICY 4: Protect and promote large-scale landscaping and open space that defines districts and 
topography. 
,,, Whatever steps are taken in the street areas, they may be lost in the changed atmosphere produced by 
new buildings. 

· CONSERVATION 
OBJECTIVE.2: CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, 
CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING. 
POLICY 4: ??? Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and 
promote the preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past development. 
POLICY 7: Recognize and protect outstanding and unique areas that contribute in an extraordinary 
degree to San Francisco's visual form and character. 

4) ENVIRONMENT 
A) Proximity to future Community Garden, PUC Rain 

Garden. 
B) Intrusion into existing public open space 
C) Loss of sand dunes, biodiversity and habitat. 
D) Narrows pathway area and visual and actual continuity 

of the existing parkland. 
E) Proximity to proposed native plant demonstration 

garden 

Supporlive E/ementsin the GENERAL PLAN 
Recreation and Open Space Element 
0BJECTIVE1 
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE SYSTEM 
POLICY 1.1 Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open spaces and promote a variety of 
recreation and open space uses, where appropriate. · 
POLICY 1.3 Preserve existing open space by restricting its conversion to other uses and limiting 
encroachment from other uses, assuring no loss of quantity or quality of open space. 
POLICY 1.5 Prioritize the better utilization of McLaren Park, Ocean Beach, the Southeastern 
Waterfront and other underutilized significant open spaces. 

Guiding Principles for Open Space and Recreation 
4. CONNECTIVITY. San Francisco's network of open spaces should be wholly connected. The open 
space system should facilitate non-motorized movement, link diverse neighborhoods, be easy to 
navigate and understand and, where feasible, enhance habitat through connectivity. 
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place to Jive. Its design should promote social interaction, wellness, and a healthy lifestyle by providing 
opportunities for physical, cultural and social activities, and a connection to nature. 
6. ECOLOGICAL FUNCTION & INTEGRITY. With environmental sustainability as a driving theme, the 
quantity and quality of natural systems in the City should be preserved and expanded, by promoting 
aquatic and terrestrial biodiversity, by designing for watershed · health, and by implementing 
environmental, ecological and conservation-minded strategies. 

_ ··----. _ POLICY 1.10 Epsure that ooen soace is safe and secure for the City's entire_ f)QQ!!Lat_io_n_. ___________ _ 
· Safety and security fn the City's open spaces is essentra1 to allow San Ftiinctscans t,J enjoy thew 

community open spaces. Improving the design of an open space through design treatments can 
reduce the fear of crime and the actual level of crime. Design treatments can include: 

Providing clear sightlines, where appropriate. 
Designing the street/open space interface to encourage permeability and access. 

OBJECTIVE 3 IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE 
POLICY 
3.6 Maintain, restore, expand and fund the urban forest. 
OBJECTIVE 4. PROTECT AND ENHANCE THE BIODIVERSITY, HABITAT VALUE, AND 
ECOLOGICAL INTEGRITY OF OPEN SPACES AND ENCOURAGE SUSTAINABLE PRACTICES 
IN THE DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT OF OUR OPEN SPACE SYSTEM . 

.. . Maintaining biodiversity requires genetic diversity, species diversity, and habitat diversity. San 
)Francisco can be a leader in creating new and more sustain- able open spaces by ensuring that all 
open spaces, including new and renovated park spaces, are developed in a way that enhances and 
works with local biodiversity. 
POLICY 4.1 Preserve, protect and restore local biodiversity . ... Yet San Francisco continues to lose 
species diversity due to isolation and fragmentation of habitats and invasive species . .... The City 
should employ appropriate management practices to maintain a healthy and resilient ecosystem, 
which preserves and protects plant and wildlife habitat, especially rare species which are the primary 
contributors to local biodiversity. 
POLICY 4.2 Establish a coordinated-management approach for designation and protection of natural 

· areas and watershed lands. 
POLICY 4.3 Integrate the protection and restoration of focal biodiversity into open space construction, 
renovation, management and maintenance. 
The following criteria should be used to determine what constitutes a significant natural 
resource area worthy of protection: · 

The site is. undeveloped and relatively undisturbed, and is a remnant of the original natural 
landscape and either supports a significant, diverse. or unusual indigenous plant or wildlife habitat. or 
contains rare geological formations, or riparian zones. · 

The site contains rare, threatened, or endangered species, as identified by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service or California Department of Fish and Wildlife, or contains habitat that has recently 
supported and is likely again to support rare, threatened, or endangered species. . 

The site is adjacent to another protected natural resource area and, if protected from 
development, the two areas together would support a larger or more diverse natural habitat . 

. . . (if) an area is at risk of loss through development, the site should be examined as a candidate for 
open space acquisition. Relative importance of the site as a natural area should also be assessed. 

9MtCNilENTALPROTEC1KJN EJ.BVENT 
OBJECTIVE 1 ACHIEVE A PROPER BALANCE AMONG THE CONSERVATION, UTILIZATION, 
AND DEVELOPMENT OF SAN FRANCISCO'S NATURAL RESOURCES . 
. . .San Francisco is fortunate in that it is not entirely developed and has some rather outstanding · 
natural resources remaining. Those remaining resources should be protected from further 
encroachment and enhanced .. .increasing the supply of natural resources. 
POLICY 1.1 Conserve and protect the natural resources of San Francisco. A major thrust of 
science and technology in the oncoming years must be that of making cities more livable 
places by offsetting the imbalance between the natural and man~made environments. Man and 
his technology must become a more interrelated part of nature and not an exploiter of the physical 
environment. 
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San Francisco must assure that its remaining natural resources are protected from misuse . 
... The most important uses of existing resources should be those which provide maximum 
benefits for public use while preseNing and protecting the natural character of the 
environment. 
POLICY 1.3 Restore and replenish the supply of natural resources . 
.. . Undoing past mistakes must also be a major part of comprehensive environmental action. In this 
regard, San Francisco should undertake projects to acquire or create open space, cultivate more 
vegetation, encouraged and receive top priority. With major efforts in this direction, the City will help 
reverse past trends toward the destruction of the natural qualities of the environment. 
POLICY 1.4 Assure that all new development meets strict environmental quality standards and 
recognizes human needs. 
In reviewing all proposed development for probable environmental impact, careful attention should be 
paid to upholding high. environmental quality standards .... Development projects, therefore, should 
not disrupt natural or ecological balance, degrade the visual character of natural areas, or 
otherwise conflict with the objectives and policies of the General Plan. 
POLICY 2.2 Promote citizen action as a means of voluntarily conserving natural resources and 
improving envir6nm~ntal quality 
.POLICY 2.3 Provide environmental education programs to increase public understanding and 
appreciation of our natural surroundings . 

. . if we are to preserve and enhance the quality of our surroundings, we must cherish their values. 
Environmental education programs promoting an understanding and appreciation of our natural 
systems serve to expand public awareness of environmental problems and man's place in the world. 

Land 
OBJECTIVE 7: ASSURE THAT THE LAND RESOURCES IN SAN FRANCISCO ARE USED IN 
WAYS THAT BOTH RESPECT AND PRESERVE THE NATURAL VALUES OF THE LAND AND 
SERVE THE BEST INTERESTS OF ALL THE CITY'S CITIZENS . . 
. . . Just as important as development, however, is the protection of remaining open space to preserve 
the natural features of the land that form such a striking contrast with the city's 9ompact urban 
development. In exercising land use controls over development and in preserving permanent open 
space, the land should be treated as a valuable resource to be carefully allocated in ways that enhance 
the quality of urban life. 

Flora and Fauna 
OBJECTIVE B: ENSURE THE PROT~CTIOt:J OF PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE IN THE CITY .. 
.. . A totally manufactured environment without plants and animals would be sterile. That bit of nature 
which still remains in San Francisco is a precious asset. The ecological balance of wildlife and plant 
communities should be protected against further encroachments. 
POLICY 8.2 Protect the habitats of known plant and animal species that require a relatively natural 
environment... Other parks and undeveloped areas in San Francisco remain relatively undisturbed 
and provide a variety of environments for flora and fauna: beaches, sand dunes, wooded areas, open 
fields, grassy hills, and lakes. All these areas should be protected. 
POLICY 8.3 Protect rare and endangered species. 

Urban Design Element 
Conservation 
OBJECTIVE 2: CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES, WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY 
WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING. 
POLICY 1: Preserve in their natural state the few remaining areas that have not been developed by man. 
OBJECTIVE 2: DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN A DIVERSIFIED AND BALANCED CITYWIDE SYSTEM OF HIGH 
QUALITY PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
OBJECTIVE 4: PROVIDE OPPORTUNIUES FOR RECREA T/ON AND THE ENJOYMENT OF OPEN SPACE 
IN EVERY SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBORHOOD. 
POLICY 1: Provide an adequate total quantity and equitable distribution of public open spaces throughout the 
Cffy. 
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most deficient in open space. 
POLICY 6 : Assure the provision of adequate public open space to serve new residential development. 
OBJECTIVE 6: TO PROVIDE A QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT. . 

City Pattern: 
Outlooks upon a pleasant and varied pattern provide for an extension of individual consciousness and 
µr:m;u11c:i.iiiy, i:il/U yivt:: 1::1 i.:;u111,u1iiiiiii:ii;11Sb.WI./Vlll!JW;1,, ,110 b'IIVIIUJl/llt;;Iit. . .... 

5) ACCESSIBILITY 
A) Primary entryway into McLaren Park from Visitacion Valley 

and new developments east of Bayshore Boulevard. 
8) Loss of flat ADA accessible space behind church on 

Raymond Avenue for nearby Senior Housing residents and· 
general public 

C) Overall lack of accessible parkland in Visitacion Valley 

Supportive Elements in the GENERAL PLAN 
Recreation and Open Space Element 
0BJECTIVE2 
INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TERM NEEDS OF THE CITY 
AND BAY REGION 
In an urban area, the most critical factor in the provision of open space is its distribution. All types of 
open space activity - from sports fields to playgrounds - should be accessible to and within walking 
distance of every resident of the City. Walking distance, however, ranges depending on the type of 
activity and the resident. 
. .. Even in neighborhoods that have open spaces within walking distance, higher density and lower 
income populations may mean demand in these areas exceeds the capacity of local open spaces. As 
these communities continue to grow, open space improvements and acquisition are needed to 
maintain access to this limited resource. 
This objective, and the policies that follow, are aimed at addressing these deficiencies through new or 
improved open space provision. 
POLICY 2.2 Provide and promote a balanced recreation system which offers a variety of high quality 
recreational opportunities for all San Franciscans. 
The City's goal is to ensure that all San Franciscans are within a reasonable walk from an open space 
with a range of active and passive recreational opportunities. To ensure the highest quality of 
recreational opportunities for its residents, the City must be able to respond to changing demographics, 
neighborhood demand, and emerging recreational trends as it plans for new·or expanded recreation 
and open space. The recreation system should provide an equitable distribution of facilities and 
services and consistent hours of operation. It should also provide sufficient opportunities for 
populations who are frequent users of open space, such as seniors and children. 
POLICY 2.3 Provide recreational programs that are responsive to community needs and changing 
demographics. 
In 2010, SFRPD implemented a new recreation system that focuses on flexibility and responsiveness 
to changes within communities by providing appropriate programming based on community interest 
and demand. To stay up-to-date with current needs and interests, RPO routinely surveys their 
recreation program users. The results provide RPO with information to ensure that programs and 
services meet the existing needs of neighborhood residents and are on the cutting edge of emerging 
trends. 
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OBJECTIVE 3: IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE 
POLICY 3.1 Creatively develop existing publicly-

owned right-of-ways and streets into open space. 
POLICY 3.4 Encourage non-auto modes of 

transportation - transit, bicycle and pedestrian access-to and from open spaces while reducing 
automobile traffic and parking in public open spaces. 

POLICY 3.5 Ensure that, where feasible, 
recreational facilities and open spaces are physically accessible, especially for those with limited 
mobility. 

POLICY 3.6 Maintain, restore, expand and fund the urban forest. 
OBJECTIVE 4: 
PROTECT AND ENHANCE THE BIODIVERSITY, HABITAT VALUE, AND ECOLOGICAL 
INTEGRITY OF OPEN SPACES AND ENCOURAGE SUSTAINABLE PRACTICES IN THE DESIGN 
AND MANAGEMENT OF OUR OPEN SPACE SYSTEM 
Page 40 
The City should ensure that recreational facilities and public open spaces are accessible to all San 
Franciscans, including persons with special recreational needs, where fec1sible. For example, the hilly 
topography of the City makes providing some paths ADA accessible difficult to achieve. People with 
special needs may include seniors, children (particularly the very young), and peopfe with disabilities. 
In order to achieve this policy, park and recreation facilities should be planned and programmed for 
people with special recreational needs in mind. The following criteria should be followed when 
developing or renovating any new space: 

All parks and open spaces should comply with applicable requirements of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act and the California Building Code. 

The City should utilize the US Access Board's recreation facilities and outdoor area accessibility 
guidelines as a best practice for design and construction. .. . 

The City should also ensure that routes to and from the open spaces are accessible: For example, 
the route from the public transit stop to the park should be fully accessible. 

Lkb;yJDesig18ement 
City Pattern 
Opportunity for Recreation 
POLICY 4.8 Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities. As many types of 
recreation space as possible should be provided in the city, in order to serve all age groups and 
interests. Some recreation space should be within walking distance of every dwelling, and in more 
densely developed areas some sitting and play space should be available in nearly every block. The 
more visible the recreation space is in each neighborhood, the more it will be appreciated and used . 
. . .Recreation space at a greater distance should be easily accessible by marked driving routes, and 
where possible by separated walkways and bicycle paths. Larger recreation areas should be highly 
visible. 

6) COMMUNITY PLANNING AND STEWARDSHIP 
A) Current McLaren Park planning process, during which 

neighbors, educators and environmentalists are advocating 
creation of an Outdoor Education Center from the Visitacion 
Valley Middle School to Hahn Avenue 

B) Empower community to help plan their neighborhood 
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Recreation and Open Space Element 
Guiding Principles for Open Space and Recreation 
1. SUSTAINING STEWARDSHIP. San Francisco's community members should be actively engaged 
as participants in its future. Policies should work towards shared, continued stewardship that increases 
the tangible link between community members and their open space network. Partnerships between 
n11hlic ;:im~ncies. nrivate business. and communitv based non-orofits. andindividuaLmernbers_oUhe. ------· ·--
~ommurtlty to fo~ter pride, purpose and community should continue to be developed. . . . ... 
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES: 
OBJECTIVE 1: ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN 
SPACE SYSTEM 
To ensure vibrant parks and open spaces the City should deploy a. diverse range of opportunities, 
including the following options: 
" Provide recreational opportunities, both active and passive, that respond to user demographics and 
emerging recreational needs. 
" Include innovative community-driven uses such as food production, education, and improved 
streetscaping. 
"Design open spaces that include both active programming and passive uses in tranquil spaces. 
11 Provide programming for healthy and active lifestyles. 
"Allow active engagement with natural areas through public access trails, wildlife observation, birding, 
and educational displays and programs. 
11 Increase cultural programming and activities based on neighborhood need and interest. 

Guiding Principles for Open Space and Recreation 
Provide spaces and structures that encourage unstructured natural play. 

POLICY .1.5 Prioritize the better utilization of McLaren Park, .. ·. Development of the park should 
capitalize on the site's natural conditions, including topography, existing native vegetatidn, and views, 
in compliance with RPO guidelines. New plantings should be added to provide habitats and 
windbreaks, to define sub-areas of the park, and to provide colorful and attractive visual accents. Plant 
species should be hardy, wind- and fire-resistant, and provide for and enhance wildlife habitats .... New 
recreation areas should serve active, as well as passive, non-organized recreation needs, that 
respond to a wide spectrum of park users. 

Envia 111enlal PICECOOn Ee1 e-c 
POLICY 2.3 Provide environmental education programs to increase public understanding and 
appreciation of our natural surroundings . 
.. .If we are to preserve and enhance the quality of our surroundings, we must cherish their values. 
Environmental education programs promoting an understanding and appreciation of our natural 
systems serve to expand public awareness of environmental problems and man's place in the world. 

7) SOCIAL JUSTICE AND EQUITY IN HIGH NEEDS 
AREA 

Supportive Elements in the GENERAL PLAN 
_Recreation and Open Space Element 
Introduction 
Why Is Recreation and Open Space Important? 
Public open spaces, whether playgrounds, picnic fields or even just engaging streets, can help build 
community by giving neighbors a realm in which to get to know each other, and giving children a safe 
place to play 

Open space and recreation activities improve resident's physical and mental health. 
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Open space and recreation activities can help to address environmental justice across a community. 
Public recreation provides accessible and low cost opportunities to all San Franciscans, regardless of 
income level. High rates of childhood obesity and illness often correspond to fewer acres of usable 
open space. Provision of open space in areas with high concentrations of density, poverty, youth or . 
seniors can redress equity issues. A clear example is how local food production increases access to 
fresh local produce and provides an opportunity for communities to connect with nature. 

Guiding Principles for Open Space and Recreation 
3. EQUITY & ACCESSIBILITY. Open space and recreational programs should be equitably 
distributed. They should provide access for all residents, workers and visitors, and work towards a 
democratic network that includes all neighbQrhoods. 
Ensure a well-maintained, highly utilized, and integrated opfJn space system. 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
POLICY 1.2 Prioritize renovation in highly-utilized open spaces and recreational facilities and in high 
needs areas . .. .Renovation of resources also should be prioritized in "high needs areas," defined as 
areas with high population densities, high concentrations of seniors and youth, and lower income 
populations.· that are located outside of existing park service areas 
POLICY 1.11 Encourage private recreational facilities on private land that provide a community benefit, 
particularly to low and moderate-income residents 
Some private and non-profit recreational facilities act in a quasi-public manner. These may provide 
free or low-cost community access. supplementing existing City programs in underserved communities 
for active education, sports and recreational activities. 
OBJECTIVE 1 
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE SYSTEM 
OBJECTIVE 2: INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TERM 
NEEDS OF THE CITY AND BAY REGION 
POLICY 2.1 Prioritize acquisition of open space in high needs areas. 
POLICY 2.3 Provide recreational programs that are responsive to community needs and changing 
demographics. · · 
POLICY 2.6 Support the development of civic- serving open spaces. 
POLICY 2.7 Expand partnerships among open 
space agencies, transit agencies, private sector and nonprofit institutions to acquire, develop and/or 
manage existing open spaces. 
OBJECTIVE 5. 
ENGAGE COMMUNITIES IN THE STEWARDSHIP OF THEIR RECREATION PROGRAMS AND 
OPEN SPACES 
POLICY 5.1 Engage communities in the design, programming and improvement of their local open 
spaces, and in the development of recreational programs. . .• The most successful public spaces are 
those that respond to the needs of thei{ users. Statistics, maps and figures can only go so far in 
determining a community's need - they can explain proximity to open space, they can describe type of 
open spaces that are missing (hiking trails, sports fields, playgrounds, etc.), but they cannot identify 
the components of open space design, which will most reflect their user community. 

Open space designs and· improvement plans, recreational programs, partnerships for new 
concessions, and other park additions should always include community participation 
... Community organizing around engaged urban revitalization, such as the creation of parks and open 
space, can have tangible social benefits too. It fosters a sense of responsibility, and encourages 
residents to take initiative in affecting their own environment. Creation · of a community space can 
support the coming together of a neighborhood, 
facilitating social interactions and further increasing participation in future planning efforts. 
POLICY 5.3 Facilitate the development of 
community-initiated or supported open spaces. 
POLICY 5.4 Reduce governmental barriers to 
community-initiated recreation and open space efforts. 
POLICY 5.5 Encourage and foster stewardship of 
open spaces through well-run, active volunteer programs. 
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SECURE LONG-TERM RESOURCES AND MANAGEMENT FOR OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION, 
AND RENOVATION, OPERATIONS, AND MAINTENANCE OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES AND 
OPEN SPACE 
POLICY 6.1 Pursue and develop innovative 
lont1-term funding mechanisms for maintenance, operation, renovation and acquisition of open space 
and recreation. 

Utban Desig1 Bement 
CITY PATTERN 
POLICY 2.3 Provide recreational programs that are responsive to community needs 
andchanging demographics. 
In 2010, SFRPD implemented a new recreation system that focuses on flexibility and responsiveness 
to changes within communities by providing appropriate programming based on community interest 
and demand. To stay up-to-date with current needs and interests, RPD routinely suNeys their 
recreation program users. The results provide RPD with information to ensure that programs and 
seNices meet the existing needs of neighborhood residents and are on the cutting edge of emerging 
trends. 
POLICY 4. 7 Encourage and assistin voluntary programs for neighborhood improvement . 
... Even in neighborhoods that have open spaces within walking distance, higher density and 
lower income populations may mean demand in these areas exceeds the capacity of local open 
spaces. As these communities continue to grow, open space improvements and acquisition 
are needed to maintain access to this limited resource . 
.. . This objective, and the policies that follow, are aimed at addressing these deficiencies 
through. new or improved open space provision. 

8) NEED FOR ACQUISITION 
Supportive Elements in the GENERAL PLAN 
Recreation and Open Space Element 
OBJECTIVE 2: INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TERM 
NEEDS OF THE CITY AND BAY REGION 
Priority for acquisition of new space to address open space inequities should be given to high 
need areas, defined as places where there is low access to open space (illustrated in Map 4: 
Walkability),a conglomeration of high density. high percentages of children, youth, seniors, 
and low income households (illustrated in Map 

... The Acquisition Policy provides guidance to promote equitable recreational and open space 
opportunities through 
several criteria: location in High Needs Areas, available funding sources that may be leveraged, inter-

. jurisdictional cooperation, and community support. 
OBJECTIVE 6 . 
SECURE LONG-TERM RESOURCES AND MANAGEMENT FDR OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION, 
ANQ RENOVATION, OPERATIONS, AND MAINTENANCE OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES AND 
DPENSPACE 
POLICY 6.1 Pursue and develop innovative long-term funding mechanisms for maintenance, 
operation, renovation and acquisition of open space and recreation. 
.. . Additionally, these agreements should: 
• Maintain and enhance public access to recreation and park seNices; and 
• Maintain transparency and accountability to the public; and 
• Support the park or open space through financial and/ or physical improvements 

(11) 

1714 



590 Leland Avenue Project includes 586, 596 Leland & 579, 583, 589 Raymond· CASE# 2014.0936E 

Citywide Impact Fees to Fund Recreation Facilities and Open Space. Development impact fees are 
fees the City charges developers in connection with approval of a development project for the purpose 
ofdefraying all or a portion of new public facility needs related to the development. These fees can be 
used to acquire and develop new recreational facilities and open spaces and for capital improvements 
to existing open spaces. Development impact fees that provide revenue for recreation and open space 
are in effect in a number of City neighborhoods, but not citywide. The City has developed an. initial 
nexus study to demonstrate the impact of new development on open 

Enviamena P,ra;ix, Ehl'Jelt 
Land 
OBJECTIVE 7: ASSURE THAT THE LAND RESOURCES IN SAN FRANCISCO ARE USED IN 
WAYS THAT BOTH RESPECT AND PRESERVE THE NATURAL VALUES OF THE LAND AND 
SERVE THE BEST INTERESTS OF ALL THE CITY'S CITIZENS. 
POLICY 7.1 Preserve and add to public open space in accordance with the objectives and policies of 
the Recreation and Open Space Element . 

... Given constraints on the City's financial resources, public acquisition for all natural areas 
that are in private ownership may not be an option. However, if such an area is at risk of loss 
through development, the site should be examined as a candidate for open space acquisition. 
Relative importance of the site as a natural area should also be assessed . 
. .. Undoing past mistakes must also be a maior part of comprehensive environmental action. In 
this regard, San Francisco should undertake projects to acquire or create open space, cultivate more .. 
vegetation, replenish wildlife, and landscape man-made surroundings. Projects revitalizing the urban 
environment should be encouraged and receive top priority. With major efforts in this direction, the City 
will help reverse past trends toward the destruction of the natural qualities of the environment. 
... (if) an area is at risk of loss through development, the site should be examined as cl candidate for 
open space acquisition. Relative importance of the site as a natural area should also be assessed. 
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BACKGROUND 
The Visitacion Valley Greenway and the Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance (VVPA) in 
partnership with various environmentalists, educators and community me111bers are in 
agreement that the 590 Leland site should not have housing built on it, but rather should be 
preserved as open space. On July 7, 2015, the Park Recreation and Open Space Advisory 
Committee (PROSAC), after hearing numerous comments made by concerned neighborhood 
members, voted unanimously to place the parcel on the Recreation and Park Department's 
Acquisition Roster, and, separately, to recommend that the Recreation and Park Commission 
act to acquire the site. In addition many McLaren Park Collaborative members have expressed 
support for acquiring the site for public open space and environmental education. 

The award winning Visitacion Valley Greenway has worked for over 20 years to beautify and 
green the neighborhood (200+ trees planted in the Valley with Friends of the Urban Forest), 
promote outdoor education with children and youth, maintain the Greenway, and provide a 
sense of unity. 

Since 1999 the Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance has endeavored to help empower and 
educate the community to improve Visitacion Valley, which is one of the most neglected 
neighborhoods' in San Francisco. As a result, among other accomplishments, WPA has 
achieved the following: 

• Created a community planning process, without City support at the beginning, that 
has resulted in the process of developing the Schlage Lock former brown field site as 
a TOD. 
• Pursued a better design.for our new library. 
• Initiated the Visitacion Valley Developer's Infrastructure Fee and Executive Park 
Master Plan process with former Supervisor Maxwell 
• Worked on Leland Avenue Streetscape Improvement Prc;>ject, the San 
Bruno/Arleta/Bayshore intersection corner, the Plaza in front of Schlage Lock and 
· Bayshore Caltrain Station design 

The point is that WPA has been in the forefront of Visitacion Valley community planning for 
over 17 years. We have supported high-density housing and initiated thoughtful, smart 
development to improve our historically underserved neighborhood. 

It is clear that our community is not opposed to new housing. On the contrary, we embrace it, 
particularly when it best serves our community, the City and the environment. 

However the proposed development at 590 Leland is not in the best public interest and will 
cause the loss of sensitive open space and the church building as a community resource, which 
will adversely affect our neighborhood forever. · 
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This is the site of the last remaining African American Church in Visitiacion Valley. Furthermore, 
the community has already developed a vision for this site as an eco center and community 
space (See Question 3 for ~ore details). 

In the past few years Visitacion Valley residents have contended with a lack of services that are 
expected in other wealthier neighborhoods, coupled with an alarming trend to use our 
neighborhood for what is not desired in the rest of the City. The most egregious of these being: 
• Relocation of MTA facility and Auto Return to Visitacion Valley 
• Plans· to relocate Recology facilities from Pier 96 and ]1h Street to an expanded facility in 
Visitacion Valley · 
• Redevelopment Agency dissolution, resulting in less community planning input and increase in 
number of housing units at Schlage Lock. 
• Recent sale of Union Pacific Railroad property to a developer, with possible 200 additional 
housing units and loss of open space at Schlage Lock, 
• Proposal to build a Caltrain Maintenance yard directly next door in Brisbane and Paralleling 
station at Schlage Lock 

Specifically, there are 3 main interrelated issues and concomitant impacts that concern 
our community about the 590 Leland Avenue Development: 

1) Environmental 

According to Planning Department Policies the 590 Leland site proposal did not meet the 
threshold for an EIR. In fact, the project will have environmental impacts that would · be 
considered insupportable in a larger project. There needs to be greater scrutiny due to the 

Views 
Views from the park of the Bay, Visitacion Valley and San Bruno Mountain would be destroyed 
by the proposed development of 5 three-story houses. Sight lines into the park from nearby 
streets would be eliminated. Lovely, irreplaceable views visible only from this area would be lost 
forever. (See photos). 1 

Shadowing 
Significant shadows created by the existing 2-story building at the end of Raymond Avenue 
extend 50 feet to the west in the 9 am morning sun. Earlier there would be an even longer 
shadow. The proposed three-story buildings would cast a 50 - 75 foot shadow (approximately) 
across the western length of the development from Raymond Avenue to Leland Avenue for a 
main portion of the day. The shadows would adversely affect the native plants on site. (See 
photo) 

Loss of Open Space and Accessibility 
Over the years the original McLaren Park footprint has lost over half its acreage to private 
housing and public entities, such as schools and public housing. The 590 Leland Avenue parcel 
was once part of McLaren Park. Historically, the public has considered the open space behind 
the church to be part of the park until it was discovered that the land had been sold to a private 
developer. The Recreation and Park Department has long maintained the site behind and 
beside the church believing it to be Recreation and Park open space. 
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The flow of parkland from Visitacion Valley Middle School to Hatin Avenue will be forever 
compromised and interrupted by the 590 Leland Avenue development. It will create a very 
narrow passage for the public trail next to Visitacion Avenue. There is a commitment by 
Rec/Park, the PUC and the community to improve this strip of land as witnessed by the various 
projects already begun - the community garden, PUC rain garden, improved open space to be 

___ lanciscaned_witb-dmugbLi:esistanLancLnatb.Le __ t[e_es_ancLnlants,_trails_and _a_maLaLentO/Way_lQ_ __ 
McLaren P~rk in an area lacking accessibility to the park. The 590 Leland project will ruin what 
has been underway for some time. (See photo) - -- -

Proximity to Public Open Space and Bio-geographical Importance 
The 590 Leland site is directly adjacent to a Recreation and Park open space. According to the 
General Plan, the site should be preserved and protected as part of the larger public open 
space. Most importantly, Dr. Michael Vasey, SFSU Department of Biology and Director, SF Bay 
NERR, among many scholarly accomplishments, has identified the site as a rare sand dune bio­
geographical habitat for rare existing native plants. 

2) Public investment in the surrounding area 
It has long been hoped and planned that the area running along the eastern side of Visitacion 
Avenue from Visitacion Valley Middle School to Hahn Avenue would be improved for our 
community. 

Existing Conditions 
North of Mansell Street, McLaren Park is relatively well kept with numerous public amenities. 
South of Mansell Street' the conditions in McLaren Park change dramatically for the worse. 
Much of this parkland lacks pathways and is too steep and over-grown with weeds to be 
accessible for the average park user. For the most part private homes, El Dorado Elementary -
School, Visitacion Valley Middle School and John King Senior Housing have been built adjoining 
the McLaren Park border forming an impenetrable wall around the park. There is an obvious 
lack of entryways. The most topographically level and beautiful open space in Visitacion Valley 
has been allocated to a single use entity - the Gleneagles Golf Course. The only other open 
space; that could have served the entire community, has been set aside by Rec/Park for a bike 
park on Sunnydale Avenue. (See photos) 

Improvements Underway or Proposed 

• Future Improvements: There will be a PUC rain garden at the Leland Avenue entry 
adjacent to the Community Garden, which is in the process of major renovation. This area will 
become a focal point and outdoor education center for McLaren Park, as well as the 
neighborhood. The proposed 590 Leland project will be iii the middle of these public amenities. 

• Outdoor Education Canter: This is the beginning of the eventual establishment of a park 
area landscaped with native plants and containing trails from Visitacion Valley Middle School, 
John King Senior Community and the neighborhood into McLaren Park's natural area north of 
the golf course. It is envisioned by many that a Native Plant Demonstration Garden be linked to 
the Community Garden and Rain Garden as a venue for environmental education. There have 
been plans for students from Visitacion Valley Middle School to help clear and landscape 
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portions of the space under the guidance of the environmental education program, Kids in Parks, 
and middle school teachers. Community members will also volunteer. This entire area offers an 
opportunity for the Visitacion Valley community, as well as regional park users to learn about 
native plants, agripulture, horticulture and water conservation. 

• Trail: A ·little over a year ago,. with the help of SFRPD, local volunteers, and the group, 
Volunteers of California (VOCAL), there was a site cleanup for a trail from the middle school to 
Hahn Avenue. Dead trees and weeds were removed and the first phase of a trail was built. The 
flow of this parkland will be forever compromised and impeded by the 590 Leland development. 
It will create a very narrow passage for the public trail at Raymond Avenue. 

• Mclaren Park Entryway: The McLaren Park land from the middle school to Hahn 
Avenue is planned to become a major entryway to McLaren Park for the existing community, as 
well as the expected new population at Executive Park, Schlage Lock and Sunnydale Housing 
and park users in general. Leland Avenue provides a direct route from Schlage Lock to Mclaren 
Park. 

• Roadway and Public. Safety: The end of Raymond Avenue has been made into a . 
vehicular turn-around area that is close to undercutting the Visitacion Avenue roadway above. 
The park space on the north and south sides of the tum-around needs to be extended across 
Raymond Avenue to shorten the street and shore up the Visitacion Avenue roadway. This will 
protect the precarious roadway and connect the park pathway for pedestrian and roadway 
safety, park continuity and beauty. Building 3 housing units there will impede this improvement. 

• Parking: Raymond Avenue already has parking issues due to the need for John King Senior 
Community staff parking. Leland Avenue, a cul-de-sac, also poses parking issues for neighbors. 
Two parking spaces, each for the 5 proposed 590 Leland units will make the problem worse. 
Adding to the problem, the developer states that the units have 4 bedrooms, but there are other 
spaces in the designs that will allow for more bedrooms. More residents mean a higher demand 
for parking spaces. 

• McLaren Park Community Design Process: The Recreation and Park o·epartment 
and PUC are already investing several million dollars on improvements that will be negatively 
impacted by placing 5 large buildings in the middle of vital open space. This area will be 
included in the current McLaren Park public planning process for the entire park as part of the 
2012 Park Bond allocation for McLaren Park, a process that will lead to trail, landscaping and 
recreational improvements to benefit the several nearby public schools and housing facilities as 
well as the community at large. 

3) Impact on Community and Park Users : 

Who will be Impacted 
The general public and entire population of Visitacion Valley including future residents at the 
new developments, as well as nearby residents, seniors and students will be impacted by loss 
of open space and connectivity to the only vestige of Mclaren Park accessible to the public in 
Visitacion Valley. 

(16) 

1719 



590 Leland Avenue Project includes 586, 596 Leland & 579, 583, 589 Raymond CASE# 2014.0936E 

Reality of Open Space Conditions in Visitacion Valley 
The issue of the open space contiguous to the 590 Leland development, which runs from the 
Visitacion Valley Middle School (WMS) to Hahn Avenue needs to be examined in terms of the 
greater Mclaren Park open space situation in Visitacion Valley and its community impacts. The 
area surrounding the site is home to Sunnydale (largest public housing project in the City), 
Heritaae Homes and_Hrltton_Go_urts-1::Lousin_a__er_oie_cts_,_J_o_bn_J{ina_Senior_.Cummunitv bous.ing__ ___ _ 
and the Visitacion Valley Middle School. El Dorado and Visitacion Valley Elementary Schools 
are nearby. 

Since the Visitacion Valley neighborhood is located near McLaren Park it is not considered a 
"high needs" area in terms of open space. In reality, residents of Visitacion Valley do not have 
adequate access to McLaren Park. Given the enormous amount of high density housing soon to 
be built in the Valley, it is even more critical to provide as much usable open space and 
accessibility as possible for the neighborhood. 

· Seniors and Students 
The area provides much needed open space for the seniors living at John King Senior 
Community (JKSC). Currently, they are forced into the street to exercise and walk, as it is 
difficult for them to enter the park. The only flat open space near JKSC is at the proposed 590 
Leland project area on Raymond Avenue. Middle school students routinely use the pathway to 
and from home. 

Neighborhood Character and Identity 
Although the church building was not judged to be of historical or architectural importance to 
those who evaluated it for the Environme·ntal Review, in reality it does have importance to the 
fabric of the Visitacion Valley neighborhood that lacks landmarks, interesting public buildings 
and, in general, a positive sense of identity. The church has been part of our visual landscape 
for over 60 years. It was home to an African American church in a City with a dwindling African 
American population and cultural institutions. It was for many years a space for the non-profit, 
ROCK afterschool program. Both have been displaced. The church is an iconic structure that 
gives a sense of tranquility and defines the area. It is one of only 3 church buildings remaining in 
the Valley and the only one with a spire. (See photo) 

We are asking for a return to former use as a community resource. In this era of sky rocketing 
rents, non-profits have been forced to leave the City. The Church building could be a shared 

· space for many non-profits, particularly those devoted to education and environmental issues. 

Environmental Education Opportunities 
This overall open space will become an outdoor destination point for environmental and 
agricultural education. It will be a living laboratory, if you will, for the people of San Francisco 
and, particularly 'for high-risk children and youth in a neighborhood lacking recreational and 
environmental educational opportunities. Plans for this project have already displaced the 
students from the after school program, ROCK (Real Opportunities for City Kids), from their 
original space, which was located in the Church. In addition, the site is part of a rare bio"'" 
geographical sand dune, which, in itself, offers an invaluable venue for outdoor education. 
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Community Involvement/Stewardship 
Students involved in an outdoor education program at Visitacion Valley Middle School, as well 
as other youth, children and local residents, will volunteer to improve the area. There have been 
volunteer work parties at the Leland Avenue Community Garden with. neighbors, SF 
Conservation Corps and SFRPD youth programs. Students from ROCK (Real Opportunities for 
City Kids) and Boys and Girls Club have participated in programming at the Community Garden. 
Students from Visitacion Valley Middle School taking pr,:trt in a Kids in Parks environmental 
education program there will begin improving a site on the upper Raymond portion of the site 
next year. In the future, as has been ithe case of the Visitacion Valley Greenway, community 
volunteers will be heavily involved in park improvements. 

Affordable Housing 
Our historically neglected neighborhood has promoted and embraced new high density housing 
at Executive Park, Schlage Lock and Sunhydale Housing as well as past projects at Britton 
Courts and Heritage Homes, but this proposed project in such a sensitive area is asking too 
much of our community. We need open space to accommodate the needs and desires of an 
enormous influx of new residents and our already beleaguered residents. Building high cost 
mega-homes in a neighborhood desperately in need of affordable housing is a slap in the face 
of an underserved community that has long fought for niore housing when other neighborhoods 
have rejected it. The 590 Leland project does not benefit the people of Visitaciop Valley. It adds 
no value to the neighborhood. Instead, much will be lost to the well-being, quality of life and 
health of the community. , 

Degradation of any open space in San Francisco is not in the best public 
interest. We ask that the 590 Leland Avenue site be annexed to McLaren Park 
and that the proposed housing development not be approved by the Planning 
Commission. 

Mclaren Park Outdoor Education Center 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Dr. Michael Vasey, Director NERR, member of SFSU Biology Department staff 
Michael Wood, President, Wood Biological Consulting 
Ana Vasadueo, Former Director. Blue Greenway, Environmental and Land Use Planning 
Degree from Cornell 
Linda Shaffer, Former PROSAC Distric( 10 representative, CNPS Board Member, PhD 
Economics 
Charlotte Hill, Environmental Educator, Former Director and Teacher in Kids In Parks program 
Damien Raffa, EducationNolunteer Program Manager, Presidio Trust, SF Committee for 
Children and Nature Network, Cities Connecting Children to Nature 
Amber Hasselbring, Director, Nature in the City 
Linda Davirro, Chair of Crocker Amazon Park Advisory Committee, former Chair of PROSAC 
Zahra Kelly, Director, Friends of Palau/Phelps Park, Director of Advocacy, Nature in the City 
Markos Major, Director, Climate Action Now 
Fran Martin, Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance and Visitacion Valley Greenway 

In addition, supporters have signed a petition, available when needed. 
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permit housing at 590 Leland Avenue, particularly housing that is out of line with the 
predominately two story housing in the neighborhood and the open space and educational 
needs of the community. The community has a plan that is in keeping with the General Plan and 
improvement of the parkland for the adjacent long neglected Visitacion Valley community and 
park users from the City and Bay Area region. 

COMMUNITY PROPOSAL FOR WESTERN MCLAREN PARK FROM 
VISITACION VALLEY MIDDLE SCHOOL TO HAHN AVENUE 

The entire ribbon of McLaren Park open space from Visitacion Valley Middle School to Hahn 
Avenue adjacent to Visitacion Avenue is envisioned as a Native Plant Demonstration Garden 
and Outdoor Education Center. It would encompass: 
• The soon-to-be renovated Leland Avenue Community Garden 
• The soon-to-be-built PUC Rain Garden 
• An Environmental Education Center located in the existing church at 590 Leland. 
• Pathways through a Native Plant Demonstration Garden, which includes a rare bio­
geographical sand dune, linking the Middle School, Coffman Pool, Hahn Avenue and the greater 
McLaren Park west of Visitacion Avenue to the Visitacion Valley community and general park 
users. 

Reasons 

San Francisco's largest park, Golden Gate Park, was conceived as a destination point with 
infrastructure such as the Band Concourse, Botanical Garden, Windmills, Academy of Sciences, 
Museums, Conservatory of Flowers, etc. to attract the public. McLaren Park, our second largest 
park was conceived as a more natural open space for the public to experience the environment 
in its unstructured form. 

-Over the years McLaren Park has significantly shrunk in size due to loss of land to both public 
and private housing and public schools. Still it represents our best hope for major open space 
devoted to nature, which is of particular necessity in this time of loss of wildlife habitat and 
global warming. Generally, our cities are 10 degrees warmer than the surrounding countryside. 
Worldwide we are facing unprecedented loss of species and drought has made water scarce 
and threatens our green infrastructure. Facing this global crisis, it is important that we act locally 
to educate ourselves about the environment and the value of native plant species, which are 
drought resistant. What better place than McLaren Park? 

There is no other area in the park where an outdoor education center would be viable. At 590 
Leland there is already a building, i.e. the church, to accommodate community needs - no 
necessity to build anything on precious open space. It is a large building adjacent to the overall 
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site that could accommodate classes, meeting rooms, exhibits and offices for environmental 
groups. We are asking for a return to its former use as a community resource. The 590 Leland 
Project has displaced the nonprofit ROCK afterschool program and an African American church 
of long standing in a City with a dwindling African American population and cultural institutions. 
The church has had historic and visual importance to the fabric of neighborhood that has few 
public landmarks, 

A Recreation and Park Community Planning Process to create an overall plan for McLaren Park 
began July 23. That process will consider incorporating the 590 Leland site in McLaren Park to 
create the best possible open space plan for the entire park. An outdoor e_ducation center and 
much needed accessibility to the park for Visitacion Valley residents and the general public are 

· needed. The goal of good City planning is to use land for the highest, best use in the public's 
interest. That should take precedence over building new unaffordable housing. Given the major 
influx of new housing units proposed for Visitacion Valley and the enormous number of new 
residents coming to the area, it is vital that the needs of those people be met, as well as existing 
residents. Plans for McLaren Park's future· need to address viewing the park in its totality as an 
environmental resource and a venue for outdoor education. The 590 Leland project directly 
threatens the viability of the planning process and the park open space. · 

According to several Native Plant experts, including Dr. Michael Vasey, of particular 
importance to McLaren Park and San Francisco, is the distinctive presence of the bio­
geographical remnant sand dune, the easternmost in the City, which comprises the site. 
There are 2 native plant species located in the sand dune, one is locally rare and the 
other is endangered. Both are the only ones in McLaren Park, The overall site should be · 
protected by the Recreation and Park Department. • 

Educational Opportunities. 

At this critical moment we have an unprecedented opportunity to create an outdoor destination 
point for environmental and agricultural education that will not come our way again. It will be a 
living laboratory, if you will, for the people of San Francisco and, particularly, for high-risk 
children and youth in a neighborhood lacking recreational and environmental educational 
opportunities. 

Connecting Children to Nature Initiative 
San Francisco is a core· member in the national Cities Connecting Children to Nc1ture initiative, 
which advocates for outdoor education and recreational opportunities for children. As one of 
only 7 cities chosen nationwide, there is an effort on the part of our Recreation and Park 
Department to focus on providing better service to our children. The McLaren Park Outdoor 
Education Center would be central to making San Francisco a leader in environmental 
education for children. 

It is of vital importance that such an Outdoor Education Center be created in 
Mclaren Park for the following reasons: 
• Empowerment: With a population of 66% Asian, 8% African American, 18% Latino and White 
12%, Visitacion Valley represents the future diversity of our City and country. As population 
demographics change, it is critical to be more inclusive of "minorities" who have not been as 
active in the environmental movement due to various socio-economic barriers. Education on all fronts is 
necessary to empower our future environmental leaders. 
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various interest groups who have had a larger voice in planning for McLaren Park. The City has 
systematically ignored the needs of the Visitacion Valley community on all levels. 
• Living Lab: The Native Plant Demonstration Garden, sited in a Recreation .and Park open 
space would teach the public about what plants they could plant in their own yards and be· a 
model for future planting in all our City parks. Interested professionals, teachers and classes 
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provide a habitat refuge for wildlife. A small greenhouse co.µld be annexed onto toe back of the 
church building for propagating native plants: -. - - .. . . . - . ·-· . 
• Unique Bio-geographical Site: The site is the only sand dune in McLaren Park and the 
easternmost sand dune in San Francisco. It is also home to 2 native plants of significance found 
nowhere else in the vicinity. This is a living lesson in biodiversity that makes the area very 
special to environmental science and our residents, as well. 

The future McLaren Park Native Plant Demonstration Garden and the 590 Leland site are. 
inextricably linked. It is critical to not allow housing development and protect such a site since 
according to the general plan: 

• " .. .the two areas together would support a larger or more diverse natural habitat, 
•" ... The site is undeveloped and relatively undisturbed, ... 
• We should "Preserve, protect and restore local biodiversity . ... Yet San Francisco 
continues to Jose species diversity due to isolation and fragmentation of habitats and 
invasive species." 

• Lack of Outdoor Education Facilities in City and Specifically, McLaren Park:. The only 
· environmental education center operated by the Recreation and Park Park Department is the 

Randall Museum, which is geographically inaccessible to those in the Southern neighborhoods. 
McLaren Park has no suitable place for exhibits and for people to meet in-doors. The only 
possibilities are the small clubhouses at McNab Lake and the Crocker Amazon Playground: . 
neither is surrounded by open space or adequate for an Environmental Education Center. 
• Repurposing: Returning the church building to its original function as a community asset and, 
specifically, creating an Environmental Education Center there is the smart, innovative choice. 
There would be no need to use precious open space for a new building and it is positioned in an 
education facility-rich, underserved area available to 3 high schools, a middle school and 3 
elementary schools. In San Francisco there is an unprecedented loss of non-profits unable to 
compete for overpriced space. This crisis is well documented, and the church building would 
help alleviate the situation as an office and meeting space for nonprofits. Note that the Mayor 
has created the Nonprofit Space Investment Fund and Nonprofit Space Stabilization Program to 
address this very problem. · 

Given the extraordinary features of this site, it is necessary that it remain open space and 
that the church serve as a much needed community asset. · 
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San Francisco Recreation Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Department of Biology 
1600 Holtoway Avenue 

San Francisco State University 
San Francisco, CA 94132-1722 

Tel: 4151333-1549 
Fax: 4151338-2295 

h!tp:llwww. sf s.u. edul-bi-OJ-Ogy 

December 28, 2016 

Subject: Proposed development at 590 Leland Avenue, San Francisco 

To Whom it may Concern: 

I am writing to alert you to a recent dlscovery of biological slgnlfk.ance at and near 590 Leland 
Avenue In Vlsltaclon Valley near Mclaren Pali(. The discovery pertains to at least two 
slgnfficant plant species that are Indicators of remnant coastal dune habitat that were not 
reported to exist before In this area. 'The two species in question are Croton cal[fom{cus 
(EuphOC'blac.eae) and Chorlzanthe cuspldato (Polygonaceae). The existence of these two species 
In this habitat suggests that there may well be other plant and animal sped~ associated wrth 
this rare habitat In the area that have not yet been observed. 

My baclcground Is relevant to thls discovery. I am a trained botanist anc,t plant ecologist and 
have worked at San Francisco State (SFSU) since 1990. l have served as president of the 
California Botanical Society and on the state board of the Callfor:nla Native Plant Society. In the 
early 1.990's, I coordinated a vascular plant spedes Inventory for the Presidio prior to Its 
transfer to the GGNRA. During that time, I became thoroughly famlllar with the coastafdune 
flora that Is still present there today. Later In the 1990's; I coordinated SFSU participation with 
the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department conducting a survey of the flora of 
candidate natural areas that were recently formallted by the adoption of the EIR for the 
S(gnlflcant Natural Areas Program (SNAP). I conducted ground surveys with other pari< 
botanists and graduate students on vrrtually all of these areas, Including Mclaren Park. At that 
time, our survey work was focused on the open grassland area between SUnnyvale. Geneva, 
and Brookdale. Soils of this sJte are from weathered upland rocks of the Franclsean Formation. 
There were no dune soils In thrs area as best I recall. I belreve that this area Is stlHthe primary 
SNAP management focus for Md...aren Park. At the time, .I was unaware that coastal dune soils 
were ·present down below In Visitacion Valley or that any of this habitat remained undeveloped. 

,· first lea med that there might be coastal dune habitat ln and near Mcla~n Park ln July 2016 
and visited the site on July 22. · I confirmed the dune habitat and Croton a,/Jfomlcus (Callfomla 
croton) o«urrence at the Leland Avenue property and also across Ra;imond Avenue on 
Mclaren Park property. Whtie surveying the Mclaren Pali( property near the end of Raymond, 
I also discovered several fndtviduals of a rare San Francisco endemic splneflower, Chorlzanthe 

TM Cllll\:lnll,a S-Ur\h'Mlllly: 8D~#$1\dd. Ol--' ls/ll"lds. Clll::o, D=l11QUC121ffl1. Fn:isno. Fufllr1i:n. ~ ~ l.ll<>g ~ LM~ 
w~ A£:iadcmr, lolootorwy e~. ~ ~ Soc:nam<Jillo.. Son 8cml,,;rro. a,;,,, OICQQ. s.i,, Frin::lila:>. 81111 ..,._., Slln ui. Olillspo. ~ Ma,w,., Smcmia. ~-
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cusp/data (San Frandsco splneflower). There has been uncertarnty about the distinctness of 
the splneflower rn the literature but, currently, It rs considered a full spedes In Its recent 
treatment In the latest callfornla flora (Jepson Manual 2nd Edition 20U). The drstrlbutlon of 
this spedes Is restricted to San Francisco dune habrtats and dunes In southwestem Marin. If It 
had beeri cons.ldered a specles prevlousty it might well have beenilsted under the federai 
Endangered Species Act (as another rare dune annual In San Francisco, Les.sing/a germanbrum, 
was previously lrsted). It could well become a candtdatefor llstlng In the future. The Callfornla 

\ croton, on the other hand, rs a more widespread s~res of coast.al dunes and rnland sandy soils 
ln Southem Cal!fornla. However, the great sand dune ecosystem rn San Francisco Is Its 
northernmost known locaUty, far removed southern populatlons In Monterey Bay. 
Consequentfy, It ls considered a dlstrtbutlonal drsJunct and range extenslon which could well 

. represent a distinct genotype that Is Important for the future persrstenee of the species under 
different di mate change scenarios.. 

lhe extension of San Frandsco1s dune habitat to southeastern San Francisco rn Vls(tadon Valley 
was unexpected by me. However, thrs sandy soil ls well doc:umented In an early geological map 
by Andrew C. Lawson that accompanied a Carnegie Institution publlcatron rn 1908 rn 
conjunctron with Harry O. Wood. Here Is a pdf Image of that map showfng the dune habitat In 
Vls(tadon Valley: 

The buff cotor represents Pleistocene dune sands that presumabfy blew acros.s the peninsula to 
the bay and accumulated In this area. 
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Vlsrt 
http:l.{www.davfdrumsey.com{luna/servle!Ldetall/RUMSEY"'8"'1"'31130"'1151061:Geofoglcal­
map-San-Franclsco- to see the entrre map. The coastal dune plant community In San Frandsco 
has great blogeographf c srgnrfk:ance and the fac.t that an undeveloped remnant of thls habitat 
still exists In upper Visitacion Valley and (remarkably) still contains rare plant species rSy rn my 

. I ' 

oplnlon, an lmportar,t find that merits further rnvestfgatlon before more ofthls habitat rs lost to 
further development. .. 

Acc:ordlngfy, I urge the Plannlng Comm1$Slon and other governance bodies within San Francisco 
to require that a full Environmental trn.pac.t,Analysls be conducted at this site and to potentlally 
restrict further develqprnent of thls a~a lf!t.proves to be of further blotogJcal value. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comm~~t on thrs matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mfchael Vase.y, Ph.D. 
368 San Pedro Ave. 
Paclflca, CA 94044 
(650) 255-5763 
mvasey@sfsu.edu 
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Discretionary Review Request for 590 Leland Project 

LIST OF PHOTOS 

, 1) Overview of Visitacion Valley 

2) Overview of 590 Leland and Environs 

2A) Overview of proposed parkland and Outdoor Education Center, from V V 
Middle School to Hahn · Avenue. Note disruption of open space. by 590 Leland 
Avenue Project. Block of open space from Leland to Raymond is bisected. 

28) Closer view of various public elements and existing issues that need to be 
addressed. 590 Proj~qt will e~aper.bateJhese issues. 

:·.,-.. ,,... ·.·.· .. ·.: .:·· 

2C) Parking qonditions ~nR~~n,~nd Avenu~ .. 

3) Impact on Views ... '··· 

3A) View fr~m south tqwards ri~hh. Lo~~lyJan.dscape anp.trees de.strayed by 590 
Leland Projec:;t. ·. ·. · · .· · , · · · · · 

38) Loss of views fr9m various point8, .· . 
.... ,••. • • •, •.,• • .:· •.I', '•,, ·: 

4A) Impact of shadows 0119pen space. Now at65' in morning, would be up to 90'-
95' with 3 story bufldjngs. \<: \' < · · · · · · · · · · ·· 

5) Importance pf qhurch to Neighbe>r.~qod J\estheti~s and C~aracte.r 

SA) Scenic view of B~y ~nd ,sun~. >< 
. . ,,.., ... 

6) Leland AvemieCommunity,c:3ard~n 

7) PUC Rain Gar~en 

8) Concept Plan for McLaren Park Outdoor Education Center 

9) Children, youth and adults who enjoy and support open space in Visitacion 
Valley: 
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OVERVIEW 
McLaren P.ar1< south of M.ansotl Strset 
and s.urroundirig condition$ in Visitacron Valley 

LEGEND 

• Area bounded by houslli{I and 
s.chools, inacessable to general 
pubtec 

0 Area bounded by gotf and 
bike courses 

(§) Proposed area for development 
at 590 Leland Avenue 

• Open sp,ace from WMS to 
Hahn Avenue 

© Mansell Street 

@ Herz PlaygroundlCoffman Pool 

@ Sunnydale Housing 

© Heritage Homes/Britton Courts 

(!) Visitacion Valley Middle School 

© John King Senior Housing 

(z) El Dora.do Elementary School 
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OVERVIEW 
590 Leland and Environs 0 

Approxfrr)<'ite dlrnensicM of 590 Leland sit~r 

sso Lela11<l Av'enu~ ,:;He . ' .. ' .. . 
Community Garden/R11in, G.ar.d~.~.'entryw;;1y tci:' 

·. Raymond Ave. 
Lelartd Ave. 

· North to So~th/East side 
North to So~t~lWest ski~ 

Mclmen Park and tt?{lnrca lro11fYVMS to Hnhn Ave. 
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113.s reet 
44.11eet·· · 

198.7 f~t 
200.1 feet.·.·. · 
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--neighbor-hoodresidents, 
as well as John King Senior 
Housing staff 
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Impact on Views · . 
· Existing . · · · . · After deveropment 0 

Virr.w to Soutti of San Sruno Movntain ~nd Valley from Raymond Avemie 

Adjacent to site - Southwest View of Bay and San Bruno Mountain 

View from Letandf Av.enue lookin~ NPrth £ Fvtu~e reno~ated Community Ga/den. PUC Rain Garden and 
matnenuy to Mclaren Park In foreground 
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. After Development 
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) . 

Red indicates shadows cast by development of up to 75 feet 

. Existing conditions on Raymond Avenue : Shadws 50 feet long cast by 
· 2 storv buHdina at 9 am 
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.Shadows from 2 srory bui.ldi·ng.up to 65'. 
3 story building would cast ·SQ'::-;'95~ shadow. . 
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Importance of Church to neighborf1ood aesthetics and character 
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Keep an entry here i0l 1r:;cks 
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Garden 
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Those who value the environment 

1745 



_, 

·,. 

tl ::~ ·:;_-=··.,.~·..; ;:t. 
-WiMES R GROWOEN 

,:,>)f,RAN MARTIN'-;.,/ 
:r.··'.186 ARLETA AVE 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS). · 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good morning, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Monday, March 26, 2018 12:02 PM 
fma6764860@aol.com; vquan. sf@gmail.com 
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John 
(CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Sanch.ez, Scott (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); 
Cooper, Ri.ck (CPC); Pollak, Josh (CPC); loriin, Jonas (CPC); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, 
Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
APPEAL RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 590 Leland Avenue -
Appeal Hearing on April 3, 2018 · 

180179 

Please find linked below an appeal response received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the Planning 

Department, regarding the Exemption Determination Appeal for the proposed project at 590 Leland Avenue. 

Planning Appeal Response - March 26, 2018 · 

The hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m, special order before the Board on April 3, 2018. 

Please note, on April 3, 2018, the Board is anticipated to entertain a motion to continue this appeal hearing to April 
10,2018 . . 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 180179 

Regards, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 

· Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Plac~, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• /Z.ifJ Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

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. 

1 
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DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

HEARING DATE: 
ATTACHMENTS: 

Categorical Exem~tion AQ~eal· 

590 Leland Avenue 

March 26, 2018 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Lisa. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer - ( 415) 575-9032 . 
Josh Pollal<-(415) 575-8766 
Planning Case No. 2014.0936E 
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 590 Leland Avenue 
April 3, 2018 
A: Biological Resources Information 
B: View Analysis 

PROJECT SPONSOR: Victor Quan, (415) 531-8311, vquan.sf@gmail.com 
APPELLANT: Fran Martin, Visitacion Valley Planning Allian~e 

INTRODUCTION 

1: .. 

T_ 't u. 

•MMMt•i 
1650 Mission St. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 . 

r. 

This memorandum and the attached documents are <! response to the letter of appeal to ·the. Board of 
Supervisors (the "Board") regarding the Planning Departm~nt's issuance of a Categorical Exemption 
under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA Determination") for the proposed 590 Leland 
Street (the "proposed project''). · 

The Planning Department, plirsuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines, issued a Categorical Exemption 
. for the proposed proje~t on Feb~aiy 12, 2015, finding that the proposed project is exempt from the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as a Class 32 cat":gorical exemption. 
. . 

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Planning Department's decision to issue a 
categorical exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Planning Department's decision to issue a 
categorical exemption and return the project to Planning Department staff for additional environmental 
review. 

SITE DESCRIPTION & EXISTING USE 

The subject property is located on Assessor's Block 6243, spanning five parcels. The project block is 
bounded by Raymond Avenue to the north, Leland Avenue to the south, Sawyer Street to the east, and 
Visitacion Avenue to the West. The proposed project is immediately adjacent'toJohn McLaren Park and 
McLaren Community Garden, in the Visitacion Valley neighborhood. Currently, the five parcels contain 
an existing 37'-2. 1h" -tall church building. Constructed in 1954, the existing building measures 

Memo 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: April 3, 20.18 

CASE No. 2014.0936E 
590 Leland Street 

~pp.ro:ximately 8;416 square feet and is currently vacant. The subject parcels front onto both Leland 
Avenue and Raymond· Avenue. These portions of Leland and Raymond avenues do not have direct . 
connections to Visitacion Avenue, as the parcels directly abut John McLaren Park. All five parcels }:iave 
pedestrian access via sidewalks or other street improvements. 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The project site is located in an area characterized by single-family residences and a public park, as well 
as the nearby Coffman Pool, the John King Senior Community, and the Visitacion Valley Middle School. 
Existing single-family homes along Leland Avenue and Raymond Avenue are two- to-three-stories tall. 
The project site is located within the RH-1 Zoning Distriict. The project site is adjacent to the McLaren 
Community Garden, which is currently under construction. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project inclu~es the demolition .of. the existing church building and construction of five 
new single-family homes, addressed as: 579, 583 and 589 Raymond Avenue and 586 and 596 Leland 
Avenue, across five individual lots.1586 Leland was formally referred to as 590 Leland Avenue; however, 
prior to conducting the.311 Neighborhood Notification, the address was revised to 586 Leland Avenue. 
590 Leland Avenue is the name of the proposed project in its entirety and the addi;ess of the existing 
church. Three of the five residences would front Raymond A venue, while two of th~ residences would 
front Leland A venue, 

At 579, 583 and 589 Raymond Avenue, the project would construct three, three-story, single-family 
residences-each with two off-street parking spaces. The Project would incorporate roof decks at their 
respective third stories, which would be setback from the front fac;:ade. These three residences would be 
3,456, 3,706 and 3,706 gross square feet in size, respectively, and would each have a height of 29'-10 1/4". 

At 586 and 596 Leland Avenue, the project would construct two, three-story, single-family residences­
each with two off-street parking spaces. The project would incorporate roof decks at their respective third 
stories, which would be setback from the front fac;:ade. These two residences would be 3,506 and 4,372 
gross square feet in size, and would have heights of 32'-3" and 31'-11", respectively. 

The project sponsor updated the design of the proposed project after publication of the 311 notice at 579, 
583,589 Raymond Avenue and 586 Leland Avenue with revised garage floor plans to reduce the garage 
door widths to 10 feet, per direction from the Residential Design Advisory Team (RDA'I) as part of the 
current plan set. These revisions reduced the habitable square feet for 579,583 and 589 Raymond Avenue 
by 159 .5 square feet for each house. 

BACKGROUND 

April 25, 2014-Environmental Evaluation Application · 

1 On July 14, 2014, Lot 19 was subdivided into Lots 061, 062, 063, 064 and 065. · 

SAil FRANCISCO 2 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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_ BOS c~toe~ __ ris;~., s.)f.2m_pt~~-~ ,1\~Jz~~t-~-~ . -~ _,_., __ -~ _____ . . _ _ ---~ 
Hearing Date: April 3, 2018 

CAS~ No. 2M4Jl93~J; 
590 Leland Street 

On April 25, _2014, Victor Quan, on behalf of the project sponsor, Rioja Red Ventures LLC/Antrea 
Investments and Trading LLC (hereinafter "project sponsor"), filed an application with the Planning 
Department for CEQA n·et~tiiuiiatioi-i tO-·ctemolish the ·ex1s1mg cltu.tclf.at 590 ·Leland Street~ Subdivide-the--···---­
existing lot into five lots, and construct five single family homes. 

February 12, 2015-CEQA Determination Issued 
The Planning Department determined that the project was categorically exempt under CEQA Class 32-
In-fill Dev~lopment Projects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15332), and that no further ~nvironmental review 
was required on February 12, 2015. 

July 29, 2016-Request for Discretionary Review· 
On July 29, 2016, Fran Martin, on behalf of the Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance, submitted an 
aJ.>plication for Discretionary Review. 

January 5, 2017 to November 2, 2017-Coniinuance of Planning Commission Hearings 
The Discretionary Review hearing originally scheduled for January 5, 2017 was continued to the January 
12, 2017 Planning Corrunission hearing. At the public hearing on January 12, 2017, the Corrunission heard 
'and continued the Request for Discretionary Review to the March 2, 2017 Planning Corrunission hearing 
and requested that the Environmental Planning Division provide a response to the letter prepared by Dr. 
Michael Vasey, Ph.D. of the San Francisco State University Department of Biology, dated December 28, 
2016. The letter indicated the potential presence of two sensitive plant species: the San Francisco 
spineflower (Chorizanthe cuspidate var. cuspidate; California Rare Plant Rank lB.2) and the California 
croton (Croton califomicus; a locally significant species) at and near the project site. The Request for 
Discretionary Review was subsequently continued indefinitely pending the aforementioned 
environmental memorandum, and noticed the Request for Discretionary Review for a Planning 
Corrunission hearing on November 2, 2017. Planning Department staff prepared a full Discretionary 
Review analysis2; however, the item was not heard and was sub~equently continued to public hearing on 
January 18, 2018. 

January 18, 2018-Approval by the Planning Commission 
The Planning Corrunission approved the .proposed project.3 in accordance with Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code at its January 18, 2018 meeting . 

. February 20, 2018-CEQA Appeal Filed . _ 
An appeal of the Categoric8:1, Exemption Determination was filed by · Fran Martin, on behalf of the 
Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance, (the "appellant") on February 20, 2018. 

2 Link to Discretionary Review packet: http://commissions.sfplanning.ore/cpcpackets/2014.0936DRPc4.pdf. The Discretionary 
Review addressed neighborhood compatibility, McLaren Park improvements, consideration of the existing church as a historic 
resource, natural habitats, views, shadow, accessibility, community planning, site acquisition by Recreation and Parks, 
consistency with zoning, and an alternative proposal for the site. The Planning Department staff recommendation was to not take 
DR and approve the project as proposed. 
3 The proposed project was approved by a 5-0 vote (with 2 absent), which took Discretionary Review with the condition that the 
598 Leland Avenue site maintain the 25' module for consistency. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
'PLANNING DIEPARTMENT 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: April 3, 2018 

February 26, 2018-CEQA Appeal Timely Filed 

CASE No. 2014.0936E 
590 Leland Street 

On February 26, 2018, the Planning Department determined that the appeal of the CEQA Determination 
was timely filed. 

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 
ar~ listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333, do not have a si~cant impact on the 
environment, and therefore are categorically exempt from the requirement for the preparation of further 
environmental review. 

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15332, or Class 32, consists of projects characterized as in-fill development 
meeting the following conditions: the project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation 
and all applicable general plan policies as well as wi.th applicable zoning designation and regulations; the 
proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially 
surrounded by urban uses; the project site has no value as habitat for endangered, -rare or threatened 
species; approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air 
quality, or water quality; and the site can be adequately serv~d by all required utilities and public 
services. 

In determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA State Guidelines 
Section 15064(£) states that the decision as to whe~er a project may have one or. inore significant effects 
shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA State Guidelines 15064(£)(5) 
offers the following guidance: "Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence 
that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is n9t credible, shall not constitute substantial 
evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and 
expert opinion supported by facts." 

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 

The concerns raised in the February 20, 2018 Appeal Letter are cited below and are followed by the 
Planning Department's re~ponses. 

,, 

Issue 1: Biological Resources: The appellant asserts that the biological resources assessment is 
inaccurate and incomplete, since it did not identify the existence of sensitive species very near the site 
and due to its failure to acknowledge the existence of rare habitat across the.street on Recreation and 
Park Department property. The appellant included a December 28, 2016 letter from Dr. Michael Vasey, 
whic4 documents the presence of two plants of biological significance identified at and near 590 

SAN FRANCISCO 4 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Hearing Date: April 3, 2018 590 Leland Street 

Leland Avenue, namely the California croton (Croto1t califomicus) iffid the San Francisco spineflower 
(Choriza1tthe cusvidate). Further, the a-ppellant's volunteer consultant found evidence of a )ocallyrare_ 
plant, the California croton at and near the site on February 10, 2018. 

Response 1: The CEQA Determination for the proposed project found that tll.e. project site does not 
contain contiguous and substantial habitat for any rare. or endangered plant species. The San Francisco 
spineflower is considered a federal Species of Concern, and is giyen a "lB" status by the California Native 
Plant Society, indicating that it is a plant that is rare or endangered in California and elsewhere. The 
California croton is designated as "locally significant" according to the Yerba Buena Chapter of the 
California Native Plant Society (San Francisco and San Mateo counties), primarily because it is considered 
at high threa~ of extirpation in San Francisco and because its San Francisco population is discontinuous 
from populations elsewhere in California . The California croton is not listed on federal or State 
threatened or endangered species lists. However, both the San Francisco spineflower and the California 
croton are considered biological resources for the purposes of CEQA. 

The project site was surveyed by consultant biologists4 for the California croton and the San Francisco 
spineflower on January 9, 2017; May 2, 2017; May 18, 2017; and July 7, 2017 (see Attachment A). The 
biological resources surveys included a detailed inventory of 34 plant species observed on the project site, 
and these characterized the vegetation as primarily ornamental around the exh1ting church building, and 
as non-native and invasive plant species in the undeveloped, northeastern portion of the site. The 
northeastern portion of the site was found to contain predominantly non-native annual grasses 
(rattlesnake grass and slender oat). The surveys did not identify California croton or the San Francisco 
spineflower within the survey area and did not find suitable habitat for these sensitive species on the 
project site. 

On March 9u. 2018, Planning Deparlment staff and consultant biologists met the appellant at the project 
site. The appellant showed staff and the consultants the location of two California croton plants, located 
outside of the project site, approximately 7 feet west of the property line, adjacent to a heavily trafficked 
footpath. This area is owned and managed by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Deparlment (RPD). 
As the individual plants were located outside the project site (beyond the area surveyed by consultant 
biologists), observed to be approximately six-inches tall, growing among non-native grasses, they may 
have not been detectable or present during prior site surveys. No California croton plants were identified 
within the project site and no San Francisco spineflower plants.were found within, adjacent to, or nearby 
the project site. 

The location of the California croton plants within RPD managed lands was conveyed by Planning 
Deparlment staff to RPD staff, and to California Native Plant Society members. Construction of the 
proposed project would occur within the property line of the project site. The project sponsor has stated 
that any staging areas for construction· would occur along the Raymond Avenue and Leland Avenue 
frontages, and would not occur north of the property line on RFD-owned land. No easements have been 
sought or granted to stage project construction on RPD property. In addition, the project. site would be 

4 Rachel Danielson and David Rodriguez, Environmental Science Associates, Rare Plant Survey Results for 590 Leland Avenue, 
San Francisco, California, July 17, 2017. 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: April 3, 2018. 

CASE No. 2014.0936E 
590 Leland Street 

fenced off during construction, which would prevent disturbance to the existing California croton plants 
on RPD-managed land. The proposed willow fence that would be constructed by the project sponsor 
along the western edge of the parcel at 589 Leland would be lower in height than the existing trees along 
the property line, and the proposed ·residential development would be set back about 30 feet from the 
property line at that location. Therefore, the proposed project woµld not have a significant impact on the 
two California croton plants on the adjacent parcel due to direct disturbance during construction. 

The appellant suggests j:hat the proposed project could have an effect on the plants once the proposed 
residences are constructed by casting shadow on the plants. A preliminary shadow fan analysis for the 
project was prepared by Plannin~ Department staff for informational purposes as part of the CEQA 
Determination, which included RPD land north of the project site and the community garden. The 
shadow fan indicated that the proposed project would have the potential to cast shadows north and west 
of the project site, and on the northern portion of the community garden. The proposed project's net new 
shadow would be limited to the morning in fall and winter and the. early morning (before abo11;t 10:00 
am) in spring and surruner. Full sun would be maintained in the afternoon year-round. The net new 
shadow would not have a substantial effect on the total amount of sunlight the plants receive throughout 
the day and year-round, and would therefore not affect their survival.s The appellant has not provided 
any substantial evidence that the construction of new single family homes on the parcels would 
substantially affect the viability of the two California croton ·plants found on the adjacent RPD-owned 
parcel. In light of this information, the proposed project would not affect the two California croton plants 
on the adjacent parcel due to shadow effects. . 

In conclusion, as no San Francisco spineflower plants were found within or adjacent to the project site, no 
California croton plants were found within the project site, and the existing California croton plants on 
the adjacent parcel .would not be substantially affected by the project, the proposed project would not 
~ave a significant impact on biological resources. The appellant has not provided substantial evidence 
that there would.be a significant impact on biological resources as a result of the project:· 

Issue 2: Loss of Views: The appellant asserts that there was an inaccurate and incomplete analysis of 
the loss of views from public open space. 

Response 2: With respect to any potentially significant effects on views qr visual resources under CEQA, 
the proposed prC?ject was determined to be consistent with Section 21099(d) 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" This means that, effective January 1, 2014, for 
qualified projects, aesthetic impacts, including effects on views and scenic resources, are not considere~ 
to be· impacts under CEQA. The project meets the definition in PRC Section 21099(d)(l) of a residential 
project located on an infill site and within a transit priority area.6 Therefore, the effect on visual resources 

· 5 Emai!'from Rachel Danielson, Environmental Science Associates, March 23, 2018. 
6 San Francisco Planning Department SB 743 Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 590 Leland Avenue, 
December 18, 2014. This document is on file and available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.0936B. 

SAN FRA!ICISCD 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT' 

1753 

6 



~'·~-~-~ ! __ - ~~- -----· - ~ -- " 
-.- _:;_ -l!,;,Y~~-""_;-;,_•4.,\Qi,G-a~11;11.Vall--r1L-A~'..l·.1t·t-pt.11~,-11·-~F'·P'w,Uj 

Hearing Date: April 3, 2018 590 Leland Street 

shall not be considered an envirorunental effect of the proposed project pursuant to CEQA, and was 
__ --'-- _ ~12.12.ropriately not an~yzed in the CEQA Detemrinati9!!,__ _ . _ _ _____ _ 

For informa:tional ptlfposes, this appeial: response notes that, as part of the Discretionary Review 
considered by the Planning Commission on January 18, 2018, the Pl~g Department found that the 
proposed project is not located in a view corridor protected by the General Plan. The Discretionary 
Review analysis states the following: 

As provided in the Residential Design Guidelines, "The Urban Design Element of the General 
Plan calls for the protection of major public views in the City, with particular attention to those of 
open space and water. Protect major views of the City as seen from public spaces such as street 
and parks by adjusting the massing of proposed development projects to reduce or eliminate 
adverse impacts on public view she~s. The Urban Design Element identifies streets that are 
important for their quality of views."7 · 

Page I.5.16 of the Urban Design Guidelines provides two maps, '~Street Areas Important to Urban 
Design Views" and "Quality of Street Views." · 

On the "Street Areas Important to Urban Design Views" map, Leland and Raymond Avenues a~ 
the 6243 block are both considered "Streets that extend the effect of Public Open Space"; 
however, the aforementioned streets are not on the Route of Forty-Nine Mile Scenic Drive, Street 
View of Important Building, Streets that Define City Form nor are they Important Street Views 
for Orientation. Further, the proposed projects' single-family homes respect the front setback as 
required, and are setb~ck at the third story from their respective street frontages. 

On the "Quality of Views" map, both Leland and Raymond Avenues at the 6243 block are 
considered "Average Quality of Street Views". There are neifuer "Good Quality'' nor "Excellent 
Quality of Street Views" in the immediate vicinity of the 590 Leland Avenue project. · 

Furthermore, per the Planning Department's Geographic Information System's database, the 590 
Leland Avenue project site is not in the immediate vicinity of areas .identified with "Important 
Views". The nearest "Important View" is more than 5,000 feet away, as shown in the map titled 
"General Plan Urban Design Element-Important Views." 

The aforementioned maps do not demonstrate a loss of view corridors from all angles nor is 590 
Leland Avenue identified as an area of imp~rtance per the G~neral Plan. 

In response to the concern raised in the Discretionary Review regarding view corridors, the project 
sponsor prepared view analyses using General Plan and staff-recommended criteria for view corridors as 
part of the Discretionary Review.s The project sponsor generated views of the proposed project's massing 
from three view locations, which show a minimal loss of the extent and quality of views £rom the selected 

7 San Francisco Planning Department Residential Design Guidelines: Views, page 18, December 2003. 
8 See Attachment Bi View Analysis, which includes photo simulations of proposed project. 
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locations. The Plannhtg Commission approved the proposed project and noted.no ~oncerns over the loss 
of views from the selected location. 

.In conclusion, the CEQA Determination appropriately did not consider the project's impacts on views. At 
the project's· Discretionary Review hearing, the Planning Commission also did not consider effe_cts on 
views to be substantial such that the proposed project should not be approved. 

Issue 3:· Safety Issues due to Interference with Sightlines: The appellant asserts that there was an 
inaccurate and incomplete analysis of interference with sightlines within portions of nearby parts of 
McLaren Park, which may present a safety-issue for local schoolchildren and seniors. 

Response 3: Please see Response 2, above, which addresses the analysis of the loss of views completed as 
part of Discretionary Review, and which notes that the effect on visual resources. would not be an 
environmental effect of the proposed project to be considered under CEQA 

It is assumed that the appellant is referr~g to sightlines as stated in Recreation and Open Space Element 
Policy 1.10, so as to ensure that open space is safe and secure, and lists a design treatment of providing 
clear sightlines, where appropriate. The analysis in the Discretionary Review addressed the potential for 
the proposed project to conflict with Recreation and Open Space Element Policy 1.10 and found that the 
proposed project is not located in a view corridor pro_tected by the General Plan. 

Additionally, as discussed on page 6 of the CEQA Determination, the Planning Department determined 
.that the project site can be adequately served by all required public services, which includes police 
protection and emergency responses. The proposed project would be located outside the public right of 
way and therefore would not affect the safety of those in the neighborhood. The appellant has not 
provided any additional information to demonstrate that the proposed project would affect the safety of 
those that would use McLaren Park or those in the surrounding neighborhood, that there would be any 
safety concerns from constructing 5 single-family homes, or that the proposed project would result in a 
significant environmental effect related to safety. Therefore, there is no evidence that the proposed project 
would result in a significant effect related to public safety. 

Issue 4: Loss of ADA Accessible Open Space: The appellant asserts that there was an inaccurate and 
incomplete analysis of the loss of Americans with Disabilities Act.(ADA) accessible open space. 

Response 4: The proposed project would be focated on a private parcel, thus it would not affect public 
open space or ADA-accessible public open space. 

The existing µnimproved pathway connecting Leland and Raymond A venue on the project site is not an 
ADA accessible path of travel. Due to the difference in elevation between Raymond Avenue and Leland 
Avenue, the topographical change requires the use of stairs or ramps. Further, the most level portion of 
the subject parcel along Raymond Avenue is uneven, and is not ADA accessible. These are existing 
conditions that would not change with the· proposed project The appellant has not provided any 
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evidence that ADA accessible open space currently exists at the project site or otherwise be affected by 
theproposedproject. ______________________________________ _ 

RPD sfaff 9 has stated thaf llie proposed project would not affect access to, use of, nor the integi:ity of John 
McLaren Park or the McLaren Park Community Garden improvements currently under construction. 

Further, RPD staff has stated that it intends to improve access to John McLaren Park in general, as it is 
aware that people regularly use the stairs adjacent to the existing church building on the site to walk 
between Leland and Raymond avenues on their way to and from McLaren Park from nearby Visitacion 
Valley Middle School As part of the McLaren Park Project, RPD expects to improve access to the park in 
that area by adding a sidewalk or paved path along Visitacion Avenue adjacent to McLaren Park from 
Hahn Street to the middle school. Further, RPD has stated that it does not have concerns with the 
proposed project. The appellant has not provided evidence that the proposed project would affect any 
existing ADA accessible public open space, or that the proposed project would substantially affect overall 
access to or use of McLaren Park or McLaren Community Garden. In conclusion, there would be no 
significant impact to recreation-and open space. 

Issue 5: Effect of Shadows on Public Open Space (RPD Property): The appellant asserts there w,as an 
inaccurate and incomplete analysis of the effect of shadows on the planned pathway and native plant 
l~dscaping to be constructed by the RPD along the north and west boundaries of the site. The 
appellant states the shadow analysis in general was incomplete because it did not consider the effect 
of project shadows on planned and under construction public improvement projects on the adjoining 
Recreation and Park Department property. 

Response 5: Planning Code Section 295 was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed November 
1984) in order to protect certain public open spaces under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park 
Commission from shadowing by new and altered structures during the period between one hour after 
sunrise and one hour before sunset, year round. Planning Code Section 295 restricts new shadow upon 
public open spaces under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission by any structure 
exceeding 40 feet in height unless the Planning Commission finds the shadow to be an insignificant effect. 
The proposed structures would range in height from 24'-9 5.8" to 32' 3" tall and would therefore not be 
subject to Planning Code Section 295. 

As discussed in Response 1 above, the proposed project would have the potential to cast shadows north 
and west of the project site, and on the northern portion of the community garden. 

In addition, as stated above in Response 4, RPD staff does not have any concerns with the proposed 
project, and the proposed project would not substantially affect access to McLaren Park or the McLaren 

9 Email from Jordan Harrison, Planner, Capital and Planning Division, San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, February 
7, 2018 and phone conversation with Stacy Bradley, Deputy Director of Planning, San Francisco Recreation and Park 
Department, March 15, 2018. 
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Community Garden. The appellant has not provided any evidence that shadows generated by the 
proposed project would result in a significant enviromnental effect on the adjacent RPD property. 

Issue 6: Incomplete Analysis of Best Use of Site: The appellant asserts that there was an incomplete 
analysis of the possibility that the project site, which is on RPD's acquisition list, might have higher 
value as open space in a high needs neighborhood. 

Response 6: The consideration of the value of the site for potential uses other than the.residential uses of 
the project is not required under CEQA. 

For informational purposes, on July 15, 2015, the Park, Recreation and Open Space Advisory Committee 
(PROSAC), an advisory board for RPO, voted to. place 590 Leland Avenue on the RPD's Acquisition 
Roster10 and recommended that the Recreation and Park Commission acquire the site. The RPD staff 
evaluation of the 590 Leland Avenue project site noted that the site is not located within an Open Space 

· Deficient. area, and that the site is within ~ area of Low Need, although it is abuts an ~ea identified as 
Moderate Need, and is located within a short distance of an area identified as High Need. Its staff 
evaluation found that no funding sources for the acquisition of the property, capital improvements to the 
property, or maintenance of the property have been identified. The staff evaluation also notes that the site 
would likely be costly to acquire, and that the existing church building would require either demolition 
or renovation for a park use, which would incur significant site preparation costs. 

As such, RPD is not actively pursuing. acquisition of the project site, and has other acquisition priorities 
and financial obligations that take precedence over the project site.11 Acquis~tion funds cannot pay for 
capital improvements, such as the demolition of the existing church and the. construction of park 
improvements. Therefore, even if the project site were acquired by RPO, additional funding would be · 
necessary to construct a park. RPD staff have ~lso confirmed that they have no concerns regarding the 
proposed project, as stated above in Response 4. As described above, however, the consideration of 
whether the project site should be acquired by RPD is unrelated to adequacy of the CEQA Determination 
for the proposed project. · 

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 furltter enviromnental review. 
The Department has found that the proposed project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption. The 
appellant has not provided any substantial evidence to refute the conclusions of the Department. 

For the reasons stated above and in the February 12, 2015 Categorical Exemption Determination, the 
CEQA Determination complies with the requirements of CEQA and the project is appropriately exempt 

10 Park, Recreation and Open Space Advisory Committee. January 11, 2018. Properties Endorsed for Acquisition by PROSAC. 
11 Email fro~ Jordan Harrison, Planner, Capital and Planning Division, San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, February 

· 7, 2018 and phone conversation with Stacy Bradley, Deputy Director of Planning, San Francisco Recreation and Park 
Department, March 15, 2018. 
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from environmental review pursuant to the cited exemption. The Department therefore recommends that 
the Board uphold the Categorical Exemption Determination and deny thE:__~}J_i:>eal· of the CE_Q_A_~---· ___ _ 
Determinatlon. 
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Attachment A 
Biological Resources Information 

• December 28, 2016 letter from Dr. Michael Vasey, Proposed development at 590 Leland 

A venue, San Francisco 

• January 19, 2017 Memorandum, ESA, 590 Leland Avenue, San Francisco, CA, Biological 

Resources Reconnaissance Survey Results . 

• July 17, 2017 Memorandum, ESA, Rare Plant Survey Results for 590 Leland A venue, San 

· Francisco,.CA 

• Calflqra Database, March 8, 2018: California croton Obse.rvations Documented in San 

Francisco, CA 

• Excerpt "Table 3-5. Sensitive species presently and historically know to occur at 

Significant Natural Areas," from: San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. 2006. 

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan. (California croton information 

highlighted) 

• California croton plant information from California Native Plant Society, S&S Seeds, and 

Moosa Creek Nursery 

1759 



San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

-- -- ·----- - - ---- - ·-·- - _n;;;--:-!1-_~_,_, _____ :-"'::::-f_~L-o'>-~, -
· 1600 Holloway Avenue· 

San Francisco State University 
San Francisco, CA 94132-1722 

Tel: 415/338-1549 
Fax: 415/338-2295 

http://www.sfsu.edu/-bio/ogy 

December 28, 2016 

Subject: Proposed development at 590 Leland Avenue, San Francisco 

To Whom it may Concern: 

i am writing to alert you to a recent discovery of biological significance at and near 590 Leland 
Avenue in Visitacion Valley near McLaren Park. Th~ discovery pertains to at least two 
significant plant species that are indicators of remnant coastal dune habitat that were not 
reported to exist before in this area. The two species in question are Croton ca/ifornicus 
(Euphorbiaceae) and Chorizanthe cuspidata (Polygonaceae). The existence of these two species 
in this habitat suggests that there may well be other plant and animal species associated with 
this rare habitat in the \:lrea that have not yet been observed. 

My background is relevant to this discovery. I am a trained botanist and plant ecologist and 
have worked at San Francisco State (SFSU) since 1990. I have served as president of the 
California Botanical Society and on the state board of the California Native Plant Society. In the. 
early 1990's, I coordinated a vascular plant species inventory for the Presidio prior to its 
transfer to the GGNRA. During that time, I became thoroughly familiar with the coastal dune 
flora that is still present there today. Later in the 1990's, I coordinated SFSU participation with 
the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department conducting a survey of the flora of 
_candidate natural areas that were recently formalized by the adoption of the EIR for the 
Significant Natural Areas Program (NAP)_. I conducted ground surveys with other park botanists 
and graduate students on virtually all of these areas, including McLaren Park. At that time, our 
· survey work was focused on the open grassland area between Sunnyvale, Geneva, and 
Brookdale. Soils of this site are from weathered upland rocks of the Franciscan Formation. 
There were no dune soils in this area as best I recall. I believe that this area is stiil the primary 
NAP management focus for McLaren Park. At the time, I was unaware that coastal dune soils 
were present down below in Visitacion Valley or that any of this habitat remained undeveloped. 

I first learned that there might be coastal dune habitat in and near McLaren Park in July 2016 
and visited the site on July 22. I confirmed the dune habitat and Croton ca/ifornicus (California 
croton) occurrence at the Leland Avenue property and also across Raymond Avenue on 
McLaren Park property. While surveying the McLaren Park property near the end of Raymond, 
I also discovered several individuals of a rare San Francisco endemic spineflower, Chorizanthe 

The California State University: Bakersfield, Channel Islands, Chico, Dominguez Hills, Fresno, Fullerton, Hayward, Humboldt, Long Beach, Los Angeles, 
Maritime Academy, Monterey Bay, Northrldge, Pomona, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Francisco, San Jose, San Luis Obispo, San Marcos, Sonoma, Stanislaus 
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cuspidata (San Francisco spineflower). There has been uncertainty ·about the distinctness of 
the spineflower in the literature but, currently, it is considered a full species in its recent 
treatment in the latest California flora (Jepson Manual 2nd Edition 2012). The distribution of 
this species is restricted to San Francisco dune habitats and dunes in southwestern Marin. If it 
had been considered a species previously it might .well have been listed under the federal 
Endangered Species Act (as another rare dune annual in San Francisco, Lessingia germanorum, 
was previously listed). It could well become a candidate for listing in the future. The ~alifornia 

. croton, on the other hand, is a more widespread species of coa~tal dunes and inland sandy soils· 
in Southern California. However, the great sand dune ecosystem in San Francisco is its 
northernmost known locality, far removed southern populations in Monterey Bay. 
Consequently, it is considered a distributional disjunct and range extension which could well 
represent a distinct genotype that is important for the future persistence of the species under 
different climate change scenarios. 

The extension of San Francisco's dune h~bitat to southeastern San Francisco in Visitacion Valley 
was unexpected by me. However, this sandy soil is well documented in an early geological map 
by Andrew C. Lawson that accompanied a Carnegie Institution publication in 1908 in 
conjunction with.Harry 0. Wood. Here is a pdf image of that map showing the dune habitat in 
Visitacion Valley: 

The buff color represents Pleistocene dune sands that presumably blew across the penfnsula to 
the bay and accumulated in this area. 
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Visit 
http://www.davidrumsey.com/luna/servlet/detail/RUMSEV"'8"'1""31130"'1151061:Geologica1-
map-San-Francisco- to see the entire map. The C!Jastal dune plant community in San Francisco 
has great biogeographic significance and the fact that an undeveloped remnant of this habitat 
still exists in upper Visitacion Valley and {remarkably) still contains rare plant species is, in my 
opinion, an important find that merits further investigation before more of this habitat is lost to 
further development. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Vasey, Ph.D. 
368 San Pedro Ave. 
Pacifica, CA 94044 
{650) 255-5763 
mvasey@sfsu.edu 

1762 



r~ESA 
_ _.,J 

memorandum 

date January 19, 2017 

to Ilene Dick, Farella, Braun and Martel . 

550 Kearny Street 

Suite BOO 

San Francisco, CA 94108 

415.896--5900phone 

415.89B.0332fax 

from Rachel Danielson, Environmental Science Associates . . . . . 

www .esassoc.com 

subject 590 Leland Avenue, San Francisco, CA, Biological Resources Reconnaissance 'Surve; Resclts . 

Summary 

The propo~ed project at 590 Leland Avenue would five develop single-family homes on the last parcel located on 
the north side ofLelandAvenue (where two of the five homes are proposed) and extending to the south side of 
Raymond Avenue (where three of the five homes are proposed). The parcel is partially developed on the Leland 
Avenue portion of the property with a church. The Raymond A venue portion of the parcel is currently 
undeveloped. The parcel is located adjacent to Visitacion Avenue, and McLaren Park (Figure 1). 

Background 

A Categorical Exemption of environmental review was prepared for the proposed project and a Certificate of 
Determination Exemption from Environmental Review was filed, both in 2015. A Discretionary Review (DR) 
challenge was filed for the project in.2016 following the project sponsor's application for building permits. 
The DR challenge included a letter from Dr. Michael Vasey, Ph.D. of San Francisco State University Department 
of Biology, citing the presence of remnant coastal dune habitat within the proposed project pai:cel. Additionally, 
he identified the special-status plant San Francisco spineflower ( Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata; California 
Rare Plant Rank lB.2) in McLaren Park adjacent to the parcel that would be developed and the plant California 
croton ( Croton californicus), identified as locally significant by the Yerba Buena Chapter of the California Native 
Plant Society (CNPS) and an associate species in the central dune scrub vegetation community, at the same 
location in McLaren Park lands and within the proposed projectparcel.1 Dr. Vasey requested further study of 
these resources and their importance at this location before the project is allowed to proceed. 

Reconnaissance Survey 

On January 9, 2017, Environmental Science Associates (ESA) biologist, Rachel Danielson, visited the proposed 
project parcel to conduct a reconnaissance survey of biological resources on-site and specifically identify areas of 
coastal dune scrub habitat which might host special-status plant species. Unfortunately, the survey was not 
conducted during the blooming period for San Francisco spineflower and California croton (April - July) and BSA 
could not confirm the presence of either species within or adjacent to the proposed project parcel; however, 
observations of vegetation communities within the parcel were noted. 

1 Dr. Vasey observed these plants on July 22, 2016, while both species were in bloom and identifiable. 
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Figure 1: Project location in relation to McLaren Park (as shown within the San Francisco Significant Natural 
' Areas Management Plan [SFRPD, 2006]) · · 

Vegetation within the proposed project is characteriz~d as ruderal in the ~ategorical Exemption. This · 
classification is often used to describe vegetation of primarily non-native; invasive, or weedy species which 
provide low-quality habitat value. Following the reconnaissance survey, ESA agrees with this characterization of 
the parcel The undeveloped portion of the parcel facing Raymond Avenue is dominated by non-native, invasive 
slender oat (Avena barbata) and Bermuda buttercup (Oxalis pes-caprae) with non-native, invasive iceplant 
( Ca,pobrotus chilensis or Carpobrotus edulis) and non-native cheeseweed mallow (Malva parviflora) among 
patches of bare, sandy soil (Photo 1, below). Vegetation within the south portion of the parcel where the church is 
located is developed with landscaped shrubs ( cotoneaster [ Cotoneaster franchetii] among others) and trees 
(Monterey pine [Pinus radiata] and Pittosporum [Pittosporum sp.]) with herbaceous groundcover primarily 
consisting of maintained slender oat or Bermuda buttercup. Such developed, non-native landscaping which occurs 
on the parcel provides similar low-quality habitat value as ruderal vegetation. 

Dr. Vasey identified remnant coastal dune scrub in the northern portj.on of the project parcel near Raymond 
Avenue (likely near Photo 2, below). Exposed, sandy soils nearly anywh~re within the San Francisco peninsula 
could potentially host common plant species of dune communities ( e.g. iceplant). North of the proposed project 
parcel, across Raymond Avenue, similar areas of sparse vegetation, with bare sandy soils and iceplant occur, and 
likely the location where San Francisco spineflower plants were identified by Dr. Vasey in July 2016 (Photos 3 
and 4, below). · · 
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California Croton Distribution arid Habitat . 

California c;rot~n:is ·~ p~~i~al hi~b'e~demip t~ California and designated, as. loca]Jy; prr~ by tb,~ Y erbii B11:e~a 
Chapter oftlle Califo,;i#.aNatiye Plant Society (Q{PS). This species occupi~s.coastal,sage scrub, coa:,tal strand, 
chaparral, and creosote bush scrub vegetation communities and considered highly threatened within the City due · 
to development, invasive species, or off-trail travel. With a rank of A2 from the local CNPS Y erba Buena 
Chapter, it is lrnown to occur in only a few places in San Francisco (Wood Biological Consulting, 2015), but is 
more widely distributed throughout the southern half of the state (Calflora; 2017). California croton does not have 
a federal or state listing under respective Endangered Species Acts or a ranking under the state-wide California 
Rare Plant Ranking (CRPR) system maintained by CNPS. Nevertheless, because of its local rarity and, therefore, 
significance within San Francisco, California croton is considered to be a special-status specie:;. 

San Francisco Spineflower Distribution and Habitat 

San Francisco spineflower .is a rare plant taxon that occupies sandy soils in coastal dunes, coastal dune scrub; 
coastal bluff scrub coastal scrub, and coastal prairie (CNPS, 2017). San Francisco spineflower has a California 
Rare Plant Ranking of lB.2 by CNPS, which indicates this species is rare, threatened or endangered in California 
and elsewhere. This species is also designated with CNPS State Rank of S 1 ( critically imperiled), and Global 
Rank ofG2Tl (Critically imperiled) but does not have a Federal or State agency listing (CNPS, 2017). Because of 
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its CNPS ranking, San Francisco spineflower is considered to be a special-status species. Its range includes 
Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Sonoma counties; it is presumed extirpated in Alameda ·County. 

Within the City of San Francisco, San Francisco spineflower plant and other sensitive dune species have been 
documented closer to the coast where remnant or.restoreci_c!!!Il-e scrub communities occur (fil_~; CDFW, · ______ ... ______ _ 
2017). ESA has observed San Francisco spmeflowef in tlie vfoimfy of Fon Funston iii an.ncr6nabifat that consists 
of gaps0in vegetation with-loose sandy soil and few other plant-associatesiHowever, itis conspicuously:absent- · 
from blowouts, where wind erosion, sometimes couple with foot traffic, combine to create conditions apparently 
not conducive to spineflower establishment. Within otherwise densely vegetat!ed communities, such as dune 
scrub, spineflower is usually found only occasionally among larger, taller vegetation with relatively den~e 
canopies. 

,_-:·:,".] San Francisco spirieflower 

Figure 2: San Francisco spineflower occurrences documented in the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) within five miles of th.e project parcel. (CDFW, 2017) 

Conclusion 

High quality dune habitat does not occur within the proposed project parcel. While undeveloped, the north portion 
of the parcel is dominated by non-native, invasive species, more common of annual grassland than coastal dune 
vegetation communities and isolated areas of exposed, sandy soil, with potential to host dune-associated plants 
(like California croton as observed by Dr., Vasey). The proposed project would develop the last parcel on the 
Leland and Raymond avenues east of Visitacion Avenue before McLaren Park, otherwise a:n area of San 
Francisco extensively developed or pave4. The area reported by Dr. Vasey to support San Francisco spineflower 
is within the McLaren Park boundary_ and would not be disturbed under the project. Should the project proceed 
with development of the parcel at 5 90 Leland Avenue, no significant loss of high quality dune scrub habitat would 
occur_·though the development could potentially impact California croton,. a plant considered to be locally 
significant by the Y erba Buena Chapter of CNPS. · 
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Recommendations 

ESA' s reconnaissance survey could not identify the presence of special-status plants within or nearby the 
proposed parcel due to the timing of the reconnaissance site visit; however, a survey for San Francisco 
spineflower and California croton could be performed during their blooming season (Aprii - July) within the 
parcel to ensure identification of rare or locally significant plants before development of the project commences. 
ESA recommends the following measures be implemented by the project sponsor prior to initiation of ground 
disturbance within the parcel to avoid any potential impacts to special-status plants: 

1. A qualified botanist shall conduct an appropriately timed floristic s_urvey the proposed project parcel 
and associated staging areas and access roads for San Francisco spineflower and California croton 
(blooming period for both species is April-July) to determine presence or absence of these special­
status plants. The survey shall be conducted according to California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) protocol2 and within one year prior to the µritiation of ground disturbance. 

2. If special-status plants area not identified during the pre-construction survey, no further action is 
required. If California croton or San Francisco spine±lower is found within areas to be disturbed 
under the project, additional avoidance and protection measures would be necessary. These may 
include mstalling a temporary fence around the groups of individual plants or at the border of the 
population to avoid disturbance during construction. . 

3. If California croton or San Francisco spineflowerplant(s) cannot be avoided, the project spons·or or 
their consultant shall coordinate with CDFW on the possibility of plant relocation (California 
croton) or seed collection and reintroduction (San Francisco spineflower) into local suitable habitat 
( e.g. McLaren Park). Any plarit relocation, propagation, or see~ collection and r~introduction shall 
be done under the supervision of a qualified botanist. Reintroduction sites shall be monitored . 
annually for at least two years to assess relocated plants, seed germination, plant establishment, and 
to inventory individual plants within the reintroduction site boundaries unless otherwise specified 
by CDFW. A monitoring report summarizing results shall be submitted to CDFW on an annual 
basis. 
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to Victor Quan 

550 Kearny Street 

San Francisco, CA 94108 

415.896.5900 phone 

415.896.0332 fax 

from Rachel Danielson and David Rodriguez, BSA 

subject Rare Plant Survey Results for 590 Leland Avenue, San Francisco, CA 

Introduction and Summary of Findings 

www.esassoc.com 

The proposed project at 590 Leland Avenue would five develop single-family homes on the five parcels located 
on the north side of Leland Avenue (where two of the five homes are proposed) and extending to the south side of 
Raymond Avenue (where three of the five homes are proposed). The project site comprises five Assessor's 
Parcels on Block 6243: Lots 61, 62, 63, 64, and 65, and exten4s from Leland Avenue· north to Raymond Avenue. 
The site is partially developed on the Leland Avenue portion of the property with a church. The Raymond A venue 
portion of the site is currently undeveloped. The site is located adjacent to McLaren Park, with Visitacion 
Avenue, which~ through the park, as close as 50 feet west of the site. 

In acpordance with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) guidelines, Environmental Science 
Associates (BSA) biologist Rachel Danielson and botanist David Rodriguez conducted protocol-level 1 rare plant 
surveys of suitable habitat within the 590 Leland Avenue project site on May 2, May 18, and July 7, 2017, for· 
special-status plant species determined to have potential to occur on the project site. The objective of these 
surveys was to accurately describe the presence or absence of special-status plants on the project site and identify 
potential impacts to such plants that could result from project implementation. 

Rare plant surveys of the project site were recommended by BSA in a January 19, 2017, technical memorandum2 
following a reconnaissance visit of the project site to determine the presence or absence of San Francisco 
spine:f:lower (Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata; California Rare Plant Rank lB.2) and California croton 
( Croton californicus; locally significant species) during their blooming period (April-July for both species). 3 Both 

1 CDFW, 2009. Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special-Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities. 
California Natural Resources Agency. November 24. · 

2 ESA memorandum documenting a reconnaissance survey ofbiol~gical resources at the 590 Leland Avenue project site, January 19; 2017. 
3 The California Rare Plant Ranking system was developed by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS), a non-governmental 

organization. The CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California is maintained in cooperation with CDFW. Plants with a 
Rare Plant Rank of IA, lB, 2A, and 2B are typically considered special-status species for purposes of CEQA review. (Rank IA plants, 
however, are presumed extinct in California.) The rank of lB.2 indicates that the San Francisco spineflower is.Rare, Threatened, or 
Endangered in California and Elsewhere, and that the plant is moderately threatened in California, with 201to 80 percent of statewide 
occurrences threatened. The California croton is considered locally significant by the Y erba Buena (San Francisco county and northern 
San.Mateo county) Chapter of CNPS, primarily because it is considered at high threat of extirpation in San Francisco and because its 
San Francisco population is discontinuous from populations elsewhere in California. A plant designated locally significant may warrant 
consideration as a special-status species under CEQA. 

1 of 3 

1768 



species were previously observed by Dr. Michael Vasey, Ph.D. of San Francisco State University Department of 
Biology in July 20174, who identified California croton on the project site and both the croton and San Francisco 
spineflower nearby, in McLaren Park. 

No rare plants, including San Francisco spineflower and California croton, were observed by BSA biologists 
during the rare plant surveys of the 590 .Leland Avenue project site in 2017. 

St,1rvey Results 

• On May 2, 2017, Rachel Danielson visited a reference site for San Francisco spineflower (in the vicinity of 
Fort Funston) to confirm the species was in bloom prior to surveying the 590 Leland Avenue site. Following 
the reference site visit where flowering San Francisco spineflower was observed, Rachel surveyed the entire 
590 Leland Avenue site, particularly focusing on the northern portion of the site with sandy soils occur 
which could potentially host dune community vegetation. Rachel also surveyed the adjacent parcels north 
and west of Raymond Avenue where areas of sparse vegetation and sandy soils were also suspected to host 
San Francisco spineflower and California croton. No San Francisco spineflower plants were observed on the 
590 Leland Avenue property or on the adjacentparcel to the north and west of Raymond Avenue. A 
reference site for California croton was not identified prior to the May 2 survey as this species is a perennial 
herb with a unique branch and leaf structure that would be identifiable during surveys conducted at any time 
throughout the year. No California croton plants were observed on the 590 Leland Avenue site or the 
adjacent parcel to the north and west. · · · 

• On May 18, 2017, Rachel Danielson and David Rodriguez re-surveyed the 590 Leland Avenue site for San 
Frari.cis,;::o spineflower and California croton. Neither plant was observed during this survey. 

• On July 7, Rachel Danielson and David Rodriguez performed a final survey of the 590 Leland Avenue site 
for San Francisco spineflower and California croton during the end of the species' flowering period. This 
also allowed time for the annual grasses onsite to die back and expose any short stature dune community 
plants growing underneath, such as San Francisco spineflower and California croton. No rare plants were 
observed during this survey, 

Table 1 depicts and inventory of plant species observed on the 590 Leland Avenue project site during the three 
protocol-level surveys performed by BSA on May 2, May 18, and July 7, 2017. 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Aloe vera aloe vera 

Arumsp. arum lily 

Avena barbata slender oat 

Brom us diandrus ripgut brome 

Briza maxima rattlesnake grass 

Canna sp. canna lily 
Carpobrotus edu/is lceplant 

Conium macu'iatum poison hemlock 

Cortaderia Jubata pampas grass 

Cotoneaster spp, Cotoneaster 

Cynodon dactylon Bermuda grass 

Erigeron canadensis Canada horseweed 

4 Michael Vasey, Ph.D., letter to San Francisco Planning Commission, December 28, 2016. 
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Scientific Name Common Name 

£sea/Ionia sp. Redclaws 

Eucalyptus sp. Eucalyptus 
Foeniculum vulgare Fennel 
Heaera neux Erigiish ivy 
Hypochaeris radicata . rough cat's ear 
Jun/perus communls Juniper 
·La~tuca serriola prickly lettuce 
Lobu/aria maritima sweet alyssum 
Malva parviflora cheeseweed mallow 
Pittosporum spp. cheesewood trees and shrubs 
Plantago lanceo/ata English plantain 
Platanus racemosa California Sycamore 
Pseudognaphalium luteoa/bum Jersey cudweed 
Quercus agrifo/ia coast live oak 
Pinus radiata Monterey pine 
Raphanus sativus wild radish 
Rubus armeniacus Himalayan blackberry 
Rubus ursinus California blackberry 
Rumex acetosef/a sheep sorrel 
So/anum nigrum black nightshade 
Sonchus asper prickly sow thistle 
Syringa vulgaris lilac bush 

Conclusions 

Vegetation within the 590 Leland Avenue project site is comprised primarily of ornamental landscaping around 
the existing church building and non-native and invasive plant species in the undeveloped, northern portion of the 
site. This undeveloped portion of the project site has sandy soils and areas of sparse vegetation which was 

. considered by Dr. V. asey to be remnant coastal dune scrub habitat with potential to host dune community.rare 
. plants. While this area has some characteristics consistent with s_tabilized interior dunes, non-native annual 

grasses (rattlesnake grass and slender oat) and iceplant were the dominant species in this portion of the project site 
during the 2017 surveys. These species are known to be invasive and competitive, resulting in inhospitable habitat 
conditions for rare species, including San Fran~isco spineflower and California croton. Because the three 
protocol-level rare plant surveys of the 590 Leland Avenue project site in 2017 were negative for San Francisco 
spine:flower and California croton, and suitable habitat for these species is not present, BSA concludes that no 
further action is required to identify the presence of these or other rare.plants on the site in 2017. While it is 
unlikely that either San Francisco spineflower or California croton would colonize the site in the future given the 
unsuitable habitat conditions within the project site, should project construction not be initiated within two years 
(by spring 2019), rare plant surveys of the 590 Leland Avenue project site should be repeated. · 
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T bl 5 S a e 3- . ti ens1ttve soecres oresen 1v an d h' t ' II k rs onca 1v nown t o occur a ts· 'fi t N t I A ram 1can aura reas. 
Species Common Name Status Federal, Local Significance 

State, CNPS, 
Local 

Fish 
Eucyclogobius 

Tidewater Gaby FPO (FE), CSC 
Historically collected (1895), not recently 

newher111i observed in thA Cilv 
Reptiles and Amphibians 

Clemmys Western Pond Turtle csc Presently occurs at Lake Merced. Presumed 
marmorata extant at Pine Lake but not recentlv observed. 

Rana aurora California Red-legged 
FT Historically observed at Lake Merced. Recently 

dravtonii ·Froa observed at Shmn Park. 
Thamnophis sirta/is San Francisco Garter 

FE,SE,SFP Historically reported from Sharp Park efenans Snake 
Invertebrates 
Caecuditea 

Tamales lsopod FSC Collected in 1984 from Lake Merced (CNDDB 
tomafensis 2000) 

Euphydryas editha Bay Checkerspot Reported from Mt. Davidson and Twin Peaks in 
FT 1980. Not currently present at either Natural bayensis· Butterfly 

Area 

lcaricia icarioides Reported at Sharp Park and McLaren Park in 

missionensis Mission Blue Butterfly FE 1988 and from Bayview Park in 2001. Currently . 
breeds on Twin Peaks 

lncisalia mossii San Bruno Elfin 
FE baven<>is Butterflv 

San Francisco Forktail 
Not observed since 1989, presumed present in 

Jschnura g~mina Damselfly· - Glen Canyon. Presently occurs in McLaren 
Park. 

· Lii::hnanfhe ursina Bumblebee Scarab FSC 1980 report from dunes near Laguna Salada, 
Beetle nresumed nresent 

Speyeria cal/ippe San Francisco 
FE calfinr.e Silversnot Butterflv 

Plants 
Amsinckia Presently occurs at Bayview· Park, and Twin menziesii var. Common Fiddleneck LS 
inter,nedia Peaks 

Aquilegia formosa Red Columbine LS Presently occurs at Glen Canyon, 
O'Shauohnessv Hollow and Mount Davidsnn · 

Arabis Coast Rock Cress CNPS List4 Presently occurs at Mt. Davidson, 
bfenharonhvl/a O'Shauohnessv Hollow and Twin Peaks 
Arctostaphylos 
hookeri ssp. Franciscan manzanita CNPS List 1A Historically occurred at Mt. Davidson 
franciscana 

Arctostaphy/os 
FE, SE, CNPS hookeri ssp. Raven's manzanita 

List 1 B Historically occurred at Mt. Davidson 
mvenii 

Aristolochia 
California Pipevine Presently occurs at occur at Lake Merced californica -

Asterradulinus Broadleaf Aster LS Presentlv occurs at Bawiew Park 
Astragalus m,1talli Nuttall's Milk Vetch LS Historically occurred at Lake Merced var. viraatus . 
Blennosperma Common Stickyseed LS Presently occurs at Bayview Park nanum 
Calamagrostis Pacific Reed Grass LS Southern range limit, presently occurs at Mt. 

nutkaensis Davidson. Twin Peaks and Edaehill Mtn. 

Castilleja exserta Purple Owl's Clover LS Presently occurs at Mount Davidson and Glen 
Canvon 

Castilleja wightii Paintbrush LS Presently occurs at Hawk Hill, Lake Merced, and 
Balboa Natural Area. 
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Table 3-5. Sensitive soec1es oresentlv and historicallv known to occur at Sianificant Natural Areas. 
Species Common Name Status Federal, Local Significance 

State, CNPS, 
Local 

Cerastium atvense Meadow White LS Presently occurs at Twin Peaks and Rock 
Outcroo 

Chenopodium LS 
ce!!fom!c!.!rri Califorriia Goosefoot Historically ()CCUfff3d_at Li:i~tv113r~(3cl_ __ _ r-----~·~----·---·------ '...-----. ---- ·--·---------------··---'-' 
Chorizanthe 

cuspidata var. 
cusoidata 

Clarkia rubicunda 

Co//insia multicolor 

Croton ca/ifornica 

Defphinium 
californicum 
Defphinium 

decorum 
Deschampsia 
danthonioides 

bisoorum hookeri 
Dodecatheon 

c/evelandii 

Elymus multisetus 

Eriaeron fo/iosus 
Erysimum 

franciscanum 
Euthamia 

occidentalis 

Festuca ca/ifornica 

Frankenia salina 
Fritillaria filiacea 

Gallium porrigens 

Garrva elli1Jtica 
Gilia capitata ssp. 

chamissonis 

Gilia clivorum 

Grindelia hirsutula 
·var. maritima 

Grindelia stricta 
var. auaustifo/ia 

Heuchera 
micrantha 

Juncus xiphiodes 

.Layia carnosa 

Lessingia 
nermanorum 

Leymusx 
vancouverensis 

Lilaea sci/loides 

Final Draft 

San Francisco 
Spineflower 

Farewell-to-Spring 

San Francisco 
Collinsia · 

California Croton 

Larkspur 

Coast Larkspur 

Annual Hairgrass 

Fairv Bells 

Shooting Star 

Big Squirrel Tail· 

Leafv Daisv 
San Francisco 

Wallflower 

Western Goldenrod 

California Fescue 

Alkali-Heath 
Fraarant Fritillarv 

Climbing Bedstraw 

Silk Tassel Bush 

Dune Gilia 

Grassland Gilia 

San Francisco 
Gumplant 

Marsh Gumplant 

Alumroot 

Iris Leaf Rush 

Beach Layia 

San Francisco 
Le!=:Sinoia 

Vancouver's Ryegrass 

Flowering Quillwort 

FSC, CNPS List 
18 

CNPS List 18 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 
FSC, CNPS List 

4 

LS 

LS 

LS 
CNPS18 

LS 

LS 

CNPS List 18 

LS 

FSC, CNPS List . 
18 

LS 

FE, SE, CNPS 
List 1 B 

FE, SE, CNPS 
List 18 

LS 

LS 

3.37 
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Presently occurs at Ft. Eunston, Golden Gate 
Heights, and Lake Merced 

Presently occurs at Tank Hill, Bayview Hill, and 
Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park 

Presently occurs at Bayview Hill 

Northern distributional limit, presently occurs at 
H~wkHill 

Presently occurst at Bayview Park 

Presently occurs at Bayview Park 

Presently occurs at Corona and Rock Outcrop 

Presentlv occurs at Interior Green Belt · 

Presently occurs at Bernal Hill. 

Presently occurs at Bayview Park, Bernal Hill 
and McLaren Park 

Presentlv occurs in O'Shauahnessev Hollow 
Presently occurs at Grandview Park, Golden 
Gate Heiahts Hawk Hill and Rock Outcroo 

Historically reported not recently observed in the 
Citv. 

Presently occurs at Bayview Park, Edgehill Mtn. 
and Mt. Davidson 

Presentlv occurs at India Basin Shoreline Park. 
Presentlv occurs at Bernal Heiahts 
Presently occurs in Bayview Park , 

O'Sh~uohnessv Hollow and Twin Pe~ks 
Presentlv found in Glen Canvon Park 

Presently occurs at Hawk Hill and Lake Merced 

Historically reported not recently observed in the 
Citv. 

Presently occurs at Mount Davidson, Twin 
Peaks, Corona Heights, and Balboa Natural 

Area. 

Presently occurs at India Basin Shoreline Park. 

Presently occurs at O'Shaughnessy,and Glen 
Canvon 

Historically reported not recently observed in the 
Citv. 

Historically reported from San Francisco, 
location not well manned ores11med extiroated 

Only current population found on the Presidio. 

Presently occurs at Lake Merced· 

Presently occurs at McLaren Park (is likely 
extrioated) · 

February 2006 



T bl a e 3-5. Sens1t1ve species presently an d . k h1stoncallv nown to occur at s· ·t l!:tm icant N atura Areas. 
Species Common Name · Status Federal, Local Significance 

State, CNPS, 
Local 

Linaria canadensis Canadian or Blue LS Presently occurs at Hawk Hill Toad-Flax 
Lithophragma Prarie Star, Woodland LS Presently occurs in Bayview Park heteroohv/la · Star 

Marah oreganus Wild Cucumber, Man- LS Presently occurs at McLaren Park and Lake 
root Merced 

Monard el/a Curly-leaved 
CNPS List4 Not known to occur in the City undulata Monardella 

Muilla maritima Common Muilla LS Presently occurs at Corona Heights, Tank Hill, 
Bernal Hill and Mount Davidson 

Navarretia Skunkweed LS Presently occurs at Hawk Hill and McLaren Park sauarrosa 
Osmorhiza Sweet Cicely ' LS Presently occu,rs at Interior Greenbelt. chi/ensis 

Pelfaea Coffee Fern LS Historically reported not recently observed in the 
andromedifolia Citv. 

Prunus emarginata Bitter Cherry LS Presently occurs at Bayview and Glen Canyon 

Prunus i/icifolia. 
Holly-leaved Cherry LS Presently occurs at Bayview Park, Glen Canyon lslais Cherrv 

Prunus virginiana Western Choke Cherry LS Presently occurs at Tank Hill and Bayview Park var. demissa 
Quercus Canyon Live Oak LS Presently occurs at Lake Merced chrvsolenis 

Rhamnus crocea Sninv Redberrv LS Presentlv occurs at Glen Canvon 

Ribes divaricatum Coastal Black LS Presently occurs at Lake Merced Gooseberrv 
Ribes menziessi Canvon Gooseberry LS Presentlv occurs at Bawiew Park 

Rosa gymnocarpa Wood Rose LS Presently occurs at Bayview Park, 
O'Shauahnessv and Mount Davidson 

Rubus parviflorus Thimbleberry LS · Presently occurs at Lake Merced and Interior 
Green Belt 

Salvia soathacea Humminabird Saae LS Presentlv occurs at Bernal Hill. 
Saxifraga California saxifrage LS Presently occu~s at Billy Goat Hill ca/ifomica 

Larval food plant for San Bruno elfin butterfly, 
Sedum Broadleaf Stonecrop presently occurs at Glen Canyon, Mt. Davidson, 

spathulifolium - O'Shaughnessy Hollow, Tank Hill, and Twin 
Peaks 

Senecio Groundsel LS Presently occurs at Bayview Park and Mount 
aronicoides Davidson 

Silene scouleri ssp. Scouler's Large LS Presently occurs at Bayview Hill arandis Camnion 
Silene verecunda San Francisco FSC, CNPS List Presently occurs at Mt. Davidson and Rock 
ssn. verecund;:i Camoion 18 Outcroo 

Sisyrinchium Yellow-eyed Grass LS Only San Francisco population in Glen Canyon califomicum 
Southern distributional limit. Presently occurs at 

Tan ace tum Dune Tansy Grandview Park, Golden Gate Heights, Hawk 
camphoratum - Hill, Rock Outcrop, Lake Merced, and Balboa 

Natural Area. 
Tnphysana 

eriantha ·var. Johnny-tuck LS Presently occurs at McLaren Park 
----
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T able 3-5. Sensitive species Presentlv and historicallv known to occur at Sianificant Natural Areas. 
Species Common Name Status Federal, Local Significance 

State, CNPS, 
Local 

California or 
Vaccinium ovatum Evergreen LS Presently occurs at Mount Davidson 

Huckleberrv 

' Presently occurs at Glen Canyon, Twin Peaks Viola adunca Blue Violet LS and O'Shaugnessy_. -·· - . -

Larval food plant for San Francisco silverspot 

Viola pedunculata Johnny-Jump-Up - butterfly, presently occurs at Bayview Hill, 
McLaren Park, Tank Hill, Duncan-Castro, and 

Corona Heiahts 
Woodwardia . Giant Chain Fern LS Presently occurs at Glen Canyon fimbriata 
Zigadenus Star Lily LS Presently occurs at Bernal Hill fremontii 

Status Key: 
Federal Status FE Endangered. Species in danger of extinction throughout all or significant portion of its range. 

FT Threatened. Species likely to become endangered within foreseeable future throughout all or 
a significant portion of its range. 

FPE Proposed for listing as endangered. 
FC Candidate for listing as endangered. Candidate information now available indicates that listing 

may be appropriate with supporting data currently on file. 
FSC Species of Concern. Former Category 2 Candidate forUsting as endangered. 
FPO Proposed de-listing. 

California State Status 
. SE Endangered. Species whose continued existence in California is jeopardized. 
ST Threatened. Species, although not presently threatened with extinction, that is likely to become 

endangered in the foreseeable future. 
SSC Species of Concern. 
SFP State Fully Protected under Sections 3511 and 4700 of the Fish and Game Code. 

Sens Considered a sensitive species by the California Department of Forestry. 
California Native Plant Society 

1A Plants presumed extinct In California 
1 B Plants that are rare or endangered in California and elsewhere. 

2 Plants that are endangered in California, but more common elsewhere. 
3 Plants about which more information is needed: 
4 Plants of limited distribution (a watch list). 

LS Locally Significant. 
Golden Gate Audubon Society 

SLC Species of Local Concern 
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California Croton 
Croton califomicus 

Add to My Plant List 
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3/19/2018 California Croton, Croton califomicus 

AbC?Ut Calscape Maps Detailed Map > 

About California Croton {Croton californicus) 

Croton_ californicus is a species of croton known _by the common name California croton. This ptant is a pJ!tenniaLor. small shrub. noL . . . 
exceeding a meter in height. The plant produces long oval-shaped leaves a few centimeters long and covered in a light-colored coat 
of hairs. This species is dioecious, with individual plants bearing either male (staminate) or female (pi~tillate) flowers, both only a few 
millimeters across. The staminate flowers are tiny cups filled with thready yellowish stamens and the pistillate flowers are the 
rounded, lobed immature fruits surrounded by tiny pointed sepals. This plant"ls native to California, Nevada, Utah, Arizona, and Baja 
California, where it grows in the deserts and along the coastline. 

. Plant Description 

Plant Type 

Max. Height 

Flower Color 

Flowering Season 

Native Status 

Natural Setting 

Site Type 

Sun 

Elevation? 

Annual Precip. ? 

Summer Precip. ? 

Coldest Month ? 

Hottest Month ? 

Humidity? 

Soil Description 

Drainage 

Sunset Zones ? 

Landscaping Information 

Ease of Care 

Water Requirement? 

Nursery Availability 

Nurseries 

http://calscape.org/Croton-californicus-O 

Perennial herb 

3.3 ft (1 m) 

Green 

Spring, Summer 

Native 

Sandy places, dunes, washes 

Sun 

-191' - 6808' 

2.5'' - 46.1" 

0.14" :- 2.31" 

39.3° F - 62.0° F 

59.2° F - 89.5° F 

0.47 vpd - 47.01 vpd 

Prefers sand or decomposed granite 

Fast 

15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24 

Moderately Easy 

Low 

Commonly Available 

Moosa Creek Nursery, Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden, RECON Native Plants,. 
S&S Seeds Inc, Stover Seeds 
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3/19/2018 California Croton, Croton californicus. 

~ources include: Wikipedla. All text shown in the "About'' section of these pages is available under the Creative Commons Attribution­
ShareAlike License. Plant observation data provided by the participants of the californfa Consortia of Herbarfa, Sooset Information 
provided by Jepson Flora Project. Propagation from seed information provided by the Santa Barbara Botanical Garden from "Seed 
Propagation of Native california Plants" by Dara E. Emery. Sources of plant photos include catPhotos, Wikimedia Commons, and 
independent plant photographers who have agreed to share their images with calscape. Other general sources of information include 
calflora, CNPS Manual of Vegetation Online, Jepson Flora Project, Las Pilitas, Theodore Payne, Tree of Life, The Xerces Society, and 
information provided by CNPS volunteer editors, with special thanks to Don Rideout. Climate data used in creation of plant range 
maps is from PRISM Climate Group, Oregon State University, using 30 year (1981-2010) annual "normals" at an 800 meter spatial 
resolution. 

Links: Jepson eFlora Taxon Page calPhotos Wikipedia ca!flora 

Restore Nature One Garden at a Time with Ca/scape 
... . 

Dedicatretf to tfve Presen1ation of California NatfY-e Fiora 
CalifQrnia Native Plant Society 2707 K Street, Suite 1 • Sacramento, CA 95816-5113 

·.. . . . (916) 447,:f677 G .'.fax (916) 447-2727 G Cnps@cnps,Qrg 
.Copyright© 1999-201 '9: Cc1Jifon,ia Native Plant Society. All rights reserved. 

CNPS Newsletter Join CNPS 

topyright © i9~~-iq1-1 ~~Hforni~J~ative.Plant Society. All rights reserved. 

Donate 

,/. 

· http://calscape.org/Croton-califomicus-() 
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login (/login) / register (/slgnup) 

0 Items (javascrJpt:_doPostBack('ctlOO$ctlOO$ctlOO$ctlOO$ContentPlaceHolderDefault$HeaderCart_3$btnCart', ")) 

search 

HOME (/HOME/) SERVICES (/SERVICES/) TURFGRASS (/TURFGRASS/) NON-SEED PRODUCTS (/NON-SEED-PRODUCTS/) 

CROTON CALIFORNICUS 

CALIFORNIA CROTON 

• Height: 1 ft - 5 ft 

" Life Cycle: perennial 

" Growth Type: flower 

• Flower Size: minute 

• Flower Type: inconspicuous 

• Blo_om Type:· summer 

• Flower Color: green 

• Native to California: YES 

• · California.Range: coast - desert - inland 

" Water Requirements: low 

" Characteristics / Comments: found in washes/riparian areas 

" Fire Resistant/ Low Fuel: TRUE 

• Average Live Seed per Bulk Pound: 6,988 

TAXON REPORT DATA FROM CALFLORA 
(HTTP://CALFLORA.ORG/) 

RECOMMENDED SOURCE FOR PHOTOS: 

••• 

View Croton califomicus at Calflora.com ( http://www.calflora.org/cgl-bin/species_query.cgi?where­
calrecnum=2434) 

- Other Sources: Picasa ( https://plcasaweb.google.comnh/vlew?q="Croton callfomlcus" ) I Flickr ( 
http://www.flickr.com/search/?q="Croton califomicus") I Google Images ( 
http://images.google.com/images?hl=en&q="Croton callfomicus"} 

CROTON CALIFORNICUS 

Common Name: Desert croton . I 
-·--. ---------·--·---------· ----------·---·--·-·----·-~-----·--·-·-----·-·-'-• 

Croton califomicus, a dicot, is a perennial herb that Is native to California. 

US Distribution: beyond CA but confined to w. North America 

Plant Community(s): Coastal Sage Scrub, Coastal Strand, Chaparral, Creosote Bush Scrub 

Habitat: coastal 

Family: Euphorblaceae 

NAME STATUS: 

1784 
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Recognized as current in T JM2 ( http://ucjeps.berkeley.edu/cgi-bin/LN2C.pl?genus=Croton californlcus) + 
PLANTS ( http:1/plants.usda.gov/java/nameSearch?rnade=Sclentific+Narne&keywordquery=Croton 
californicus) + JM93 ( http://ucjeps.berkeley.edu/cgi-bln/get_JM_treatrnent.pl?Croton califomicus) 

COUNTY DISTRIBUTION LIST: 
CantraCosta, El Dorado, Imperial, Inyo, Kern, Los Angeles, Monterey, Orange, Riverside, Santa Barbara, 
San Bernardina, San Diego, San Fr.mcisco, San Luis Obispo, Tulare, Ventura 
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See a detailed Distribution Grid ( http:/twww.calflora.org/entry/dgrid.html?cm=2434) of this plant in 
Calfomia. · 

Links: USDA Plants Profile ( http://plants.usda.gov/java/narneSearch? 
mode=Scientific+Name&keywordquery=Croton californicus) I Jepson Herbariurn ( 
http://ucjeps.berkeley.edufinterchange.hlml) 

Website references on Google ( http:/twww.google.com/search?q="Croton californicus") 

CONTACT HOME NON-SEED 
(/CONTACT/) (/SERVICES/SEEDS- PRODUCTS (/NON-
S&S Seeds, Inc. (/contact/) AND-SS/) SEED-PRODUCTS/) 
P.O. Box 1275 (/contact/) California Native Sod (/non-

Carpinteria, CA. (/contact/) SERVICES seed-products/califomia-

93014-1275 (/contact/) (/SERVICES/) 
native-sod/) 

Erosion Control (/non-seed-
Phone: (805) 684-0436 Custom Seed Mix Design products/erosion-control/) 
(fcoi:itacl/) (/services/custom-seed-mix-

Soil Amendments (/non-· 
Fax: (805) 684-2798 design/) 

seed-products/soil-
(/contact/) Contract Growing (/contract- amendments/) 
Email: (/contact/) growing-for-seed-increase/) 
info@ssseeds.com Site Specific Seed Collection SEED STORE (mailto:info@ssseeds.com) (/services/site-specific-seed-

collection/) (/SEED-STORE/) 
SL'fl;1Nf<f Erosion Control Products Flowers (/seed-

Seed Mix Design Form 
(/services/non-seed-erosion- store/fiowers/) · 

(/services/seed-mix-design-
control-products/) 

Grasses (/seed-
request-form/) store/grasses/) 

PLANT DATABASE Legumes 

NEWS (/PROJECTS-
AND-
ANNOUNCEMENTS/) 

PROJECTS 
(/PROJECTS/) 
Commercial 
(/projects/commercial/) 

Residential 
(/projects/residential/) 

Erosion Control 
(/projects/erosion-control/) 

Restoration 
(/projects/restoration/) 

Revegetation 
(/projects/revegetation/) 

Landscaping 
(/projectsnandscaping/) 

Privacy Policy (/privacy-
policy/) (/PLANT- (/sub/Seed_Store/Legumes.aspx) 

Siternap (/siternap/) DATABASE/) Mixes (/seed-store/mixes/) 

Shrubs (/seed-store/shrubs/) 

Turf (/seed-store/turf/) 
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3/19/2018 Croton calffornicus-Californla Croton 

California's Native Plants™ Call Us Today! 760-749-3216 

our Plnnts Garden Help 

Croton californicus 

California Croton 
Plant family: Euphorbiaccae .. S~urge 

Plant type: Shrub 

Plant origln: NIA, Calif om la., Floristic Provence of Baja 

Container 

fJneGallon 

Avail Qty 

0 

Add to 
MyLlst 

Add to My List I My Plant List 1 

flower Color Insignificant, Yellow 

Blooming S~ason Fall1 Summer 

Height 0·1 feet, 1-2 reel, 2-3 feel 

Spread 1-5 feet 

Sun/Shade ® 

Monthly Water • 
Wildlife Friendilness Rating 

Plant Community 

Price 

16,99 

> Learn More 

·• >Learn More 

Coastal Sage Scrub, Coastal Strand, Creosote Bush Scrub 

Best Soll Conditions >Learn 
More 

Sand 

Special Characteristic 

Retail Customer,; Whotesate C.u,tomers About Moosa creek 

Rating: 

1111,-, .. .. ... -

1111,-...... , - ' 

Plant Highlights 

Surfs up! This native Croton can be found growing in the sand near 
the beach, as well as amidst the coastal sage scrub· and desert regions 
In Southern and Baja California. Croton califomlcus, also known as 
Desert Croton or California Croton, thrives In sandy sons and washes. 
II ls an elegant, somewhat low growing perennial plant, with small oval 
shaped leaves. The growth habit ls upright, with a lacey, open 
appearance. llny hairs cover both sides of the leaf and the stems of 
this plant, lending It an usually pale silvery sheen. California Croton 
grows 1' lo 3', with about the same spread. This native plant needs 
little supplemental waler once established, but may benefit from an 
occasional dousing In the hottest parts of summer to keep it looking its 
best. C. caliromicus flowers between summer and fal~ but the yellow 
blooms are tiny, verging on lnslgnlficanL California Croton·would add a 
nice color contrast In a sandy garden alongside plants like sage and 
sagebrush. 

Leave us a com~our ratingJlllc!!Q!_ypur favorite ~cture ---------------------------· ·----·------------

Please share your thoughts wUh us about this plant. We would like to hear about the good things and the problems, We also would appreciate seeing' any photos and have 
you rate this plant, To le.ave comments or to rate a plant you must be registered. 

BrowSI for Imagos 

R WiMM\M 

·---------------------··-----------------------------
Comments 

No comments for this plant. 

http:/twww.moosacreeknursery.com/Natlve_Plants/393/Croton-californicus 
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Attachment B 
, View.Analysis 

• Exc~rpt from January 18, 2018 [)iscretionary Review hearing packet 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Aerial Photographs 

~ Discretionary Review Hearing 
''l Case Number 2014.0936DRP 

I 590 Leland Avenue 
?243/019; 061, 062, 063, 064 and 065 
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Leland Avenue Site Photographs 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

. 
;.: __ ,•-~' Discretionary Review Hearing 
:;.. Case Number 2014.0936DRP 
»,l 590 Leland Avenue 
e;J 
1;3 6243/019; 061, 062, 063, 064 and 065 
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Raymond Avenue Site Photographs 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

:_~,i_: .• __ ._.,J.:I· ~;;~~~;:J;~::~a:g 
. 6243/019; 061, 062, 063, 064 and 065 
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· 3-D 

· RENDERINGS 
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579-583-589 Raymond Avenue Fa~ade Rendering 
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586 - 596 Leland Avenue Rendering 
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. VIEW 

PHOTOGRAPHS· 
: . . ..·· ·:·>·: : :\ \\:·.\·-_. .·: . -: .. :_ 

'• .. ·. ..,. :, .<' .. 
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View #1 Leland Avenue Looking West 

1800 



View #3 Raymond Avenue looking west 
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View #3 579-583-589 Raymond Avenue Existing View 
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View #4 Vista from Visitacion Avenue Looking East 
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Leland Avenue Opposite Block Face from project site 
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Raymond Avenue Opposite Block Face Looking East 
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Raymond Avenue Opposite Block Face Looking West 
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View from Mansell Street Vista Point 1 
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View from Mansell Street Vista Poirit 2 
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. View from Mansell Street Vista Point 3 
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View looking down from Visitacion Avenue to the Raymond Avenue Project Site 
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View of Project Site from Visitacion Avenue road 1 
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Views of Project Site from Visitacion Avenue road. 2 
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View of Project Site from Visitacion Avenue road 3 
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·. VIEW 

ANALYSIS 
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Existing 

1 

2 

3 

4 

View from Lelaodt Avenue l9oking North • Fvture renovatoo Community Garden, PVC Rain Garden and 
· main entry to Mclaren Park Ip foreground 
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jSimilar View as DR Photo S.imulatlon #1 ~ Existing 
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Similar View as DR Phot<_> Simulation #3 - with Project 
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Jalipa, Brent (BOS) 

==-~'FFOJir:· -~---"--=~=----~-'-·· ~-C- =l3f75'--l:erg131ation~es:e&yc....·-c. ~-'---"--'--'-~-"c=.c=.·-a.-.~"'- ----,.-~....; - ~- .- .. --·-=--- ·- ---~- --------- · 
Sent: · Friday, March 30, 2018 12:03 PM 
To: fma6764860@aol.com; vquan.sf@gmail.com 
Cc: GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John 

(CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); 
Cooper, Rick (CPC); Pollak, Josh (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, 
Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS Legislation, (BOS); Linda Stark 
Litehiser; Madland, Sarah (REC); 'Bradley, Stacy (REC) __ · ____ _ 

Subject: SUPPPLi:'.iviENTAL APPEAL LETTER: Appeai of CEQA exemption Ueterminat1on - o~U 
Leland Avenue - Appeal Hearing on April 3, 2018 

Categories: 180179 

Good morning, 

Please find linked below·a suppleme·ntal appeal letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the 
Appellants, regarding the appeal ofthe CEQA Determination of Exemption for the proposed project at 590 Leland 
Avenue. 

Supplemental Appeal Letter- March 30, 2018 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special orde_r before the Board on April 3, 2018. 

Please note, on April 3,_2018, the Board is anticipated to entertain a motion to contin'ue this appeal to the April 10, 
2018. 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Cente_r by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 180179 

Regards, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 

Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place; Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax:' {4;1.5) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• 11.,o Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communicqtions 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 thes~ 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 af the public may inspect 
or copy. 
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Supplemental Material for CEQA Hearing on 590 Leland, Planning case 2014.0936, · 
currently scheduled for Apr. 10 2018. · 

Please note:· th~ format of.this material is taken from Planning's Project Analysis of the · 
DR for 590 Leland (pp. 11~17 in the packetsµbmitted for the Jan, 18 hearing before the 
Planning Commission, hereafter referred to as Packet; and to be found at 
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2014.0936DRPc4.pdf) 
Each section contains responses to elerµer:its in that Packet. . . .,.:,_- -:·· . 

Issue #2 (John McLaren Park lmprpvemen,ts) [CEQA Category Land Use/Planning] 
Factual error: The PUC is ac::tually constructing tb..e rain garden, ·not working on 

improvements to it. · · · · · · · 

Questi9ns: Planning stat~s, t4i:it they contacted RPD between N:ov: 20l5 and Jan. 
2018. How many times clid they co'ritactB-PD? With whom did they speak? . 

The final statement of this section ( and otµE)rs in the Full Analysi~} is "SFRec and 
Park [RPD] does not llave concerns withthe Project." We contend it would be just,as 
accurate, if not more so, to say "RPD cioes not have co_ncerns \iVith the Vis Valley Planning 
Alliance's (WPA) oppqsition to the Pi;o,ject." ··. · · · · · · ·-

Representatives of the VVRA also contc;1cted RPD duri11g this same time period. 
The only negative comment about the proposal that RPD consider acquiring the site was 
a lack of des.ire to renovate the church building (which is fine with the VVPA). 

A request was submitted t9 RPD to add 590 Leland to their Acquisition Roster. 
The property was evaluated per stated departmental procedures, and found to be 
suitable for passive recreation. It is also rated as serving a High Needs Area. The site 
was endorsed by PROSAC in July 2015 and is on the current Roster. See also Issue #9. 

Issue #4 (Natural Habitats & Environment) [CEQA Category: Biological Resources] 
In Planning's summary, a quotation is provided from the original Environmental 

Evaluation Application, which includes the following: 
" ... No contiguous and substantial habitat for any rare or endangered plant of 

animal species _is located on or adjacent to the Project site." (underlining added). 

Subsequently, Planning refers to " ... a letter submitted by Dr. Michael Vasey ... that 
indicated the potential presence of [2 plants] at and near the project site. (Again, . 
underlining added.) Yet when Planning employed ESA to perform rare plant surveys, 
they were apparently instructed to search only "within the ... project site." Furthermore, 
at no time did either Planning or ESA contact Dr. Vasey, or others who had been present 
when he visited the site, to ask whe:re the plants he mentions were. 

Not surprisingly, according to Planning, "No rare plants ... were observed by 
ESA ... ", and ESA's report refers only to the site itself. 

On the next page is a photo of the locally rare California croton, taken by Margo 
Bors on Feb. 10, 2018. The plant is located very near the property line. There are also 
photos available taken in the RPD parkland north of Raymond, part of which Dr. Vasey 
described as "rare remnant sand dune habitat". There are croton there too, and this is 
where Dr. Vasey saw the spineflower. 
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. The anpellants find the hiolooica! resources revie1N to have been incomnlete and 
.·.c~~.~--··-c.c.-~curafefur"'purpo'ses ofCEQA. -- - .... . - -· . -- - -- '-="'~=~-- - - ;-~--- = = --~-----=---

Addition: On Friday March 9, 2 Planning staff members and 2 representatives 
from ESA met with representatives fro:rri the VVPA All have now seen the croton plants 
and the habitat areas. Discussion is ongoing. 
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Issue #5 (View): [CEQA category: Aesthetics] 
At the hearing before the Planning Commission on Jan 18 2018, the DR requestor 

argued that Planning Staff, despite having an additional view analysis done by the 
developer at the request of the Commission, still had not adequately addressed the issue 
of views. The DR requestor had pointed out that the houses proposed for construction 
as part of the Project will block scenic views currently available from public parkland -
specifically. views from the public open space directly across Raymond to the north -
open space that is owned by RPD and is part of McLaren Park. The Project will also 
block views of the bay from the (currently) unpaved pathway through RPD-owned 
public open space along the east side of Visitacion Ave. also part of McLaren Park. 
[Packet -- p. 60; PR Request, p. 14]. · · · ' 

Despite this, the Commission voted to accept Planning staffs recommendation to not. 
accept tl;ieJ?R and approve the Categorical Exemption. · · · 

The Appellant still argues Planni11g's analysis of views is inadequate, and that the Project 
should not have been given a Categorical Exemption .. The purpose of this S!:!c::tion is to . ·· ..... 
supporttharargumen~. . ··. . ' . • ;<> 

In the C~QA Gµidelines provided by the California Natural Resourc·es Agency.11rtd1;r 
"Aesthetics", there are four Sample Questions suggested for in:c.lusic:m i11 an .. ; .·. · ·· 
environmental review .. [p.325 'in · · · 
http://resources.ca.go~/ce~a/docs/2016_CEQA_Statutes_and_Guidel.ines.pdf.] 

Two of those questions are: ....... . 
"Would th~ project . . · · < < 

(a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?" · .. ·.. .·•·: ' · .. · · 
( c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the sit~ and••. 

its surroundings? · 

In San Francisco, the spirit of these questions seem to have been incorporated in two 
ways: by including in Planning's Design Review Checklist, the question "Does the Project 
protect major public views from public spaces?"; and by including consicleratio.ns of .. 
views iri1:;tie Urban Design Element and other parts of the General Plan'. · · ·. ·· · · 

In the city's Design Review Checklist fo;r this Project, in answer to the question '!Does the 
Project protect major public views from public spacesT. the box for YES is chec::JrecL 
[Packet, p. 19, bold type added] ·· · · · · 

· We strongly disagree. On the next page are two photos provided by the developer as 
part of the view analysis the Commission requested. They are taken from the RPD 
owned public open space and parkland north of Raymond, and clearly· showing that the 
scenic view from the park would be blocked, not protected, by the Project. [Packet, pp. 
122 & 123]. . . . . 
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This is a photo showing the path that goes through that same open space parkland. 
Students going from the Sunnydale Public Housing to the Visitacion Valley Middle School 
and back, and others use this path and appreciate the view. · 

Finally, on the next page is a photo showing the panoramic view of the bay to be seen 
just off the northwest corner of the site, on the adjacentRPD land. That view, which 
would also be blocked by the proposed 3-story houses fronting on Raymond, is what 
seniors, school children, and neighborhood residents are treated to as they just enjoy a 
walk, or use the. public pathway next to Visitacion Ave. to go be~een home and school, 
or make their way to the Coffman Pool and other RPD recreational facilities to the south. 
We contend the.view would be considered "major" by all of them. It may not be the view 
from Twin Peaks, but it is THEIR view. 

We consider our case to be established: the project does not warrant a Categorical 
Exemption because scenic views from public parkland that the neighborhood considers 
to be "major" are NOT protected. Instead, the views are blocked. 

But we would like to consider the view issue in more detail. We have additional points 
to make. We also have procedural questions to pose aboutwhat constitutes a "major · 
public view", and about the way the city apparently decides (according to the General 
Plan) whether a view is "important", and thus is worthy of "protection". 
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The Bay can be seen on the left middle of the photo. 

From Planning's Full Analysis: "The Department finds that the Project is not located in a 
view corridor protected by the General Plan." [Packet, p. 13] 

Explanatory material meant to justify this statement follows on the same page. In that 
material, reference is made to three documents: 

the city's Residential Design Guidelines [adopted Dec. 4, 2003], 
http: //sf-planning.org/sites /default/files /FileCenter /Documents /5356-resdesfinal.pdf 

the Urban Design Element of the General Plan [ original date unknown; amended 
by resolution several times between 1990 and 2010], 

and the city's Urban Design Guidelines [ currently under revision; the final draft, dated 
Nov. 22 2017, can be accessed via http: //sf-planning.org/urban-design-guidelines ]. 

All 3 documents are used, presumably to justify Planning's conclusion that the views 
from Leland and Raymond Aves. do not deserve protection. Strangely, the first 
reference provided could be use'd to argue that they do deserve protection. In a footnote 
on p. 13 of the Packet, the reader is referred to page 18 of the Residential Design 
Guidelines. · 
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Here is most of what appears on p. 18 of that document (underlining added). 

VIEWS 
GUIDELINE: Protect major public views from public spaces. 

The Urban Design Element of the General Plan calls for the protection of major public 
views in the City, with particular attention to those of open space and water. Protect major 
views of the City as seen from public spaces such as streets and parks by adjusting the 
massing of proposed development projects to reduce or eliminate adverse impacts on 
public view sheds. The General Plan, Planning Code and these Guidelines do not provide for 
protecting views from private property. 

~~I\ 
Views from public areas, such as parks. are protected. The massing of this 
building impacts the view from the public park. 

18 • Residential Design Guidelines: December 2003 

We think this supports our case. We also note that in a Glossary on p. 56 of the 
Residential Design Guidelines, the term "Major Public View" is not defined (underlining 
ours). We assume the rest of the material on p.13 of the Packet constitutes a discuss.ion 
of whether or not the views from the public space on Raymond or along the pathway 
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Continuing through this m·aterial, one finds a reference to two maps ["Street Areas 
Important to Urban Design Views" and "Quality of Street Views"], allegedly to be found 
on "Page 1.5.16 of the Urban Design Guidelines" (Packet, p. 13). Those maps can actually 
be found on pp. 204-5 of the Packet. .. 

no maps with the titles mentiQ11edany-where in the document Tbi_s reference was 
apparently taken straight from p. 18 of the Residential Design Guidelines, where it 
appears in a separate box. It was not possible to include .that box in what is reproduced 
above, but if a person follows the link to the Residential Guidelines provided on page 4, 
s /he will see the box. · If one looks at the Urban Design Guidelines, one finds that section 
S4 (Create, Protect, and support View Corridors) does contain the following: "Wh~le 
views from private property are not protected by city regulations, the General Plan does 
protect specific view corridors from the public realm." [UDG, p.20]. There is no 
information given in this document as to WHERE in the General Plan such protection is 
discussed, nor what is meant by "specific view corridors".] 

On the map labeled "Street Areas Important to Urban Design and Views", at least one 
gets an idea of which streets might be considered "important". Streets that "provide a -
view of an important building", "define city form", "extend the effect of public open 
space". "are ·on the route of the 49Mile Scenic Drive", or have "an important street view 
for orientation" are marked on the map. Lacking any statement to the contrary, one 
assumes that a street meeting any one of these criteria would be considered "important". 

Planning acknowledges that according to this map. the blocks of Leland and Raymond 
under consideration are " ... both considered 'Streets that extend the effect of Public Open 
Space'". (Packet, p .. 14] We agree: those two streets certainly do extend·the effect of 
public open space by providing access to the panoramic vista views to be seen from open 
space very dose by. Does that not make them "Important"? Does that not qualify the 
view available from the public open space as being worthy of protection? 

Apparently not, since Planning goes on to dismiss the street view on both streets as 
"Average11

, citing the map labeled "Quality of Street Views" [Packet, p.'207]. But where is 
the ·explanation as to what criteria were used to classify views when this (undated) map 
was produced? Where are the definitions of what constitutes an Excellent. Good. or 
Average view? (For that matter, what is the definition of a street view?) One is not 
reassured by the caveat at the bottom of the map: "The City and County of Sari Francisco 
(CCSF) does not guarantee the accuracy, adequacy, completeness or usefulness of any 
information. CCSF provides this information on an "as is" basis without warranty of any 
kind, including but not limited to warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular 
purpose, and assumes no responsibility for anyone's use of the information." 

. . 
Lacking this information, all one can do is note, as did the DR Requestor, that the vast 
majority of the "Excellent" and "Good" views seem to be located.in the northern and 
western portions of the city. And wonder if a view that in one neighborhood would be 
only "Average11 (because they have even better views available), in another 
neighborhood would be considered "Excellent" because it's the only view they've got. 
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Continuing: on p. 14 of the Packet, Planning states that" The nearest 'Important View' is 
more than 5,000 feet [i.e., a mile] away, as shown in the map titled 'General Plan Urban 
Design Element - Important Views'." [Packet, p. 208]. There is no information provided 
as to exactly where this 'Important View' is or why it is considered 'Important'. 

SUMMARY. Planning's environmental analysis of Aesthetics: Views for this Project is 
incomplete and sloppily done. It inciudes references to non-existent pages in the wrong 
document, and conclusions that are drawn using terms for which no definitions are 
provided. 

We also contend the analysis is inaccurate. 
In the Introduction to the City's General Plan, one finds Priority Policy 8: That our 

parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development. Planning's own analysis refers (indirectly) to the statement in the 
Residential Design Guidelines that "Views from public areas. such as parks. are protected". 
Furthermore, according to a map in the Urban Design Element of the General Plan, the 
two street blocks in question fit one of the listed criteria for being a Street Area 
Important to Urban Design and Views". Yet, despite all this, the Department comes to 
the conclusion that the views from Raymond and Leland Avenues are not "Important", 
presumably because they are 11Average". Everything hinges on what should be 

· considered a "major" or "important" view. 

Lacking definitions in the General Plan for t;ither of those terms, we suggest this: to 
residents of a neighborhood with no direct access to other vistas, the vista views from its 
only easily accessible public park space are both major and important. They should be 
protected. To not do so would result in an tinmitigable significant environmental effect. 

Addendum: We do note that on the Certificate of Exemption [Packet, pp. 186-193] dated 
Feb.12, 2015, under "Remarks", the project is described as an "in-fill development", and 
we are aware that projects qualifying as "in-fill" have been exempt from certain kinds of 
CEQA analysis since Jan.1, 2014, courtesy of Senate Bill 743. We also note that nowhere 
else in the Packet is the term infill used in the descriptions and analysis given, nor was 
the term mentioned during the hearing before the Planning Commission on Jan. 18 2018. 
We assume this was due to a tacit recognition that once the Commission had requested a 
view analysis, and the Department had directed the project sponsor to do a view 
analysis, the project was no longer being treated as exempt under Senate Bill 743. 

However, all parties should be aware that we are prepared to argue that the 
site does not actually qualify as an "in-fill" site should the question arise. 

Issue #6 (Shadow) {CEQA Categories Wind and Shadow:; Recreation) 
Planning's analysis of the DR Requestor's concerns about shadows (which is 

repeated verbatim from the same section of the comments accompanying the Certificate 
of Categorical Exemption - Packet p. xx), leaves something to be desired. They point out 
that the project is exempt from a section of the planning code that 11 

... restricts new 
shi=ldow upon public open spaces ... " because the proposed buildings are less than 40 feet 
in height. But to their credit they go on to consider the potential for n·ew shadows 
anyway. and acknowledge that 11 

... the proposed Project has the potential to cast shadow 
on John McLaren Park". This is followed by a brief discussion of two park areas that 
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could he affected. Sadly, this is also where the <1m!lysishemmesin<:om:plet~ ~md. 
.. -, . -. inaccurate.-·- - ·- - -· -- . --· - ---.. - - .. . .. ·-. . - ·""'-'·=-·=-.c== --~--------. 

They first consider the parkland "to the north and west of.the Project are·a, 
describing it as consisting" ... of Visitacion Avenue with roadside ruderal vegetatio"n", 
complete}y ignoring the fact that there is a public pathway that goes through the area 
along the east side of Visitacion Avenue. This pathway has been mentioned before: it is 
used regularly by school children and neighborhood residents ( and would be used even 

scheduled for major enhancements by RPD, complete with landscaping including native 
plants, as part of the McLaren Vision process. Walking is classified as passive recreation; 
thus, the statement that "the proposed Project would not result in shadow impacts on 
any recreational areas to the north or west of the Project site" is just plain incorrect. 
There is also the fact that the added structures, especially the 3 proposed for 
constructl.on along Raymond Ave., will cast new shadows on the planned ~ative plant 
landscaping along the path as well as possible shadowing effects the Project might have 
on the Rain Garden that the PUC is currently constructing on RPD property_ directly to 
the west of the Project site. [Curiously, both the path and the rain garden are mentioned 
in the next section, but not here.] 

Finally, there is also discussion of possible shadowing on a community garden 
(including the incorrect statement that the garden is included in the proposed Project 

·site; it is in fact on RPD land directly adjacent to the Project site). They find a potential 
that that proposed Project could" ... cast shadow on the northern part of the community 
garden". And then proceed to argue that the shadow impacts would not increase 
because the proposed structures (in this case, the 2 houses proposed for construction 
along Leland Ave.) have heights that are less than the heights of the existing church 
building on the property, completely ignoring the fact that the two new houses would be 
located much closer to the community garden than is the church. 

Once again, we find this analysis to be both incomplete and inaccurate. 

Issue #7 (Accessibility) (CEQA Category: Recreation} 
There is a bit of confusion here on both sides (DR Requestor and Planning) 

because the word "accessible" is used in two senses. These days, "accessibility" almost 
always means "ADA accessibility". But there is also the issue of a neighborhood's access 
( or lack thereof) to parldand. · An example of such confusion: in the summary presented . 
of the WP A's concerns [Packet, p. 5], the issue is described as a concern about ADA 
accessibility to the Park, when in fact the concern is about access to the Park in the other 
sense. [See Packet, p. 60, DRRequestp.14]. The WPA's actual ADA accessibility 
concern is, as Planning notes, about "Loss of ADA accessjble space behind church on 
Raymond Avenue for nearby Senior Housing residents and general public." [Packet, p. 5] 

Commendably, in the discussion of Issue #7 [Packet p. 15], Planning has 
· attempted to address both meanings. This leads them to pay much attention to the 
pathway and the potential loss of a shortcut now used by area residents. Unfortunately, 
there is no mention in this part of the Full Analysis of the space behind the church on 
Raymond. even though that was note_d in the summary of concerns earlier in the 
document~ 

There is a reference to "a significant downslope from Raymond to Leland". 
Because of the slope, it is hard to find level space in the neighborhood that IS ADA 
accessible. In fact, that area behind the church is about the ONLY level space. near the 
piece of McLaren Park to which the neighborhood has access. WPA's advocacy for 
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keeping the Project site as open space is linked in part to the thought of how useful that 
precious flat space would be for the r~sidents of the nearby Senior Center and others as 
they enjoy passive recreation in the neighborhood. 

In omitting consideration of possible effects of losing use of this space. the 
analysis is incomplete. 

Issue #9 (Site Acquisition) [CEQA Category: Land Use/Planning] 
Planning acknowledges that the 590 Leland project site ( all 5 parcels) is on RP D's 

Acquisition Roster. They then state that RPD "is not actively pursuing acquisition of this 
property ... ", mentioning that" ... it has other acquisition priorities and financial 
obligations that take precedence over this property.", a stat~ment that is almost always . 

. true about RPD and acquisitions. 
They follow this with a gratuitious reference to Map 03 [on page 17] of the ROSE. 

and state that the site is "not identified as existing or proposed open space." Well. of 
course it isn't! The recent update of the ROSE was finalized in April 2014. 590 Leland 
was added to the department's Acquisition Roster in July 2015. 

On that Roster, the site is rated Most Desirable because it is "Located within or 
Serves a High Needs Area". and "Desirable" because it is suitable for Passive Recreation 
and because it has "Special Attributes (Scenic Views. Accessibility to Water)". From the 
spreadsheet that is the Roster, in the box labeled "Important Attributes and N ates· from 
Site Information Sheet": "This property could provide a relatively level trail between 
natural areas to the north at the Visitacion Valley Middle School and areas to the south, 
including the McLaren Community Garden and the Coffman Pool. The site is adjacent to 
existing McLaren ... [ any remaining text is unreadable]". 

We find this analysis of the possibilities for site acquisition to be inadequate. 

11 
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From: BOS Legislation, {BOS} 
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 8:38 AM 

-To:nna6764860@Tul:tom;Vcjuan.sf@gmail.corn --- - ... · - - .... ~ ---· ~- - . ·~--- ·.= ---·c:-~ ---· .-· ........ - . 

Cc: GIVNER, JON (CAT) <Jon.Givner@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE.(CAT)<Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN 
(CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa {CPC) 
<lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; 
Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Cooper, Rick {CP'C) <rick.cooper@sfgov.org>; Pollak, Josh (CPC) · 
<josh.pollak@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; 

<bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; BOS_ kegislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Subject: HEARING NOTICE: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 590 Leland Avenue -Appeal Hearing on April 3, 
2018 

Good morning, 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of .Supervisors on April 
3, 2018, at 3:00 p.m., to hear an appeal of the Determ(nation of Exemption under CEQA for the proposed proje~ at 590 
Leland Avenue. · · 

Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter. 

Hearing Notice - March 20, 2018 , 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research· Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 180179 

Regards, 
Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 5.54-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• 1(-:1 Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

· _Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Pub/le 
Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the pub/le 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 wi(I be made available to all 
members of tl)e 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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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good morning, 

BOS Legislation, · (BOS) 
Tuesday, March 20, 2018 8:38 AM 
fma6764860@aol.com; vquan.sf@gmail.com 
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John 
(CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); 
Cooper, Rick (CPC); Pollak, Josh (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, 
Alisa (BbS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS:.Legislative Aides; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
HEARING NOTICE: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 590 Leland Avenue -Appeal 
Hearing on April 3, 2018 

180179 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on April 
3~ 2018, at 3:00 p.m., to hear an appeal of the Determination of Exemption under CEQA for the proposed pr.oject at 590 
Leland Avenue. 

Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter. 

Hearing Notice - March 20, 2018 

. I invite.you to review the entire matter on qur Legislative Research Center by following the link below:. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 180179 

Regards, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board ofSuperviso~s - Clerk's.Office 
1 Dr. Carlton [!. <:;oodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
-(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.ialipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• • $.ID Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Superviso_rs is subject to disclosure under the California Public 
Record.s Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the pub/Jc 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 a// 
memb.ers 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' w_ebsite or in other public documents that mr;mbers of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
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. . 

City Hall 
1 Dr. _Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 · 
- -·,cc,·t>atr-.l!¥alr~ist!io~94.hl:t-~46·&9-..c~. -~- '·'·' :,=.• --.. · - - .. ·--· - · - - -· 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

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 appe~I and _· 
said public hearing·will be held as follows, at which time al.I interested parties may · 
attend and be heard: 

· Date: Tuesday; April 3, 2018. 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, .City Hall, Room 250 
1 Dr.·Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: Fil~ No. 180179. Hearing of perso.ns interested in or objecting to the · 
determination of exemption from environmental review under the 
California Environmental QuaHty Act issued as a Categorical 
Exemption by the.Plar-ming Department on Fe~ruary 12, 2015, for the 
proposed project at 590 Leland Avenue to demolish an existing 
church bµilding and construct five new single-family homes· across five 
individual lots; three new three-story single-family residences with roof 
· decks at their respective third stories, at approximately 3,706 gross 
square feet, and two new three-story single-family residences at 3,506 
and 4,372 gross square feet, respectively. (District 10) (Appellant: 
Fran Martin, on behalf of Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance) (Filed 
February 20, 2018) 

In accordaf.1ce with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who i=lre unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments prior to the time the· 
hearing begins. These comments will .be made as part ofthe official public record in this 
matter and shall be brought to the attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written 
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA, 94102. Information relating to 
this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda information 
relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, March 30, 2018. 

Q..d\l~ 
Calvillo · 

· Cler~ of the Board 

DATED/MAILED/POSTED: March 20, 2018 1844 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

PROOF OF MAILING 

. Legislative File No. 180179 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5J84 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Description of Items: Public Hearing Notices .., Hearing - Appeal of Determination of 
Exemption From Envimnmental Reyiew - 590 Leland Avenue - 31 Notice~ Mailed 

I, ~e,117 ~-:t/74 , an employee of the City and 
Courftyo{ San Francisco, rpailed the above described document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully 
prepaid as follows: 

Date: March 20, 2018 

Time: 
r' 

USPS Location: Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244) 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Tirr:ies (if applicable): _N_/_A ____________ _ 

Signature:. ~t?~ ..... / 

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

-. ---From:- --- -=--=- .- •• _c • s-Osiegislation,' (BOS) 
Sent: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 3:33 PM 
·To: BOS Legislation, (BOS); Ko, Yv~mne (CPC) 
Subject: APPEAL CHECK PICKUP: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 590 Leland Avenue -

Appeal Hearing on April 3, 2018 
Attachments: BoS Appeal Waiver Application 022018.pdf 

~80~79 . 

Hi Yvonne, 

The appeal check forthe proposed 590 LeJand Avenue, CEQA Exemption Determination appeal is ready to be 
picked up here in the Clerk's Office weekdays frol')1 8 ·a.m. through 5 p.m. 

Ple·ase. be advised the appellant did submit an Appeal Waiver for~ (attached) and it will ac~ompany the check. 

Regards,. 
Brent J.alipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervis-ors - Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco,- CA 94102 . 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163' 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

. . -- - --·--·----- ... -~----·-·····---·_., _____________ .. -· ---.- -·-·----- .. -""" .. ·---·-----·----·-·---·-- .. - -··-·-·-~----. . 
From:. BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Sent: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 9:31 AM 
To: fma6764860@aol.'com; vquan.sf@gmail.com 
Cc: GIVNER, JON (CAT) <Jon.Givner@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT) '<Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN 
(CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <jqhn.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
<ljsa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org~; Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; 
Starr, Aaron (CPC) -;::aaron.starr@sfgov.o·rn>; Cooper, Rick (CPC) <rick.cooper@sfgov.org>; Pollak, Josh (CPC) 
<josh.pollak@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas..io_nin@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org::::; BOS-Legislative Aides 
<bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislati~n, (BOS) <bos.legi.slation@sfgov.org>_ 
Subject: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 590 Leland Avenue - Appeal Hea"ring on April 3, 2018 

Good morning, . 

. . 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for Special Order before the. Board o.f Supervisors 
on April 3,· 2018, at 3:00 p.m. Please find linked b.elow a letter of appeal filed for the -proposed project at 590 Leland 
Avenue, as ,well as direct links to the Planning Department's time.ly filing determination, and an informational lettedrom 
the Clerk of the Board. 

Exemption Determination Appeal Letter - February 20, 2018 

Planning Department Memo - February 26, 2018 

.1 
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Clerk of the Board Letter - February 26, 2018 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 180179 

Regards, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors -·clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.ialipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org · 

• 6.o Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public 
Rec~rds 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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. ----::;:---~·, 

· Fe~ruary 28, 2018 

· File Nos. 180179-180182 
Planning _Case No. 2014-0936;E 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

. . 

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk's· Office one check, · 
in the amount of Five Hundred Ninety Seven Dqllars ($597) 
representing the filing_ fee paid by Fran Mc,lrtin, on behalf of the 
Visitacion VaUey Planning Alliance,· for th~· appeal of the CEQA . 
Exemption. Determination for the propo&ed project at 590 Leland . 
Avenue. · 

Planning Oepartm~nt · 
. By: 

Print Na 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent:· 
To: 
Cc: 

·Subject: 

Categories: 

Good morning, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 9:31 AM 
fma6764860@aol.com; vquan.sf@gmail.com . 
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN,. KRIST!=N (CAT); Rahaim, John 
(CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPG); 
Cooper, Rick (CPC); Pollak, Josh (CPC); lonin, Jonas '(CPC); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); ·s.omera, 
Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 590 Leland Avenue -Appeal Hearing on April 3,· 

.2018. 

180179 

The Office of the Clerk'of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors 
on April 3, 2018, at 3:00 p.ni. Please find linked below a letter of appeal filed for the proposed project at 590 Leland 
Avenue, as well as direct links to the Planning Department's timely filing determination, and an informational letter from 
the Clerk of the Board. · 

Exemption Determination Appeal Letter - February 20, 2018 

Planning Department Memo - Februarv 26, 2018 

Clerk of the Board Letter - February 26, 2018 

I invite you to review the entire matter· on our Legisl'ative Research Centet by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 180179 

Regards, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk . 
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 . 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• (C;e. Clic~ here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer.Service Satisfaction form 

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 Ordinanc~. 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 Super.visors 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 qi/ 
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 ta the 
Board and its commlttees-'-may appear on the Board of supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 

1 
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. BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Rall 
1 Dr. ·car1to11 B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 

·~--- ·--·- .. -·_·_0 - - - - ---- - - - .. - - - --- ---- -- - ----

____ February 26, 2018 _____ . 

Fran Martin 
Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance 

· 186 Arleta Ave·nue · -
San Francisco, CA 94134 

Subject: File No. 180179 - Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination -
590 Leland Ave~ue Project · 

Dear Ms. Martin: 

· The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in. receipt of a memorandum dated February 26, 
2018, from the Pl.anning Department regarding their determination on the timely filing of 
appeal of the CEQA Exemption Oetermination for the proposed· project at 590 Leland · 
Avenue. · 

The Planning Department has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner 
.(copy attached). · 

Pursua·nt to Administrative Code, Section 3·1.16, a hearing date has been scheduled for -
Tuesday, April 3, 2018, at 3:00 p.m;, at the Board of Supervisors meeting to be held ir:1 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, Room 250, San Francisco, 
CA 94102. . . 

Please provide to the Clerk's Office l:?y noon: 

· 20 ~ays prior to the hearing: 

11 d~ys prior ~o the hearing: 

names and q.ddresses of interested parties to be· 
notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and 

any documentation which you may want available to 
the Board members pcior to the.hearing._ 

For the above, the Clerk's office requests one electronic file (sent to · 
bos.legislation@sfgov.org) and two copies of the documentation for distribution: 

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 partie~ receive 
copi~s of the materials-. 

Continues on n(3xt page 
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590 !,.eland Avenue 
Determination of Exemption Appeal 
April 3, 2018 
Page 2 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at 
(415) 554-7712, or Lisa Lew at (415) 554:-7718-. · 

Very_truly_ yours, . 

,,~~el~ 
{ Clerk of the Board 

c: Victor Quan; Project Sponsor 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate.Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
John Rahaim, Planning Director 
-Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Aaron:Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Policy Advisor, Planning Department 
Rick Cooper, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Josh Pollak, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
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DATE: February 261 2018 1650 Mission Sl. 
Suite 400 

To A la Cal '11 Cl k f h B d f S · San Francisco, : nge v1 o, er o t. e oar o uperv1sors . CA 94103~2479 · 

____ F_RQM: ___ ·-Lisa. Gibson1~ronmental Review Officer _.i!:f--- __________________ -R~ceptJo~· ___ ' _____ _ 

· RE: A alT.. 1; D · · 5 L. l d·A' . 415,558.6378 ppe rme mess etenmnation - 90 . e an venue1 • 

Planning Deparbne;nt Case No. 2014.0936E Fax: 
415.558.6409 

An· appea_+ of the categorical exemption detemrination for the proposed projec;t at 590 ,_ 
Leland Avenue was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on February 20, 2018 
by Fran Martin, on behalf of Visitacion Valley ~lanning Alliance. As explained below, the 
appeal is timely. 

Date of 30 Days after Approval 
App~al Deadline 

Date of Appeal (Must Be Day Clerk of Timely? 
Approval Action Action 

Board's Office Is Open) 
Filing 

January 18, 2018 _ 
Saturday, February 17, 

Tuesday, ~ebruary 20, 2018 February 20, 2018 Yes 
2018 -

Approval Action: On·F.ebruary 12, 2015, the Planrung Deparbnent issued a Categorical 
Exemption Determination for the demolition of an existing church building, subdivision 
of the existing lot into five lots, and construction of five single famjly homes,. one on each 
lot, at 590 Leland Avenue. Qn January 18, ·2018, the Planrring Commission took 
~scretionary reviev'( and approved the projec;t at 590 Leland A venue. The Approval 
Action for the project was the discretionary revi~w hearing by the Planning Commission, 
as ptovided for in Planning Code Section 311 (Date of the Approval Action) 

Appeai .Deadline:. 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 
det.ermination and ending 30 days after the bate of the Approval Acti~n. The 30th day 
after the Date of ~e Approval Action was Saturday, ·February 17, 2018. The next day: 
·when· the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors was ope!1 1'."as Tuesday, 
February 20, 2018 (Appeal Deadline). 

Appeal Filing and Timelin~ss: The Appellant filed the appeal of the exemption 
. deter:µiinati.on on Tµesday, February 20, 2018, prior to the end of the Appeal Deadline. 

Therefore, the appeal is considered timely. · 
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Jalipa, Brent (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: . 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Wednesday, February 21, 2018 3:12 PM 
Rahaim, John (CPC). · 
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Sanchez, Scott 
(CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Navarrete·, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); 
Starr, Aaron (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); CPC.Temp.Melinda.Hue; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); 
$omera,· Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination -·590 Leland Avenue - Timeliness Determination 
Request 
Appeal Ur 022018.pdf; COB Ur 022118.pdf 

Good afternoon, Director Rahaim: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal of the CEQA Exemption Determination for the proposed 
project at590 Leland Avenue. The appeal was filed by Fran Martin, o_n behalf of the Visitacion Valley P)anning Alliance, 
on February 20, 2018. 

Please find the attached letter of appeal and timely filin!s determination request letter from the Clerk of tlie Board. 

Kindly review for timely filing determin.ation. 

Regards, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.ialipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 
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· To: 

From: 

Febru~ry 21, 2018 

City Hall 
l'Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 9410Z.:.4689 
.Tel.No. 554'~3f'g;t~· - . -- -
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDtrTY No. 544-5227 

-----·----

John Rahaim 
Planning Director 

\ ~Angela Calvillo QJ \ Clerk of ~e Board of Supe~sors 

Su'!>ject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Determination of 
Exemption from Environmental Review - 590 Leland Avenue · 

· An appeal of the CEQA Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for the 
proposed project at 590 Leland Avenue was filed with tp.e Office of the Clerk of the Board on 
February 20, 2018, by Fran Martin, on beh~ of Visitacion Valley Planning Alli'ance; 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal,. with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely 
manner. Toe Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) working · 
days ofreceipt of this request · 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent J alipa at 
(4~5) 554-7712, or Lisa-Lew at (415) 554-7718. · 

c: Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 

. Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department: 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Dan· Sider, Policy Advisor, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr; Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Melinda Hue, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
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I. · ··r.r1ritforrK·: ·· 1 . .. . . . . ,• . 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor 

Timestanip 

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. 

[2] 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.' 

D 4 .. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor inquiries" 
~----------------~ 

D 5. City Attorney Request. 

D 6. Call File No. from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request ( attached written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. 
,--.:__-~======::::;------' 

D 9. Reactivate File No. 
'-------''--------' 

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. D Youth Commission 0 Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the· Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

jclerk of the Board 

Subject: 

' · Appeal of Determination of Exemption From Environmental Review - 590 .Leland Avenue 

.The text is listed: 

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the determination of exemption from environmental review under the 
Califomja Environmental Quality Act issued as a Categorical Exemption by th~ Pla~g Department on February 
12, 2015, for the proposed projeGt at 590 Leland Avenue to demolish an existing church building and construct five 
new single-family homes across five individual lots; three new three-story single-family residences with roof decks at 
their respective third stories, at approxb:nately 3,706 gross square feet, and two new three-story single-family 
residences at 3,506 and 4,372 gross square feet, respectively. (District 10) (Appellant: Fran Maitin, on behalf of 
Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance) (Filed February 20, 2018) 

. Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 

For Clerk's Use Only· 
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