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'I FILE NO. 190112 ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [Summary Street Vacation - Francisco Street in Connection with Francisco Park 
Improvements- Interdepartmental Property Transfer] 

2 

3 Ordinance ordering the summary street vacation of the 900 block of Francisco Street, 

4 generally bounded by Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0046 to the north, Assessor's Parcel 

5 Block No. 0047 to the south, Larkin Street to the west, and Hyde Street to the east, as 

6 part of the development of Francisco Park, subject to certain terms and conditions, and 

7 approving a conditional interdepartmental transfer of the vacation area from Public 

8 Works to the Recreation and Park Department; affirming the Planning Department's · 

9 determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; adopting findings that 

10 the actions contemplated in this Ordinance are consistent with the General Plan~ and 

11 the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and authorizing official acts 

12 in connection with this Ordinance, as defined herein. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

. NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 

. Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\rial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

. Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

20 Section 1. Findings. 

21 (a) California Streets and Highways Code Sections 8300 et seq. and San Francisco 

22 Public Works Code Section 787(a) establish the process for the Board of Supervisors to 

23 vacate a street, highway, or public easement. Streets and Highways Code Sections 8334 and 

24 8334.5 provide that the legislative body of a local agency may summarily vacate an excess 

25 right-of-way of a street, under certain circumstances. The actions contemplated in this 
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1 ordinance are being taken in accordance with Streets and Highways Code Sections 8300 et 

2 seq. and Public Works Code Section 787(a). 

3 (b) The location and extent of the area to be vacated is the 900 block of Francisco 

4 Street, which is generally bounded by Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0046 to the north, 

5 Assessor's Parcel Block No. ·0047 to the south, Larkin Street to the west, and Hyde Street to 

6 the east, as depicted·on PublicWorks ("PW") SUR Map No. 2019-001, dated January 16, 

7 · 2019 (the "Vacation Area"). A copy of this map is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

8 Supervisors in File No. 190112 and is incorporated herein by reference .. 

9 (c) The Vacation Area is an undeveloped portion of Francisco Street within the 

10 Francisco Reservoir and Russian Hill Open Space Park, which is in the process of becoming 

11 a single park named Francisco Park. The Vacation Area is not necessary for active street 

12 purposes now or in the future as (1) all properties that abutthe Vacation Area have been 

13 approved for transfer from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("SFPUC") to the 

14 Recreation and Park Department ("RPD") for the creation of Francisco Park, pending RPD's 
. . 

15 delivery of certain payments to SFPUC which is expected to occur by 2026, as set forth in the 

16 Augu$t 1, 2014 Memorandum of Understanding ("MOU") which is on file with the Clerk of the 

17 Board of Supervisors in File No. 190112 and is incorporated herein by reference; (2) the 

18 Vacation Area has never been used, and is not useful, as a nonmotorized transportation 

19 facility under Streets and Highways Code Sections 892 and 8314 as there are other such 

20 facilities available in close proximity; (3) Francisco Park is served by several roadways, so the 

21 Vacation Area is excess right-of-way; 4) there are no in-place functioning public utility facilities 

22 in the Vacation Area; and 5) PW sent notice of the proposed street vacation to the 

23 Department of Technology, Municipal Transportation Agency, Fire Department, PubHc Utilities 

24 Commission, AT&T, Sprint, and Pacific Gas and Electric, and no City agency or utility 

25 objected to the proposed vacation. Based on these factors, the Vacation Area may be 
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1 summarily vacated in accordance with Streets and Highways Code Sections 8334 and 

2 8334.5. 

3 (d) The vacation of the Vacation Area, following the successful transfer of the abutting 

4 properties froni SFPUC to RPD pursuant to the MOU, would allow for the interdepartmental 

5 transfer of the Vacation Area from PW to. RPD for park purposes. Transferring the Vacation 

6 Area to RPD alongside the abutting parcels will allow RPD to assemble the complete 

7 Francisco Park and manage the entire property as a unified whole, which will provide a 

8 seamless experience for park users. Accordingly, the Board of Supervisors finds it 

9 appropriate to pursue a street vacation of the Vacation Area, contingent on the successful 

10 . transfer of the-abutting properties from SFPUC to RPD. 

11 (f) In PW Order No. 200532, the Director of Public Works (the "PW Director") 

12 determined that (1) the Vacation Area may be summarily vacated based on the factors 

13 identified in subsection (c) above and the other findings set forth below: (2) the Vacation Area 

14 is unnecessary for the City's present or prospective public street, sidewalk, and service 

15 easem-ent purposes; (3) there will be no physical public or private utilities .affected by the 

16 vacation of the Vacation Area, based on the absence of any objections from any utility 

17 company and the fact that the public interest, convenience, and necessity do not require any 

18 easements or other rights be reserved for any public or priyate utility facilities that may be in 

19 place in the Vacation Area; (4)' any rights based upon any such public or private utility facilities 

20 identified in subsection (f)(2) shall be extinguished automatically upon the effectiveness of the 

21 vacation; and (5) it is a policy matter for the Board of Supervisors to approve the 

22 interdepartmental property transfer 'Of the Vacation Area from PW to RPD. A copy of this PW 

23 Order is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 190112 and is 

24 incorporated herein by reference. 

25 
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1 ·(g) Pursuant to California Streets and Highways Code Sections 892 and 8314, the PW 

2 Director in PW Order No. 200532 also found that the Vacation Area is currently not accessible 

3 to or necessary for non-motorized transportation, because there are adjacent streets available 

4 for such transportation, and because those members of the public availing themselves of non-

5 motorized transportation will not be inconvenienced by the street vacation. The PW Director 

6 also found that the public convenience, necessity, and welfare would be enhance~ by the 

7 proposed development of Francisco Park. 

8 (h) The PW Director recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt as its own the 

9 recommendations of the PW Director as set forth in PW Order No. 200532 concerning the 

10 vacation of the Vacation Area and other actions in furtherance thereof. The Board hereby 

11 incorporates such recommendations and findings by reference as though fully set forth herein. 

12 (i) In a letter dated April17, 2018 (the "Planning Letter"), the Planning Department 

13 determined that the proposed vacation of the Vacation Area and other actions contemplated 

14 in this ordinance are consistent with the General Plan and priority policies of Planning Code 

15 Section 1 01.1. A copy of said letter is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File 

16 No. 190112 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board of Supervisors adopts as its 

. 17 own the findings in the Planning Letter. 

18 U) In the Planning Letter, the Planning Department also determined that the actions 

19 contemplated in this ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act 

20 (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.). The Board hereby affirms this 

21 determination. 

22 

23 Section 2. Summary Street Vacation. 

24 (a) The Vacation Area, as shown on SUR Map No. 2019-001, is hereby ordered 

25 summarily vacated pursuant to California Street and Highways Code Sections 8300 et seq., 
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1 including in particular Sections 8334.and 8334.5, and San Francisco Public Works Code 

2 Section 787(a), upon the succe~sful transfefof the abutting properties from SFPUC to RPD 

3 pursuant to the MOU as set forth in Section 1 (d) of this ordinance. The vacation of the 

4 Vacation Area shall not take effect until such transfer occurs but shall take effect thereafter 

5 provided there is no material change to the street area prior to said transfer. 

6 (b) The Board of Supervisors finds that the Vacation Area is unnecessary for present 

7 active public street use or prospective public street use. 

8 (c) The public interest and convenience require that the vacation be done as declared 

. 9 in this ordinance. 

10 

11 Section 3. Interdepartmental Property Tran$fer from Public Works to Recreation and 

.12 Park Department. 

13 Notwithstanding the requirements of Administrative Code Chapter 23, the Board of 

14 Supervisors hereby approves the interdepartmental property transfer of the Vacation Area 

15 from PW to RPD upon the successful transfer of the abutting parcels from SFPUC to RPD 

16 pursuant to the MOU as s·et forth in Section 1 (d) of this ordinance, and directs the Real Estate 

1 T Division Director to modify the City's records concerning City property ownership accordingly. 

18 Until such transfer occurs, the Vacation Area shall remain under the jurisdiction and 

19 ownership of PW. 

20 

21 Section 4. Official Acts in Connection with this Ordinance. 

22 (a) The Mayor, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, PW Director, County Surveyor; and 

23 the Director of the Division of Real Estate are hereby authorized and directed to take any and 

24 all actions which they or the City Attorney may deem necessary or advisable to effectuate the 

25 purpose and intent of this ordinance (including, without'! imitation, the filing of this ordinance in 
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the Official Records of the City and· County of San Francisco and modification of the City's 

property ownership designation in accordance with the interdepartmental property transfer). 

(b) Immediately upon the effective date of this ordinance, this ordinance shall be 

recorded. 

Section 5. Effective and Operative Dates. 

(a) This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after enactment. Enactment occurs 

when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or does not 

sign the ordinance \Vithin ten days of receiving it, or tl:e Board of Supervisors overrides the 

Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

(b) If enacted, this ordinance shall pecome operative upon the successful transfer of 

. the abutting parcels from SFPUC to RPD pursuant to the MOU as set forth in Section 1 (d) of 

· the ordinance. If such transfer does not occur and the MOU is terminated, then this ordinance 

shall expire by operation of law. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: ~·. 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\le~ana\as2018\1900178\01314512.doc 
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FILE NO. 190112 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[Summary Street Vacation - Francisco Street in Connection with Frandsco Park 
Improvements - Interdepartmental Property Transfer] · 

Ordinance ordering the summary. street vacation of the 900 block of Francisco. Street, 
generally bounded by Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0046 to the north, Assessor's Parcel 
Block No. 0047 to the south, Larkin Street to the west, and Hyde Street to the east, as 
part of the development of Francisco Park, subject to certain terms and conditions, and 
approving .a conditional.interdepartmental transfer of the vacation area from Public 
Works to the Recreation and Park Department; affirming the Planning· Department's 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; adopting findings that 
the actions contemplated in this Ordinance are consistent with the General Plan, and 
the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and authorizing official acts 
in connection with this Ordinance, as defined herein. 

Existing Law 

The Vacation Area is a "paper" street consisting of the 900 block of Francisco Street, bounded 
by Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0046 to the north, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0047 to the 
south, Larkin Street to the west, and Hyde Street to the east. 

Amendments to Current Law 

The vacation of the Vacation Area is conditioned on the successful transfer of the abutting 
parcels from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) to the Recreation and 
Park Department (RPD). If the abutting parcels transfer to RPD, the vacation will occur and 
the Vacation Area will .no longer be a public street and will transfer to RPD. If the abutting 
parcels do not transfer to RPD, then the vacation and transfer will not occur. 

Background Information . 

The Vacation Area is an undeveloped portion of Francisco Street within the Francisco 
Reservoir and Russian Hill Open Space Park. The SFPUC has conditionally transferred the 
parcels abutting the Vacation Area to RPD for development into a park, named Francisco 
Park, provided that RPD delivers certain payments to SF PUC as set forth in the August 1, 
2014 Memorandum of Understanding (see File No. 140782). The final Jurisdictional transfer is 
expected to occur by 2026. Vacating the Vacation Area and transferring it to RPD alongside 
the abutting parcels will allowRPD to assemble the complete Francisco Park and manage the 
entire property as a unified whole. 

n:\Jegana\as2018\1900178\01314573.docx 
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:MEMORANPu:rvr OF. TJNDERSTANPJNG 
(J;?raqgtsc~ ,R«sf!rvob:) 

nns MEMORANDUM Q)=i'(1.NbERSTANDING Cthl.s !'MOlJ'), date<i for r~ference 
,purpoSes only as of August i, 2014 (i:he ~·Agreement Date;1), is by andbetwv.en the City ~d 
County of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (''RPiY') and the City and County of 
Sm_l?tandsco Public Utllities Commissioi1 (!'PUC"). 

RECITALS 

A. The City and County of San Francisco CCity.') owns that certain ptopert:y (the 
"Siht) described in attached Exhibit A aud depicted approximately in the attashed Exhlhit_l3. 

B, PUC «::fbtahi¢d jt;Irlsdic;tio,n over the Site at some time after the City purchased the 
Site in 1930 fof tlie pue· $" ptedec~s§"br, the Sllti Francis-cp Wat~r-Departmen,t 

C, Purs!1ant to. Charter Sectiolt' 8B:12l, PUC ha$ exclusive charge ofte;:tl a$s~t$ 
under im Jurisd:iction~ _PUC. by Resolution No~ 14-lH l3, adgpted on .JtJly 8, 201.4, deteu;uined 
th-at ihe Si'te is sur.plus to the needs of any utility under its. JmJsd~cclQn,. :wd PUC w.jshes to 
:transfer jurisdiction of;t:J:le Site in exchange for fair market value, <l$ required by applicable law, 
subject to B6atd: of Supervisors app:IIoval of a jl!ll'isdictional transfer co-B.sistent With this MOD. 
Fai~ market value was esta"fuilshed based on the appraised vaiue f'or the Site set forth in the 
appraisal.prepared by Clifford. Advisory llC dated September ri-.5, 2013 arid approved. by the 
Director of City'-s Real Estate b.iVis1on e'RED'') (the "Appraisal'1

) 1 in the total: amount .of $9.9· 
million .doHi'lts. · 

.p. RPD wishes to..t~tq_uite jurisdiction ovev the Site in ordt;:r to e*plote the fea8ibility 
ot developing a nei-ghborhood park, consistt'!n~ with the Board of Supervisors' Resolution No, 

· 502~08, adopted QnOe<;~m"Qer 16.-. :2,00'8. RPD _Qas not undertaken ~my pla¥~ning ~r de$ign for · 
such a potential p!Jik. On May 20, 2014, ti;le qty Planning DepaJ:@ent opirv~d1 that tlu~ · 
jw;isdioti:onal transfer of the Site from l?UC to RPD would not be subjec~ to thf} Califonlia · 
Euvirol1Il1ental Quailiy Act Public Res0utces Cbde Section 21000 et seq~ (CEQA)i p1JrsUa,nt to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 1:5.060(c)(2)~ whiCh p:rovides thatill:i acHvity is not su:bjectto CEQA 1f 
the activity Will.not-result in a directoli teasona:bly foreseeabie mdirectphysical ch&Iigeto th.e 
environment" 

E. :PUC is Willing t6 transfer possession a;nd.Jurisdict.ion to RPD, and RPD is wiJling 
to accep~ such transfers, on the terms and subJect to the conditions set forth in this MOtJ .. 

NOW> T'HE~fO~, th~ parties agree w; follows; 

1. Recitals. The .foregoing recitals ate true and correcUmd ate incm;porated heniin by this 
reference. 

2._ Tra:t:~sfet of Possession. OrtSt:iptembet' 30, 2014; ot within tltirty (36) days after the MOU 
Execution Date :[as defined irt :Section 4:(b1(1)J., whichever is later, .PUC will tender po~sessioil of 

'Frimcistd Re5e~oir PUC RPD MO U Final Execution 8-4-14.doc 
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the Site to RP:D, provid\.'\d that the first Payment has been timely made by RP.Ji) as ·provtdGd irt 
Section 4(d)~ Such delivery of possession to RPD BhaU b? referred to herein as th~" ~'Initial. 
Closing." RPD acknowledges that PUC wilt retain jurisdiction over the Si~e untU the Final 
Closing {a.S defined in Section 3), and any investment m Site j.mprqvvm.~nt~ priqr tq tl;ie Final 
Closing shall be at RPIY s soie rifsk. RPIYs possession of the Site frQm the lidtfal Closing to the 
Final Closing shal1 be stibject to the terms ·of Section 5. In no event shali the Site be c;ons1derf.ld 
open Space or park latJ.d.u:nO.et the. City Charter liiltil a. tranSferof jurisdiction occurs .Qn the Finai 
Closing. · · 

3. 'Transfer of Jurisdiction. No later than thirty (30) days after RPD delivers the final 
:Payment to PUC thereby completing payment in fuU.ofthe.RPD Transfer Price and aii 
outst®ding inte:re.st t.n accord~ce with Section 4, or a latet date mutually agreed upon by PUC 
and RI?P (the "Clo.Swg Pat~"), J?UC shall transfer jmi:sdiction overthe Site to RPD by 
submitting ,fo :R.:gl) all necess.ary materials to ett~ble REO. to effect the fuH jj.rrisd1ctional transfer 
of tb.e $he to ru;>p, and REP ~hall memorialize the jurisdictkmai tt£!D$fer of the Site iu th¢ City'~'> 
reai estate record$ (the ;'lriJJal CJ{Islng"), . 

4. KPD TransferPnce; Payments for~ife. 

(a). RPD Transfer Price~. ill ccmsideration of the jurisdictional transfer of the Site and 
the interin:t tr?.nsfer ofpossessiou of .the Site pending payment in full~ RPD shall pay PUC an 

. amoi;irtt (the "RPD Transfer Price'') eqUial to Nine Million Nine Hundred Thcilisand :Dollars 
($9,900,000); in installments as provided m Section 4Cd) belowi together with interest on the 
unpaid prin.cipal balance from ti:tne to time outstandihg a:t an annual interest :rate equal to the 
Interest Ratt~, as defmed below. The RPD Ttansfer Price for th¢ Site was ·established based on the 
Appraisal. 

__. ~-~·- 0-H -~,--- -· ·--· .- •• - ,..___ __ 

(b} Interest; .Interest Rates. 

(1) Basib'Jnterest Rate. Subject to Section 4(bJ(2) l;l.eJow, interest on the 
unpaid prirtdpal balance will accrue at the Interest Rattjj from the day this MOU is. executed: by 
:RPP and PUC (foll«;:lwmg approval by ·City's Board Of Superv.isors,and Maym and ali necessary 
approvals liy the RPD Cominission a:tid PUC Cortunission) (the "MQU Execution Date;~). The 
"Interest Rate~· shall be the average. atmual tate ofinterest.eamed oil the City's pooled 
investment fm:u:is during the fiscal. year that ends. on the June 30th preceding the Paymelit Date 
(as. defi:ned in. S.e~tion Lj:(d)) tn question. Such rate.· is. reponed as "Emt1ed fucome Yield!' in. the 
City Tr~?asurer' s annual_ repott of pooled fund portfo Ito statistics, which is posted on the 
treasurer's website llD.der Inyesfr.nent Reports. 

(2) Default Rates, Any pnncipal not p~J.id on the Payment Date wheu due (the 
"Due 'Date'') shall then automaticaily bear intewst at an increased interest rate determined as 
follows (the ·"l>efault RaW'), From the Due Date until,the one'-year anniversary of tl'le Due Date, 
the DefaUlt R~1te shall :be the ·annual Interest Rate that was applicable on the :bue Date pius Qne 
(1) percentage point Fot principal that remains delinquent f0r more than one year, the Default: 
Rate shall be adjusted on each September 30th ( coiru:nertcirig on the one-year anniversary of the 
Due Date) to be equal toilie antlual tnterest Rate applicable to nondelinquent payments dl!le on 
suGh September 30 plus: fout ( 4) percentage points. 

f!:'incisco Resetv.oir PUC RPD M:ou F.uiai Executio11 8-4-l4.doc 2 
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(c) Application of Paym~nts. Each Payment shall b~ credited fits.t to interest then due 
anGI arty remainder to prinCipaL All payments of principal shall be a,pplied to the m.o~t remot<:} 
printipaUrtstal'lmertt then ufipaid. - · 

(d) :Payment S~ll_edule. the RPP Transfer Price and accrued 1nter.est shllll he pa,id i.:Q. 

tw~lv~ ii).StaUments (each, a "Payment:~) in accordance With the payment schedule .set ~orth 
beloW. The first Payment sn13!l1 be due on the later o.f Septeinher-30,2:014\ ·Of thirty ($.0):days 
after the MOU Hx.ecutiort Date. The second r·aymertt shall be due on September 3·0 of ·the n(\lxt 
:fiscal y~ar. The remaining 10 Fay:rtumts s.hall be due on September 30 o·feach succeeding fiscal· 
year~ Each, such du.e dat~ 'i:s referrecl to .he.tein a& a "Payment Date/' By August 15 prior to each 
Pa,ymentDate, Ji>UC will deli:Vet an invoice to RPD~ set:ting forll;i the amount: payable on the 
Payment Date md providing a breakdownef principal an.d iP.t~rest. IfRPD has. :questions or 
con.cems about tlw invoicl3, th13 pa.rt1es shall meet and confer .in ·good faith to res.oive the iSsues. 

Subject to appropriation and approval by tl).~ Board, RPD ~hall J;illlke the :E>.aym~nts 
according to th~ foli6wmg schedule:; · 

Pay:ment : Payment Due 
. --- D~t~ . 

1 

. , 
Later: of9.3.0.14. 
or 30·dayti after 

:M;OU Execution 
· · D.ate 

9~3.C).I5 
l· .. 

3 930J6 

4 9~30.l7 

5 9,30.1.8 

· Paymen,t Amoru~t 

$207,918.90 in principal, plus accrued interest 

$198:,018.00 in principaf, ph,~:s acc.rued interest. 

. .. .. . .. . . 

$425,138.70 in prlncipat, pl~~ .accrued interest 

$455,441.40 in principal~ plus acc:tued i.t1te.J!est 

6 9j0.19 $455,441.40 itt prfficipal, plus accrued iriteFest 

·J 

1------+-------1-------'-----~~-~-~~~'-j··, 

7 9. •. :l6.zo .. $950.486.40 in prind.p~l, p.lw:; accrued inte:~;est , 
~-~-=~~-~~--~~~------~--------~ 

8 9J(t21 $980,189.10 in principal, pll}s accrued interest 

9 9.30.22 $1.,039,594.50 in pr.indpaJ, plus accrued irite.rest 
.~ . '. '!· 

$!,564,342,20 inpnncipitlr plus accrued inter~st· 

·u 9.3o.24 

$1,792,062.9:0 in principal, plus. any otP~r 
9.30,2~ . .. r~maining Ufii!~idprintipa~ ancl__accrued int~rest . 

If ."R.PD proposes ;;t :restructuring of:;;t,ny qf Pa.ym.ec~its 7 1\l:lrou:gh 1 L PUC wil~ consider such 
restructuring, provided that RPD propos~s the restructuring in. writing at lea'St one year in 
ad vane~ with an expla,nation of t;he 1:easons for the requested restrucmdng. PUC wUf not 
umeasq;nabfy wi$h.old ag;reernep.t to a proposed resttuttuti'li% taking into cousideration such 
factors i.1S PUC's tatepf!yer Gbligations, RPlY s payment history,. the drcllm.Stances giving rise to . . . 
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t!J.e- propos¢d r¢Structuriug, !trid PUC's detehhirtatio!], in jts sol~ judgm¢nt, of the impact the 
r~strucb.r1:t.ng may have on the likelihood of RPD <:owpleting payment in full by the twelfth 
PP;-ym.,ent, 

(e) Prepayment -RI?D'f;l obligation. may be prepaid at any time; Jn whole or in part, . 
without premium orpen~lty; as long a.sapyprino'ip;ll prepayment is accompanied by a pl:\j'ment 
of interest accrued [o the date·ofprepa.y:m.eJ1t 011 the amount prepaid. . 

(f) Termination befa'Nlt. 

(i) Termmadon Default if RPD fails to pay a Payme:qt i1,1. fUll wi;Iel! du.e an~ 
payable, which failure is not cured by the second aru:llversary of the Due Date (which cure 
de<J.dlihe shall be extended by the period of any Unavoidable Delay as defmed in Section4(g), 
such failure ·shall constitute a '"l'erminati'()n Default.'; 

{ii) J:'ermihatlonNotice; 'll'eMinatiohDate, At any time after a.Tenni:fiation 
Default untili:he delim.q)J.~;nt Paymcn:t and accrued default interest (together, the "Cure 
Amount") are paJd, PUC may, at its option, terminate this MOU and RPP'1) right o:f pes session 
by giving Mt less than th4ty (30) days' nbtice to RPD ("Termination Notice''). Arty such 
TerminationNoti9e s.b.aU icrenticy the effective date of the termination ("TermJnatio,n Date";, 
which shall be a date not le~s than: dlirty (30) days fl.~tei delivery of the Tennination Notice to 
RPD. 

(iii) Termination of MOD. IfRPD fails to p.ayfue Cure Amountin full by t):le 
Termination Pate [which may b~ extended by the pen6d of any Unavoidable Delay as provided 
ia Section 4(g)], this MOU and RPD' s right of possession ~hall end on theTer:mination Date, in 
whick event (i) RPD shali silb.'ender possession of the Site to PUC in actordaE.ee with ;the 
foHowing subparagraph (iv); (H) RPD and PUC shall each be relieved of all ob1igations accruitig 
hereunder after the tewination D.ate, otlwt 1:han those' that expressly survive termination and 
tl:lose required to be performed in Con:p.ection With the tetminatio:u or &utre"j1der of possession; 
and.(iii) :i?UCshall th,ereafter have Uie right to· use the Site for ap.y purposes., iueluding 
transferring the Site to a thir4 party for pther l:).SeS. If the Ten:tiina,tion Pefaul~ giving, rise to th~ 
Termination Notice is based 9n ll detinqueqcy {n ai).y of Payments 1 thtoiJ.gh:5~ J?UC shi;ill retain 
all interest payments hut shall refund to :R:Pb the amount of all principal payments received from 
RPD prior to such termination-, within one hundred eighty (180) days after RPD surrenders 
possession of the SUe. in accordance with :this paragraph. If the Termination Default giving rise to 
· the Te:rtnination N otioe is based oh a delinquency ill ~riy of Payments 6 .through 12, PUC shall 
retain all interest payments previously received. from RPD and shall refund pdncipai payments 
previously, received from RPD according to the following schedule: · 
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i'>eliriquent 
Paymen:f ori 
which the 

Termination 
Default is 

'Uased 

1 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

9 

10 

11 

12 

P,rincipalRefund SchedUle 

· PUC shall rY.f&ndlOO% ofRPD's principal payments~ 

·PUC sJ:u'!11n~iim.dlQOo/o pfRPJ)'s ptinc;:ipl:IJ payments_. 

PUC shall refundl OO% 9f RPD'!) prlncipa,l payrrten~; 

·PUC shall re~d~OO~ o~~D's prlnpi:pal p::~yments~. 

PUC shall tefundlOGi% of RPD' s principal payments. 
" -- - ..., ". "''-" _. .. , .. 

PUC sh~ll tefund 50% of RPD; s principal payments·, 

PUC. shalJ;reftmd 40%· of RPD'$ principal payments. _ 

_ PUC shali refund ~0% of RPD's_prin.cipal payments. 

PUC shall ref\ttld 10% ofRP.D's principal payments. 

PUC .shall not lss\i~ any refB.ud of RPI:l' s principal: payments, 

_ .PUC shall not1ss.ue ap.yrefund ofRPD's principal payments. 

For example, if RPD: .fails to. make Payment 1 on or be:liore Septernb~r 30i 2020, a;o.d 
thereafter fails to pay the O.ite Amount before September 30, 2022, .such failure shali be a 
Tetmrnation Default: If PUC sends a T¢mnirtation Noti:Ce based on such failure and RPD f'ai{s to 
pay the Cure Amotmt before the'rennination Date,. this MOU and'RPD1s. right of possessien 
shall tepninate anct PUC shall refnn~ to RPO 40% of the principafi payments previ6usly receiived. 

(iv} Surrender ofPosses~ion, Upon the termination of tb:is MOU; RPD shall sorreri.der 
the Site in broom otearJ. Cb;J;Idltibn, free from haiarers and dear of au debris. At $lidi time, R!PD 
shall remove all of its signs, personal property and equi!nnent from. the Site and, upon the PUC's 
reasonable request, any recreational structures pr improvements installed oyQr for RPD, ?lld 
shall repa-ir, .at its .cost, any damage to the Site caused by such removal. RPP's. obligations under 
this p·aragtaph shan sUfVive the timnh1ation of this MOU. · 

_ (g) Unavoidable Delay. For purposes hereof; "Unav~id:ahle Delay" shall mean any 
period in which RPD is pn:able to petfo:r:itl dUe to terrorist or e.nemy action, tiots1_ explosion~ 
flood, h.utricane, ea;n1i.qual\e., fttestottn ot other natttral disaster, In the event of any 
U~avoidaNe :Pel~y, RPD _shall-give p;r:qmpt wl;itten notice t0- PUC of the. acourren:ce of such 
.event :wd thep;rojeqted delay in performance, anP, the-remer shall keep PUC regolady info:rtned· 
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of the status of such Un:avoid;1ble Delay. Under no circllii1st£lllces shall the number ofQ.ays of 
Dmavoidab le :beiay -for any one event exceed. a total of thirty {30} days. 

(h) Trabsactton Costs. RPD and PUC shaH each bear its own attorney and consultant 
fees and costs incurred 1n negotiating this MOU~ except that RPD and PUC shall each b~ar fifty 
percent (50%)- of the attorney fees for the Deputy CitY Attorney assigned to prepar~ thisMOU 
and a:dvise: both j).arties oti real estate legal issue:s, AnY costs tharged by RED ·and the City 
Attomey' s Office to effect the JutisdiCtional transfer of the Site pilrsuant to Section 3 shan be 
bombyRPD. 

5. :RP.D's lnterim :Possession. Cotnme;ndng on the fuifial Closing and continuing tmtil 
the earU:er of fue Tenlliriatibri. Pate ot the Fmal ClosiJlg; tne following terms and cond1tions shall 
apply. 

(a) Permitted Use. RP:O tllJ'IY use tlJJ.e Sit~ ~d al~o\;V its employees, a.gemts, 
QO!lS\lltants, C,Ontravtors; autllorized representat;!.ves, invite,es ~Q guests. (together, ''R,PI) 
AffiUates'i) to use the Site only for pwrpo~es within: RPD' s authorit'J )lnqer Section 4.11 ~·of the 
City's Charter. RPD; s rights under this MbU may be exercised. by R.PD' s. cbntra_dors and: any 
dcmors under contract with RPD to provide services amd!or funds for the development of the Sd.te 
(''RPD Dortots71), subJect to the terms· and conditions of this MOO. · · 

(b) Imprciverrtents .. 

(i) Advanced Notice. RPD shall not.con~(muct or plaGe any permanent 
strucmr.es or improvem¢.n~$ 41, on, ooder or about the Site, nor sh~U RPD m~e any i,tlt~ra:tioh$ or 
addition~? tO' any existing structure or improvement on .the Site, witb,ou~ providing .thirty (30) 
days' prior writte.p. notice and a copy of th.e p1'311s and specifications to the PUC. 

(il) ifmprovements Requiring Consent, Any D:nproveme11f, a}teratiop, or 
addition (individually or collectively, -c'hnprovements;'). inconsistent witlit the perinitted o.ses 
shall require PUC's prior written consent. itPD shall request such consent by. written notice. to 
the PUC which such notice shall be accompanied! by the plans and specifications for such 
linprovements. PUC shall give or withhold consent to such liriprovements in its reasonable 
discretion within fifteen ( 15) d~ys following Pl)C' s receipt. of RPD' sreql!lest for cohseht. For 
purposes hereof, asphalt, concrete and cementitious couc;tete driveways, sid,ewalks tmd parking: 
a,tea8, shac;kS and St(irage facUitles, and fences shall be deemed "Improv~ments.'' 

(c) Dumping. RPD shaH not cause or permit the dumping or other disposal in. on, 
under or about the Site-of landfill, ~efuse, Jilazardous Material (as defined below} or any other 
rnatedals, mciud1ng but not limited to material~ that are unsightly or could pose a hl:[Zr;ITQ to 
human health· or safety, native vegetation or wildl~fe, or the envi!Qmne:qf. . 

(d) Hazardous Material. RPD shaH not cause, nor .shall RPD .allow any of the RPD 
Affiliates to cause, arty Hazardous Material (as· defined below) to be brought upon, kept, used, 
stored, generated, released or disposed .of in, on, under or about the Site, or transported to, from 
or over the Site, RPD shall itnrhediatdy notify- the PUC when RPD learns of; or has reason to 
believe mat, a release of Haz<!tdQUS Material lias b¢¢utted in, o:rt, Li;I;l,det or abou.t, thti Site. RPD 
shaH furthertom;ply with all1aws; statutes, ordmances; :rules, regulations, potides; orders; ediGts 
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.and the hlkfl {collectivdy, l.aws)requiring notfce of such relea&es or threatened releases to 
go:Verrimental agencies, and shall take all action·necessary or de~trilP.lt.t to ffiitigate the release gr 
minimize tfu~ SFJread of cc;mtamination. In ·the event that RPb. or RPD AJflliate.s caus\3 a relep.se 
ofFiazardousMaterhil, RP:b shall, without cost to fue1>'trc and in a<;::c9tdW'l:~e w~th, ~llLaws a.pd 
using the highest arid best tedmology available, promptly retuffi the Site to the conci:itlon. 
immediately prio1 to .the release, fu connection therewith,. RPD shall afford fue PUC a full 
opportunity to tegoti:;;~,te and participate in any discussion with gove:tnmerttal agencies and 
environmental consultants.rega:tding arty settlement agteetrieri:~· cleanup or abatement agreement, · 
consent decree or other comptortrlse proceeding inv.:olvihg Hazardous Materiai, and any· other 
abatement or clean-up plan, strategy artd procedure. For ptll']poses hereof, "Hazardous MateriaF~ 
:m~ans ma.teri~1 thiit1 because. of its ·quantity, tortceiirtration or physical or chtetnical 
cb.aracte:ristics; is at a:ny time now or hereafter de(;!m.ed by any.fe:deta1; state or local 
goye:rrunental. authprlity to pose a present or potelilic'!.l.h~ard to publdc health. welfare· or th~ 
envi:ronm,ent. Hazru;clous Material in¢ludes, wi:thout limita,tion, ithe following; any material ·o:t 
substance defin~d. ;:tS a "haza.rdous substance.; ppllutap.t or, corttwirtgrtf' piJt$'iJaflt to the 
Comprehensive EnvironmeHtal Respon&v. Comp·ensadon and Liability Acn 0f 1980; as amended, 
42 U.S;C. Sections· 960i et ~e.q~. or pursuant to SecHon25316 of the C'alifornia HeaLtl~ & Safdy 
Code or any bther federal, state~ or local Law; a "hazardous waste?' iisteci pursn!Ult to Section 
25140 of the Califofriia H0alth & Safecy Code; .any asbestos and asbe~tos ·contaiiiing materials 
whether or hot slich rrulteriafs are part of the Site or are naturaUy occurring substances rn the 

· Site; an:<! any petro1eli'm.1 including, without limitatiion~ crude oil OF any fraction thereof, natural 
gas ot natural gas liqUids, provided, the fbre:going shaH riot prohibit RPD from travers1ng to, 
from and ae);o:ss the Site in standard motor Vehicles that do not exceed the wdght limitations. set 
fo~ beloW. The tenn "r~l~a;.se'·' or «t:hreatenGd release" when used wiili respect to Hazardous 
Matep~ sh.&U irrclu:de l:!ilY actual pr immirtent spilling, le~irtg, pi:unping, potmng, e:inittJing, 
. empty~pg, \ii$ch~gffi.g, Qrlject4tg, esc_aping, teachtug, damping, Cit disp9si)Jg in, on; Uhder· OF 
.about the Site. · · · · 

(e). Nuisanc€S. Ri'b shall not .conduct, or allow, any activities in., 0n, umfeli ot a,bo(ft 
the Site that eoristililte waste, nuisance or l'lil:reasonable annoyance (including, withoutlimitation, 
emission of objectionable odors, noises ot lights) to the PUC, ta the·owners or occupants of 
neighboring property, or to the public., odhat constitute waste or .nuisance per se. 

(f) . Damage. RPD shall not do anything in, ort .• under or about the She that cou1di. 
cau~e damage or ittterfetence to ;:rny <;>perational pipelines, cables or other property located in, on, 
!J.J.Id.etor iil;loui: tht:l Site; At RPD's Written :(egtt~st, PUC &hall ttl';ltify RPD \>{;;my pjpelines, cables 
or oth(!,r tJ.ii'11ty f;acillti~s. owned or opetf!,te·d by PUC· in, on: or \lllder Ehe Site that remain in . 
operation, RPJ)) s4?.li l;le responsible.fo:r·i(ientl;t'ying and locatmg: any thitd party fadlitie:;; in, on 
or under the Site. 

(g) Pondirtg; Water Courses. :RPD shaH not conduct Qt aiiow any actl.vitks in, on, 
•under or about the Sitti that cause anyponding on tke Site or any flooding on adjacent land. 

(b) Maintenance and Repair. RPD shail maintalri the stte, in good, sightly condutlon 
and repair at its sole cost. The PUC· shall have Ro obligation to maintain.olirepair any or aU of 
the Sltv. · 
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(i) Insurance, Indetni:Jlty arrd Warranties. 

(i} RPD shall ca,use its c6nt;rac.tors aP.d suocon,tractors, an.d anY contractors 
and subcontractqrs retained by R,PD Donors to design and construct MY Imptovel;llelJ~s for the 
Site, to maintain at ali times SUQh insurap.ce as tlle City Risk Manager recommcends. The City 
and its officers, commissioners, agents and empioyees shall be included as additional insureds 

. with respeCt t6 any such insurance. 

(ii) :RP:O shall cause the City to bti: riirined as booefieiary .of all warranties and 
guaranties from cori.tractors and suppliers related! to the construction of lmprovements on fue 

· Site. To the extent that ariy Improvements will be c.ohsttuctedl by contractors. of :RPD Donors, 
RPD will .require that the RPD bonots enforce .st,tch warranties and guaranties or assign such 
warranties and! go.:arant:ies to the City-. · 

(Hi) RPD shall.require that the City, includiJ:).g but not linuted to all of its· 
boards, co:qltrlissions; departments, agencies an:d other subdivisions, a:I!d <:lll of its and th¢jr 
agents, employees, off.kers, contractors aJid rep.reserrtativ¢s. and tr1.cir respective heirs, legai 
representatives, successqrs .and assigns be inciuded as an indemnified party in ;:tny 
inderrmification provisi'Qn betwt?en RPD apd the RPP popors ·or any agent, contrB:ctor or:. 
subcontractor RPD hires in connection with its use of the Sit~ .. 

(j) Compliance with Laws. RPD shall, at its expense, conduct and cause to be 
conducted all activities on tiie Site allowed hereunde:F in a safe and reasonabje maJmer and in 
compliancewith all Laws ofarty gover:tmi.ental ot other regulatory entity (:including, without 
limitation, the Americans with DisabUitie& Act) and aU covenants, restdctions. and provisions of 
recotci, wnether presently in effect or subsequently adopted and whethe.r or O.Qt i.ri the . . . 
contemplafion of the Parties; RPD shall, at its sole expense, procure and m;:d.ntairt itt force at all 
times during its use of th.e Site any and aW .business ami o!:her lkens~s or approvals necessary to 
condu.c.t the activities allowed hereunder: RPD Uilderstands and ;:tgr~e.s· that the PUC is entering 
into thiS· Agreementlrr its capacity as a property owner wifu a proprietary interest ip. the Site and 
not as a regulatory agency with police powers. RPP further UI1derstands and agrees tl;lat no 
approvai by the PUC .for purposes of this Agreement shaH be deemed to c:o~stltuty approval qf 
any federal! state, the PUC or other loca:i .Fegulatory authority with ~urisdicHon, and not~mg 
herein shaii 1imit RPD's obligation to obta1n all such regulatory ap.provals at Ri?b's sole cost, or 
limit irt any way the PUC's exerCise of its police@cl\vers. 

(k) Repair of Damage. If any portion of the Site on or abm1,t the Site is damaged or 
thteate11ed by any Of the activities conducted by RPD· or anyone acting by or through RPD 
hereunder, RPD sha1l,;iJ;Iliiledi~tely, at :its sole cost, notify the PUC by telephone art:d by email of 
such damage or t.b,teat, by telephone .and email to the telephone number and emt;lil address fu 
Secti{)n_~ as well PUC's CDP Emergency Dispatch 11unibet [(415} 550.-4956 or 5.5QA900]. The 
J?UC may, but shall not he obligated to, remedy such damage or tl'I¥eat at RP:O 's sole cost, or fue 
PUC may elect to wifir!ess RPD's :repair work. I]l the eveat tl'J,e PUC eleGtl) p.ot to rem('!dy such 
damage or threat, RPD shail repair any and a:ll such damage and re&tore the Site to good, sightiy 
condition subject to the PUC's mspection, review and approval. RP:D shall be so1eiyresponsib1e 
for arranging and paying directly for any utilities or services necessary for its activities · 
heteund~r. ·· 
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(ni) N.:() Co~t.s to t!l.e J?l:J.I~. RJ?P shall bear all 9osts or ex_p~n~es .of any kind: or. nature 
fn co:ru:u~ction: with :Us tlS~ Qf 1;1ie Site, and sh~l l<:~ffP the Site fr~e aid cle_ar Qfmy 1\t:;p:~ or claims 
of lien ar.ising Qnt of or in at1Y way qonn.;ected wjth its use of the Site. 

(n) Waiver ofClahns. 

(i) Neither the P.Ue nor any of its commissioners, dep~f:.tments, boards, 
officius, agents or employeesT·'Agents'') shall be liable foiLany damageto the property- ofRPD 
cit RPI) Aflliliates of fot ~y bodily fu.JtiiY toot death of any such persons,-:tesriltillg or arising 
ftom the condition of tlie Site or its use by RPD or RPD Affiliat~si and RPD expre8sly assumes 
responsibility for a-ny and a!ll claims, demands, losses, liabilities, damages, Hens, injuries, 
.pena1ties~ fines; ,fawsuits l;Uld other proceedings, Judgments and awards and costs and expenses, 
includirng,_ without liUJimtion, reasonable af:t(:)meys' and qonsultants' fees and costs (together, 
'"Claims~'), whether direct or indirect, known or- u;nk:nown, foreseen or un:fore~een, that IIll'\Y arise 
on acao_unt Qf or in any way oe cooo¢c~ed with. apy ~uch ·property !iatnl:J.ge, injQtJ or death, ot the_ 
physical or ~nviromnenJal condi.ti~n of the Sjte apd !,t!ly rl?laied impr.ovt;:ments or any law or. 
regv.lation applic~ble thereto or the su}tabiLity of the Site forRPD.'$ inten,ded, use • 

{ii) · RPD &cknowledges that this MOU .i~;~ subJect to termination pursuant ·to 
Section 4 and in view of such f.act, RPD expressly assumes the risk of making any expenditure in 
connection with this MOU, even if such expenditures are substantial -

(iii) The PUC \\rotild not ibe willing to enter into this MOU in the absence t:>f a 
waiv-er of liability for cortsequ~ntial or: incidentral damages dJJ,e to the acts or omissions of the 
PUC or it$ Agents, and RPD exp:i;essly ass:Utrl~s th~ risk with respect thereto. 

(ty) RPD accepts the Site in its ~·As IS" co;nditlon, W·ithout representation or 
warranty of any ldnd by the PUC or it& Agents, and subjeqHo. aU app1icabte ~aws, rules anu 
ordinances g()vercl:['lg. the 1,1se of the Sit~. Without ttmiting tlJ,e fotegoi:ng, this AgJ;eement is 
made sul;lject to any and atl e;dsti:ng. and future covenants, conditionS, restrictions_, easements, 
encumbraNces and other title matters affecting the Site, whether foreseen or unforeseen, and 
whether suchmatters .are of record or would be,disclosed by an accurate inspection or survey. 

6. Conditions to JucisdictionaJ Transfer. Notwithstandfug anything to thecontnuy 
contaiiaed herein (but subject to the remedies set forth fu Sections 4(b) a,nd .100. for delinquent 
p.aymei;lt); RPP shall hav~ no obllgatio'Q to· make l;he P~ymcnts and ¢oniplett~ the jUrisdictional 

. transfer: unless all of the following conditions are satisfied: 

(a) Prior to th€1 InitilJ.l Closing, ,PUC shall hav~ tnatntahied the Sit.e ht siJ-bSt;li;lti:ahly the 
sam~ condition it was iQ. as of June ~,. '2-.Q 14,_ a~d PUC shall not, witb,Qut ftrst oNainipg RPD's 
prior written approval, havc;l taken any of the following actions: (i) constructed any .. 
improvements on ths Site; (ii) encl:lffibere.d .all or any part of the Site with any lien, transfer, 
grant, ]ease, hlcense or other encwnbrance, or entered :lnto. any -contract affectin,g tbe- Site, except 
for contracts that are telJliinable on thirty days notice or less, or (iB) caused .or authorized any use 
of the Site different frorh the use of the Site as Gif the Agreement Date, 
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(b) Pt1ot to ,fue MOU Execution Date; RPD's Coininission, PUCs Cormnissiort and: 
the City's Bo.a.rd ofSupervisors and Mayor, each in therrre:spective sole discretion, shall have 
approved this MOU, the Park Transfer Pl;i¢e and the jrn;isdictional transfer of the Site. 

(o) The Hoard of Supervisors and Mayor shall a;pprove the annual appropriation of 
furu:Ls for RPP paYments for the Site. 

7. Apptov:al Contingency. Tl:ris MOU shall only be effective as of the date that all of the 
followtng conditions are met: (D ail pa;rtie$ b;e:reto shall have ex.ecute{{ t.h;is MOU; (ii) PUC's 
Commission, acting jn its so.le discretion, app}.'oves of this MOU and declares the Site surplus 
J?:ropert:y, ~nd (ili) RPD'~ Cornmi§siQn, acting in its sole discretion, approve~ of filis MOU. 

8. Notices. All notices, demand, consentS' or approval's which are or may be required to be 
. given.by ei,fuer party to the other under this MbU shail be in wntmg and shall be delivered in 
person or sent by United States rnaii, postage prepa:id, orreputable commerdai cotrrier, and 
addressed as f0liows: · ·· · 

IftoPUC: 

With a copy to: 

JftoRED: 

San Francisco Public UtiEties Com:r;oission 
Real Estate Services 
52;5 ·Golden Gate Avenue, 10fu floor . 
San FraneisGO; CA 94102 
Attn: (}gnyraJ Manager 
Te~No;~ (415) 554-3155 

San Francisco Public Utilities Cbmrnission 
Real Estate Services 
.525 Ge.,den Gate A venue, 10th floor 
San Frandsoo, CA 94102 
Atfu; Real Estate Director 
Tel No.: (415) 487~5210 
RES@ sfwater.org 

'l~ecreation &, Parl.cs Departtnent 
5 W Stany!ln Street~ McLaren Lodge Golden Gate Park 
San FtLW.ciscP, CA 94102 
Attn: Pli1iip Ginsburg, Qen.era;l Man!lger 
Fax No;: (415) 831-2096 
Tel No.: (415) 83i-2701 

Real Estate Division 
25 VanNess Avenue; Suite 400 
S?.UFtan¢isco, CA 94102 
Attn: Direct.or of Property' 

or such other address that a party may from time to fimy designate by notice to ·the oth~r parti<es 
given.pursuant tp the provisions of this Sectio:a. Telephone or fax [lUI'rl,be:rs are provided to . 
facilitate communicatJon wtcl will not be a ~ufflcient nwtb.od of delivering notice. Any correct! y 

. francisco ;Reservoif f'UC R?P MO U f.irm) ~xecution 8-4-14-doc 1 Q 
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adch~ssed notice senr by a method that provides confJ.tojatlon of delivery shall bei .d.eemed 
delivered on the first date of conflinied delivery o:r confirmed attempted delivery, 

9. Authority. All tn&tters requiring l?U C's approvnl Uiu'ler the ¢X'press .terms of this .M.OU 
(including a:ny pto@osed restructuring ofPayl;tlents or Int~:~rest Rate plltsuant to ?130tion 4C9-1) 
shall be approved by the General Ma;nllge:r of PUC or his orths:rdesigne13; -and by the PUC 
Cpnm:riss~on,. ~f requi're!f. All :nill.tt~rs ii\::qt;tirlng ,RPD1s approval shall be approved, of by ·the 
Geueral1Vlanag~r of RPD or hi~ or ;hf)r design~e and by (he RPD Commission, if requireCL 

10. Identification and Application of Additional Funding Sources~ RPD shalll havE) the right 
to apply for anY federal, state or local fm,rrqs-t;hat mey h_e a\,.~ilal:ife-to- pay for any C0sts hlct;trr~d in 
developi;ng thi. S1te, respectively. PUC shaH cooperate to provide any documents held by PUC 
that are needed to submit such applications or to quatify for distribHtioR of such federal. state or 
iocal funds. · 

1 1. CooperaJiort. Subject to the ter:rns and conditions of this MOD, PUC and RPD staff shalt 
use reasonable efforts to do, o:t.c-ause :to be done, all things :reasonably necessary oF- advisable to 
c;any ouHhe_pttrposes ofthis MOU as expeditious.l;y as pr_acticabl~, in¢1uding; without 1im.it;:Jitton, 
perfotmarrce of fiJrther acts and the executibii artd delivery of any additiomut documents hi form 
and content reasonably s::ttisfactory to all parttes (subject to !ln:Y netess·ary app_rovals). 
;N-Qtw~thstauoing anything to the t:ontr;;J,I)1 in this MOU, no party is in a!¥Y. way Iiiiiiting its 
discreUon or till'; discretion of any department, ·board or cotnn1ission: wl:th }!TI'isdjctipn over the 
actions d~:ts9tibed in this MOU. rn addition to any conditio tiS describ~d in this MOU, the partiBs' 
qb]iigations are expressly subject to the receipt of afllegal1y required approvafs following any 
required envirorunental review. - · · 

12. CEQA Compliance. RFD has. net planned, designed, or proposed a project for the Site~ 
Accordingly, all pames understand' :that, at such. time any such project is proposed fou the. Park1 

su6h prdjt:lc.t Wot~,ld be subje.et to r.~view Vlader CEQ.fo-, the CEQA GJiideliues; and Chapter 31 of 
.the Administrative Code1 as weil as all other aJ;)plicabl'e laws and regul'ations. 'J'he City? 
inch:tding RPD and PUC, retailils .absolute discretion to: {a:) require modifications in any such 
project to tfiitig~te Significant gdverse ertviro:nm~ntal impactsi (b) select feasible alternatives that 
avoid signiifica.ut a:Q;veFse impacts; (c) :req;tlire tl'l.e implementation of speci:l'k :measures to 
mitigate any signifiyant ad verse ~p,v1ro:m:11e:t;J,tal; {(]_}reject aU or part of any such project ~s 
propqset;i ifits econol)iic·an.d social beneflt11 do not outweigh otherwise unavoidabl~ sigruficaut 
-adverse Unpacts of the project; 9!" (e) approve any such project upon a finding that its economic 
and s6cia:1 benefits -outwei~h otherwise unavoidable sig;hif~cant adverse enviroru:hental impacts. 

'13. Miscellaneous .. (a) this MOU may be ·amended or modified only by a writing signed by 
the General Man-ager of PUCl or his o,r .h.et de.slgp,e~, and the l)Jire.ctor of J,lPD; or his or -her _ 
designee1 following any necessary apptovals. (b) No Wai:Vet by inty- party of any of the provisions 
of tnis ·:r;yrou shall be :effective unleS'S- hi writing and signed by an :authorized representative~ and 
only to the extent expressly pw~ided in such written waiver. (o) This MOl§ (inch+ding all 
eXlnibHs) co~ta-i1;J;S the erith:e understanding b~twee.n th~ parties aS, of the date of thj~ MOU, ap.d 
all' pdor writte:Iil ot otal negotiatioils, discussions~ nnde:rstandiJ'lgs and agreements are merg~d 
lrere:fn. (d}Notwitb:standing flllY~hing to tb,e co.J;Ltra;ey set forth herein, no pffk;er, director, or 
empJoyee. of' PUC has 1¢te authority to b:fnd PUC to any adion oontempiated herein unless and 
until its Commi~s!onand the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor, :If necess.ary, approves thereat 
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an,d no officer, director or emploYee of R:.JtD has tb.e authoiiJy to bind RPD to any acti'On 
oonternplated lierein miless and until the.Board of Supervisors or the Mayor, as applicable, 
approves of $Uch action. (e) All trans-a,ctions described herein are subjec;;Uo and must be 
co:nductell in acco.rdp.noe with the applicable mql,l.il;ernents of !he City's Charter apd codes and 
applicable state artdlor federal law~. 

lN WITNESS' wHEREOF, the parties have c(),used this l.'vlOU to be executed as oHhe 
dates written below .. 

PUC: PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

By:·~~ 
Harlan L. Kelly, Jr., General Manager 

Di!.t~: --~ .'\~~ --~-
1 

?--O ~ f . 

RPD: RECREATION AND PARK 

By: 
Philip Ginsburg, GeiLeral Manager 

Date: 

Francisco Reservoir PUC RPD MOU Final Execution ·84-'l4'.doc f2 
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addtC:ssed notice sent by a method that provides confirmation oft:lelivery slwl1 be deer:b,~(i 
delivered GJ,n the first date of:confirmed ·delivery or confirmed attempted delive<ry. -

9, Al!_t:b.ority. AU. mmf_yr_s requiring PUC's app:rova.lwder·the express terms of this MOD 
(ip.aludiilg ~Y proposed testrt.tctu.ring ofPayments or hitetj:)st Rate pursuant to Section 4(d)) 
shall be approved by tb.e General Manager of PUC or hi~ or her d'esig:f:l:ee, and by th.e PUC 
Conimissiou,. if re.q~ired. AU n.uftte.rs :requiring RPDrs approval sh~ll be approved of'l'>y the 
Gene_rai Maf}ager of.RP:O or 1;!1$ 9t her designee and by the RPP Co:intiJ.is·sfon,. if .t~qu.ired. 

10. Identification and Applicatton of Additional F:!Jnding.Soutc.ft.s, RPD shall ha:ye the. :right 
to apply for any federal, state .or local ~qs_ tliat may be avw,1a,b1~ to pay for any costs. incw.~d in 
d!evdoping the ,Site, respectively,. ·PUC shali coowerafe to provide aqy .d<qqJ.fiJ.ent-s held by pUC 
that are needed to .submit Slllch applications or to qu(:l.lifY tor distdbutio.ri. of SUG-h fede;ra,li state or 
local funds. · · 

11. Cooperat!on~ .Subjecttoth(Herms ·and cohditibns .of this MbU, PUC and RPD staff shall 
UsiHeasonable efforts to dro~ ot canse to be done, all things reasonabiy necessary or advisable tp 
carty <;mtthe putpos.es ofthis MOD a~ expeditio1+sly as.practkable< including~ without limitat!on, 
perfor:m,ance -of further acts l.llld the execution and ·delivery of any additicui.al documents in form 
a,nd content reas(?nably sa,t•isfa,dory to all part~es (.subje~tto an..y necessary approvals}. 
Notwithst:;m.ding anything to the c-ontra,ry in thi.~ Jv.[OU, no party is 'in any way limiting its 
discretion. or the dlscretiqn Qf arzy dep~ent, board o,r ebnimissiQfi with jur'i~di9~ion over the 
actions described.jrn: this MOD. In addit1\Jn t<;l atJ.y condii;iQns described h.!. t)lls MOU? th.e parties' 
obligations. are expressly .subject to the receipt of:ali ~egally required approvals following any 
required en-vironmental· re:view~ · 

12. 9EQA Compliance, RPD has. not planne.d; designed, or preposed a projeci fo~· tl;le Site. 
Accordingly, all pmies nnderstand that, at such time any such prpject is proposed for tht:"J Park, 
such proje¢t wottld be:subJeot to .11eview ooderCEQAl the CEQA GUidelines;, and Chapter :31 of 
the Adroinistrative Code, ·as well as all other appJ.ioaMe laws and regulations. The City, · 
including RPD \lll.d PUC, retains absolute discretion to: (a) require fuodificaticm's in any such 
project fo mitigat~ ~igtri.:fica.nt &dver~e enviro!li'r.ieuta.I hnpac:ts; (b) select feasible alternatives that 
ttvpfq $1gnific1:\.tlt a(ivet:se i!Pp~ots: {9) tGqi.r\re the .implernentatio:Q. ,o.f~pecifio b:i;ea_sur~ tci 

· mitigate a11y signi:ilicant adv~:rse envito:ninental; (d) reject all or pan of any such project as 
pr~posed.if its economic anr). social benefits do nqt outweigh.. otb~rwi.se unavoidaJ;ile significant 
adverse impacts o.fthe projl:)ct; 01;' (El) approve any SU\;fl project 1lJ?9U a ff:tl,qmg fuat its e6CiP.QnUC 
and. social benefits: outweigh otherWise unavqidal;>le signi:ficap.t adv!'}rse env:ti-ol'!.IP.et\tal impact~. 

B. Miscellan~ous. (a) T'his MOU may be ame:m.med or madifi~d only by a writing signed by 
the·Ge:tii:eta[ Manager oi'PtJc,._ or hls crF her designee, -and tile Director ofR(>D, or his or her . 
desigiiee1 following alil.y necessary approvals. (b) No waiver by any party ofany of the provisions 
of this· MOV sb.a.11 h!"l effective unless in -wl:itihg and signed by an auth<Orized. representative,. a:nd 
only te the e)\i):lnt e~presSly provided in s.uch wdtt~n wa.ivet. ( o) This Mdtr (including ai.l 
exhibits) contains the enti:te Jinderstandi:rig between th:e parties as of the date of this MOU, and 
1'J.ll prior written ot bl'al i!'J,egotia:ti.ons, discttssion$, tuiderstiJ,ndir.J,gs and agreements m:e merged 
h~rein. (d) Notvvit11sfundiJ;lg anything t9 the c(;)nttary set forth he:t.ein.,. hb. officer, direct0r, or 
employee 0fPUC has the authority to ''bind PUC to any action conterrtplated herein linless and 
until its Commission and the :j3oar\;l of Supervisors· ot the Mayor, if neoes·sary:~ approves thereof,. 

Fran~i~cq RJ;~~rvoir PtJO RPb :M;OU Final Ex~ouiinn 8-4-14.tloo i 1 
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and no officer, director or employee of.RI?D has the authority to bind :R.P:D to any action 
cont({mplated herein unless and. until the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor, as. applicable~ 
approv6s 0f s.uch action. (e) All transactions deseribed herein ate subject to and rrxust be 
conducted in a,ccotdance with the applicable requirements of the City's Charter md c\ldes ~J.rtd 
!J!pplicable state and/m: federa:llaws. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, fhe parties have. oti.Used this MOU ,fo be executed as of the 
dates written below. 

PUC: PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

By:. 

Date: 

RPD: 

Fr<~ncisco Resex:v6ir PUC RPD MOU Final Execution 8.4-14.doc 12 
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EXHIBIT A 

SITE LEGAL l):ffiSCJUPTJON 

Real property in. the City and County of San Fran.dsto, Califorrti"4 consrsting of (i) Assessor's 
BlockNo;-0046,- Lot No, l, and.(ii) thanpoiition of As~essor"s Block No, 0047, Lot No, 001 
which is under the jurisdiction of the. San Pranoisco Public Utilities Conunissia,n, as depiCted 
approximately .on the l?roJeot Map attached as Exhibit B to tills MOD. 
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EXiit.BI'f B 

PROJEct~ 
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DocuSign Envelope ID: FD6FOB07-7BB7-4430-A3 C953DD8AOC7 

London N. Breed 
Mayor 

.Mohammed Nuru 
Director 

San Francisco Public Works 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl. 
Room348 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
tel 415-554-6920 

sfpublicworks.org 
facebook.comjsfpublicworks 
twitter.com/sfpublicworks 
twitter.comjmrcleansf 

Public Works Order No.: 200532 

Determination to recommend the summary street vacation of the 900 block of 
FranciscQ Street, generally bounded by Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0046 to the 
north, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0047 to the south; Larkin Street to the west, 
and Hyde Street to the east, as part of the development of Francisco Park, 
pursuant to California Streets and Highways Code Sections 8300 et seq. and 
Public Works Code Section 787. 

WHEREAS, Most public streets and sidewalks are owned by the City and County of 
San Francisco as a public right-of-way; and 

WHEREAS, The area to be vacated ("the Vacation Area") is an undeveloped portion of 
Francisco Street, generally bounded by Assessor's Parcel Block No·. 0046 to the north, 
Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0047 to the south, Larkin Street to the west, and Hyde 
Street to the east, and is specifically shown on SUR Map 2019-001, dated January 16, 
2019; and 

WHEREAS, The Vacation Area as shown onPW SUR Map No. 2019-001 is 
un ... 'lecessary for the City's present or prospective public street, sidewalk, and service 
easement purposes and that any rights based upon any such public or private utility 
facilities shall be extinguished automatically upon the effectiveness of the vacation; the 
summary street vacation is appropriate under Streets and Highways Code Sections 
8334 and 8334.5 because: (A) this area is a paper street that constitutes excess right-of­
way which is no longer needed for street purposes, (B) the street area has been 
impassable to vehicular travel for five (5) consecutive years, and (C) there are no in­
place functioning utilities in the street segment; the Vacation Area is no longer useful 
as a nonmotorized transportation under Streets and Highways Code Section 892 facility 
as there are other such facilities available in close proximity. Based on these factors, 
the Vacation Area may be summarily vacated in accordance with Streets and Highways 
Code Sections 8334 and 8334.5; and 

WHEREAS, The vacation is being carried out pursuant to San Francisco Public Works 
Code Section 787; and · 

WHEREAS, Pursuant to the California Streets and Highway Code, the Department of· 
Public Works, Bureau of Street Use and Mapping (the "Department") has initiated the 
process to vacate the Vacation Area; and 

WHEREAS, The Department sent notice of the proposed street vacation, a draft SUR 
drawing, and a DPW referral letter to the Department of Technology, San Francisco 

·Municipal Transportation Agency, AT&T, Sprint, Comcast, Level Three, Point to 
Point, XO~Communications, Verizon, San Francisco Fire Department, San Francisco 
Water Department, Pacific Gas and Electric ("PG&E"), Bureau of Light, Heat and 
Power, Bureau of Engineering, and the San Francisco Public Utility Commission 
("PUC"). No utility company or agency objected to the proposed vacation, and the 
Vacation Area is unnecessary for the City's present or prospective public street 
purposes; and 
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WHEREAS, On April17, 2018 the Department of City Planning (Case No. 2016-012507GPR) found 
that the proposed Vacation is on balance in conformity with the General Plan and Planning Code Section 
10 1.1. Said letter states that on February 28, 2018 the Department determined that the Project is 
Categorically Exempt from Environmental Review under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301, 15303 and 
15304;and · 

WHEREAS, On October 3, 2016 the San Francisco Fire Department provided notice that they had 
reviewed and had no objections to the proposed vacation; and · 

WHEREAS, The public interest, convenience, and necessity require that no other easements or other 
rights should be reserved by City for any public or private utilities or facilities that may be in place in 
the Vacation Area and that any rights based upon any such public or private utilities or facilities are 
unnecessary and should be extinguished; and 

WHEREAS, The vacation of the Vacation Area shall not take effect until the successful transfer of the 
abutting properties from PUC to Recreation and Park Department (RPD); and 

\XJHEREAS, Transferring the Vacation Area to the RPD alongside the abutting parcels will allow RPD 
to assemble the complete Francisco Park and manage the entire property as a unified whole, which will 
provide a seamless experience for park users; and 

WHEREAS, It is a policy matter for the Board of Supervisors to approve the interdepartmental transfer 
of the vacated street area from Public Works to the Real Estate Division. 

NOW THEREFORE BEIT ORDERED THAT, 

The Director approves all of the following documents either attached hereto or referenced herein: 

1. Ordinance to vacate the Vacation Area 
2. Vacation Area SUR Map No. 2019-001 

The Director recommends that the Board of Supervisors move forward with the legislation to vacate said 
Vacation Area. · . 

The Director recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the interdepartmental property transfer 
of the Vacation Area from PW to RPD upon the successful transfer ofthe abutting parcels from PUC to 
RPD 

The Director recommends the Board of Supervisors approve all actions set forth herein and heretofore 
taken by the Officers of the City with respect to this vacation .. The Director further recommends the 
Board of Supervisors authorize the Mayor, Clerk of the Board, Director of Property, County Surveyor, 
and Director of Public Works to take any and all actions which they or the City Attorney may deem 
necessary or advisable in order to effectuate the purpose and intent of this Ordinance. 
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X . ~ """"""""' 
Nuru Moh~~=:~: ... ~ 
Director 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date: 
Case No. 

Block/Lot No.: 
Project Sponsor: 

General Plan Referral 

April17, 2018 
Case No. 2016-012507GPR 

Street Vacation of Francisco Street 

0046/001, 0047/001 
Stacy Bradley . 
San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
30 Van Ness Avenue, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Applicant: . Same as Above 

Staff Contact: Lily Langlois ( 415) 575-9083 
lily.langlois®sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Finding the project, on balance, is in conformity with 
the General Plan 

·Recommended~~ 
· By: ~ John Rahaim, Director of Planning 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The proposed project involves the vacation of Francisco Street between Larkin and Hyde Streets. This 
portion o£ Francisco Street is located between Russian Hill Park and Russian Hill Open Space. Public 
Works owns the property, which is currently a· paper street used to access·the Francisco Reservoir. The 

· vacation of Francisco Street would allow for the creation of a new public open space adjacent to the 

Francisco Reservoir. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On February 28, 2018 the Planning Department determined that the proposed project was Categorically 

Exempt from further environmental review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, 15303 and 

15304. To view the Categorical Exemption Checklist please refer to case number 2015-005865ENV. 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The Project is consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 as described in the 

body of this lett~r and is, on balance, in-conformity with the following Objectives and Policies of the 

General Plan: 

ww.w. sfP.Ia n ni ng .org 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 2016·012507GPR 
VACATION OF FRANCISCO STREET 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

POLICY2.8 
Maintain a strong presumption against the giving up of street a~eas for private ownership or use, or · 
for construction of public buildings. · 

The street vacation will allow for the creation of a new public park. 

POLICY2.9 
Review proposals for the giving up of street areas in terms of all the public values that streets afford. 
Every proposal for the giving up of public rights in street areas, through vacation, sale or lease of air 
rights, revocable permit or other means, shall be judged with the following criteria as the minimum 
basis for review: 

a. No release of a street area shall be recommended which would result in: 

1. Detriment to vehicular or ped.estrian circulation; 
2. Interference with the rights of access to any private property; 
3. Inhibiting of access for fire protection or any other emergency purpose, or interference with 

utility lines or service without adequate reimbursement; 
4. Obstruction br diminishing of a significant view, or elimination of a viewpoint; industrial 

operations; 
5. Elimination or reduction of open space which might feasibly be used for public recreation; 
6 .. Elimination of street space adjacent to a public facility, such as a park, where retention ·of ti:e 

street might be of advantage to the public facility; 
?. Elimination of street space that has formed the basis for creation of any lot, or construction or 

occupancy of any building according to standards that would be violated by discontinuance of 
the street; 

8. Enlargement of a property that would result in (i) additional dwelling units in a multi-family 
area; (ii) excessive density for workers in a commercial area; or (iii) a building of excessive 
height or bulk; 

9. Reduction of street space in areas of high building intensity, without provision of new open 
space in the same area of equivalent amount and quality and reasonably accessible for public 
enjoyment; 

10. Removal of significaht natural features, or detriment to the scale and character of surrounding 
development. 

11. Adverse effect upon any element of the General Plan or upon an area plan or other plan of the 
Department of City Planning; or 

12. Release of a street area in any situation in which the future development or use of such street 
area and any property of which it would become a part is unknown. 

b. Release of a street area may be considered favorably when it would not violate any of the above·criteria· 
and when it would be: 

1. Necessary for a subdivision, redevelopmentproject or other project involving assembly of a large 
site, in which a new and improved pattern would be substituted for the existing street pattern; 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 2016·012507GPR 
VACATION OF FRANCISCO STREET 

2. In furtherance of an industrial project where the existing street pattern would not fulfill the 
requirements of modern industrial operations; 

3. Necessary for a significant public or semi-public use, or public assembly use, where the nature of 
the use and the character of the development proposed present strong justifications for 
occupying the street area rather than some other site; 

4. For the purpose of permitting a small-scale pedestrian crossing consistent with the principles and 
policies of TI1e Urban Design Element; or 

5. In furtherance of thepublic values and purposes of streets as expressed in The Urban Design 
Element and elsewhere in the General Plan. . 

Eight Priority Policies Findings 
Overall, the project is consistent with SF Planning Code Section 101.1 in that: 

The proposed project is found to be consistent with the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 
101.1 in that: 

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and f:uture 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 

The Project would have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail uses or opportunities for employment 
in or ownership of such businesses. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserV-e 
the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhood. 

The Project would have no adverse effect on the City's housing stock or on neighborhood. character. The 
existing housing and neighborhood character will be not be negatively affected 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

The Project would have no adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing. 

4. That c9mmuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood 
parking. 

The Project would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI's transit service, overburdening the streets 
or altering current neighborhood parking. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for residential 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The Project would not affect the existing economic base in this area. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 2016-012507GPR 
VACATION OF FRANCISco·stREET 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to prote~t against injury and loss of life in 
an earthquake. 

The Project would not adversely affect achieving the greatest possible preparedness against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

This site has no buildings so no landmarks would be affected. 

8, That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development. 

The Project would have no adverse effect on parks and open space or their access to sunlight and vista. 

RECOMMENDATION: Finding the Project, on balance, in-conformity 
with the General Plan 

cc: Stacy Bradley, SF Recreation and Park Department 

\ \dtypln~In£oVol\InfoDrive\Cityw1de\General Plan\General Plan Referrals\2016\2016-012507GPR- 2445 Hyde 

Street\2245 Hyde Street- 2016-012507GPR.docx 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION APPLICATION COVER MEMO· PUBLIC PROJECTS ONLY 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption 
determination can only be filed withln 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action. 

Please attach this memo along with all necessary materials to the Environmental Evaluation Application. 

Project Address and/or Title: Francisco Park @ Francisco Reservoir 

Project Approval Action: Concept Plan Acceptance by Rec and Park Commission 

Will the approval action be taken at a noticed public hearing? [{]YEs* ONo 
*If YES is checked, please see below. 

IF APPROVAL ACTION IS TAKEN AT A NOTiCED PUBLiC HEARiNG, iNCLUDE THE FOLLOWiNG CALENDAR 
LANGUAGE: 

End of Calendar: CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code If the 
Commission approves an action identified by an exemption or negative declaration as the Approval Action (as 
defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended; Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), 
then the CEQA decision prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal wii:hill the 
time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16. Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 
calendar days of the Approval Action. For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk 
of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or 
call (415) 554-5184. If the Department's Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt fro:r:n: 
further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at 
http:Usf-planning.org!index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later cou.rt challenge, a litigant may be limited 
to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered 
to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board,- commission or 
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 

Individual calendar items: This proposed action is the Approval Action as defined by S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31. 

THE FOLLOWING MATERIALS ARE INCLUDED: 

I./ I 2 sets of plans (11x17) 

I./ I Project description 

I./ I Photos of proposed work areaS/project site 

D Necessary background reports (specified in EEA). 

0 MTA only: Synchro data for lane reductions andtraffic calming projects 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

C~QA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

Francisco Street Reservoir 0046/001 

Case No. Permit No. 

2015-005865ENV 201802010182 

.Addition/ 0 Demolition (requires HRE for .New 
Alteration Category 8 Building) Construction 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

Convert inactive reservoir and open space into a 4.5-acre public park with a lawn, playground, dog run, 
pathways, stairways, view terraces, historic interpretive area, and an approximately 1 ,600-square-foot 
maintenance/public restroom building. Vacate Francisco Street between Hyde and Larkin Streets to become 
part of the new park. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.* 

• Class 1 -Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change of 
use under 10,000 sq. ft. 

• Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 
building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions 

0 Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 
· 10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below: 

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations. 
(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 
substantially surrounded by urban uses. 
(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species. 
(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, nois·e, air quality, or 
water quality. 
(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. 

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY 

• Class --
Class 4 - Minor alterations to land -- creation of a new park. 

I 
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I 

STEP2:CEQAIMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 

0 hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Detennination Layers> Air Pollution 
Exposure Zone) 

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 

more of soil disturbance -or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 
checked and the project applicant. must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box 

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 

(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 

Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to. 

EP_ArcMap >Maher layer) . 

. Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) 

I or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two 
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive 
area? (refer to EP _)l.rcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area) 

0 
Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment 
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> 
Topography) 

Slope= or> 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater ' 

than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of 
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Topography) If box is 
checked, a geotechnical report is required. 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion 

0 greater than 1, 000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or 
more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP _)l.rcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Seismic Hazard 
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required. 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage 

0 expansion greater than 1 ,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) ·excavation of 50 .. 
cubic yards or more 'of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> 
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required. 

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an 
Environmental Evaluation Application i~ required, unless reviewed by an Environmental ~lanner. 

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jeanie Poling 

No biological effects per 6/10/16 report and 2/28/18 memo. No Maher enrollment required per 1/17/18 ,DPH 
email. No archeological effects per 1/8/18 memo. Project will follow recommendations of 11/13/15 draft 
geotechnical report and 4/4/17 geotechnical memo. No transportation impacts per 2/8/18 memo. 
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS- HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map) 

• Category A: Known Hi$torical Resource. GO TO STEP 5. 

0 Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4. 

0 Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6. 

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

0 1. Change of use arid new construction. Tenant improvements not included. 

0 2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. · 

0 3. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 
storefront window aiterations. 

0 
4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 
replacement ofa garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

0 5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

0 6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 
right-of-way. 

0 · 7. Dormer· installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. 

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

0 direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single ~tory in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

0 Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

0 Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

0 Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5. 

0 Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6. 

STEP-5: CEQA IMPACTS- ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

0 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in-Step 4. 

0 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

0 3. Wi11dow replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but are consistent with 
. existing historic character. 

0 4. Fa~ade/storefront alterations. that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

0 5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining 
features. 

0 6. Restoration based upon documented evidence o.f a building's historic condition, such as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 
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D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties (specify or add comments): 

Conforms with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Please see Improvement 
Measures included in HRER and incorporated as part of the Buiiding Permit. 

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments): 

• Conforms with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Please see Improvement 
Measures included in HRER and incorporated as part of the Building Permit. 

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

.1 0. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 
Planner/Preservation 

0 D Reclassify to Category A D Reclassify to Category C . 

a. Per HRER dated 02/26/2018 (attach HRER) 

b. Other (specify): Cat A. Conforms with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 

Rehabilitation. Please see Improvement Measures included in HRER and 

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checke.d, a Preservation Planner MUST. check one box below. 

D 
Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an 

Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 

Preservation Planner Signature: Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer 

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTiON DETERMINATION 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either 
(check all that apply): 

D Step 2 - CEQA Impacts 

D Step 5- Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application . 

• No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 
effect. 

Project Approval Action: Signature: 

Recreation & Park Commission Approval of Concept Plan Jeanie Poling 

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 02/28/2018 
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project. 

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 
31 of the Administrative Code. 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action. 
Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals. 
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 
TO BE COMPl-ETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification" and, therefore, be 

. PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If differentthan 

front page) 

Francisco Street Reservoir 0046/001 

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No. 

2015-005865PRJ 201802010182 

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action 

Other (please specify) 

iviodified Project Description: 

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project: 

D Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code; 

D Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 

· Sections 311 or 312; . 

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)? 

D 
Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known 

at the time.of the original determination, that snows the originally approved project may 

no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required. 

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

D I The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes. 

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project 
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning 
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. 

Planner Name: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response 

Date 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Date of Review: 
Staff Contact: 

February 23, 2018 
2015-005865ENV 

RPD Francisco Street Reservoir (Francisco Park) 
P-PUBLIC 

OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District 
0046/001 and 0047/001 
February ·7, 2018 (Part I and Part II) . 
Jeanie Poling (Environmental Planner) 
(415) 575-9072 

jeanie.poliri.g@sfgov.org 

Elizabeth Jonckheer (Preservation Planner) 
( 415) 575-8728 
elizabeth. gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org 

PART 1: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION 

Buildings and Property Description 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The subject property is located on a hillside in the Russian Hill neighborhood between Hyde and Larkin 
Streets at Francisco Street. The property is comprised of two separate parcels (0046/001 and 0047/001). The 
northernmost portion (0046/001) bounded by Bay, Francisco, Larkin, and Hyde streets sits near the flat 
end of the block. The block has a steep incline toward Francisco Street to the south, where the reservoir 
and steep. open space is located (0047/001). The property contains a brick and concrete lined reservoir 
measuring approximately 410 feet by 170 feet. The reservoir is rectangular on the no~th, east, and west 
sides and uneven against the excavated hillside on the south side. It is formed by excavations of the 
hillside on the south, east, and west sides and a built-up embankment on the north side. A cut-off wall 
constructed of board-formed-concrete atop a brick-lined embankment wall runs east to west and divides 

the reservoir into two chambers. The wall is damaged at approximately the mid-point, where there is a 
large hole in the brick lining. The now-drained uncovered chamber of the reservoir has allowed for visual 
inspection of the lining material. The floor of the chamber is entirely lined with brick. Since the roof has 

been removed (2012), vestiges of the concrete piers that supported timber posts remain. In places, 
particularly on the west end, the brick extends a short distance up the slope and a thin crumbling layer of 
concrete lines the excavation. A drain pipe is located at the east end of the uncovered chamber. The inlet 

pipe approaches the reservoir from the west and is gapped and covered at the point where it extends 
from the retaining wall on the west side. Modern additions to the reservoir site include chain-link fencing 
around the perimeter and a pressure-treated wooden access staircase on the southwest· end of the 

reservoir. Concrete retaining walls are located on both the east and west ends of the reservoir, against the 
excavation. 

The park area on the north parcel consists of a generally flat open field that runs along the length of Bay 
Street between Larkin and Hyde streets. The northern parcel slopes steeply upward to the south as it 
nears the reservoir. A contemporary maintenance shed sits at the southeast corner of the field, near where 
the terrain starts to incline. The only accommodations in the park area are three benches set in aU-shape 

www.sfplanning.org. 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
February 23, 2018 

CASE NO. 2015-005865ENV 
RPD Francisco Street Reservoir (Francisco Park) 

at the center of the open field. Near the benches at the base of the slope is a remnant stone feature that 

may have originally functioned as a drinking fountain; a low stone wall also runs along the base of the 

res~rvoir slope on either side of the fountain area. The undeveloped parcel south of the reservoir consists 

of a steep slope that is covered with thick brush. 

Aerial photographs indicate that curved pathways and. a central site feature -- such as a statue or other 

piece of sculpture -- were installed in the park area at the northern part of the reservoir site so~etime 
between 1938 and 1946. It also appears that a stone wall and fountains were installed as improvements 

around the time that the pathways and central site feature were completed (c.1940). Aerial photos 

indicate that the park's central site feature/statue had been removed by 1968, and the pathways had 

begun to fade in prominence. Today, these pathways are not visible in the landscape and only the stone 

wall and fountain feature remain. The property is located within a P (Public) Zoning District and an OS· 

(Open Space) Height and Bulk District. 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating I Survey 
In September of 2012, the Francisco Street Reservoir (APN 0047/001)' was evaluated by Planning 

Department Preservation staff per Case No. 2012.0571E. At this time, staff concurred with the 2012 

Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) report provided by JRP Historical Consulting, LLC (JRP), that the 

site was individually eligible for both the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) and 
California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) under Criterion 1 for its role in the early 

efforts to establish infrastructure for a reliable water source for municipal distribution in San Francisco: 

JRP identified the period of significance (POS) as 1859 to 1887 and determined that the site retained 

sufficient integrity to convey its historical significance. The Reservoir is considered a "Category A" 

property (Known Historical Resources) for the purposes of the Planning Department's California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. 

The open area portions of the park were not previously evaluated and are considered a "Category B" 

property (Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review) for the purposes of the Planning 
Department's California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Neighborhood Context and Description 
The entire subject property was initially owned by the San Francisco City Water Works (SFCWW), and 

later by the Spring Valley Water Company (SVWC) after 1865, when it purchased the SFCWW. The City 

of San Francisco acquired the site of approximately four acres when it purchased the SVWC in 1930. The 

constriction of the Francisco Street Reservoir by SFCWW in 1859 preceded most of the residential 

development in the area. The site received water from the company's Black Point pumps, and the 

construction of the Francisco Street Reservoir reflected the city's rapid growth and increasing need for a 

substantial municipal water supply. The portion of the site just south of the reservoir has always been 

undeveloped. Early photographs of the site taken soon after the reservoir's construction in 1859 show 

development along the bay's edge with a scattering of structures extending up the northern slope of 
Russian HilL Today the reservoir is located in a primarily residential neighborhood composed ·of a 

mixture of single and multifamily residences dating primarily from the pos.t-1906 Earthquake and Fire 

period. The residences represent a wide yet cohesive range of tum-of-the-century styles (Italianate, Stick 

East-Lake, Queen Anne, Classical Revival, Shingle, an,9. Spanish Revival) with fine detailing and 

traditional compositions. 
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Within the surrounding blocks, several known historic resources (Category A) properties are present. 
These include, but are not limited to: 

• 898 Francisco Street (Assessor's Block 0045/Lot 076), constructed in 1914, and determined per 

Case No. 2013.0893E to be eligible for inclusion on the California Register as an individual 
resource under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as both the work of a master architects Clarence R. 

Ward & J. Harry Blohme, and as a successful example of the Tudor Revival style. 

• 1001 Chestnut Street (Assessor's Block 0069/Lot 020), constructed in 1903-04, and determined per 
Case No. 2013.0809E to be eligible for inclusion on the California Register as an individual 

resource under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a well-preserved example of the Classical Revival 
style, and also as a rate surviving pre-1906 mansion of Russian Hill that embodies the distinctive 
characteristics of a type and period. 

• Additional Category Aproperties either referenced in the 1967 Here Today Junior League Survey 
andior the 1976 Gtywide Architectural Survey1 include: 

o. 930 Chestnut Street (Assessor's Block 0048/Lot 006), a single-family, two-story over 
raised basement ltalianate architectural style structure constructed circa 1866 by an 
unknown architect with rear additions in 1941 (by William Wurster) and .1966 (by 
Thomas Higley) with front and rear gardens designed by Thomas Church in 1941 (see 
also Case No. 20l2.1396E). 

o 944 Chestnut Street (Assessor's Block 0048/Lot 020), known as the "Spring Garden", and 
containing a single-family, two-story structure designed in the Georgian and Italianate 
architectural styles, and constructed circa 1863 by an unknown architect (see also Case 
No. 2014-000070ENV). 

o 825 Francisco Street (Assessor's Block 0048/Lot 013) constructed circa 1850. 
o 2705 Larkin Street (Assessor's Block 0477/Lot 004) constructed Circa 1905. 
o 2707 Larkin Street (Assessor's Block 0477/Lot 003) constructed circa 1900. 
o 2709 Larkin Street (Assessor's Block 0477/Lot 002) constructed circa 1903. 

CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluation 
Step A: Significance 
Under CEQA ·section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is "listed in, or determined to be 
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources." The fact that a resource is not .listed in, or 
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local 
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify 
as a historical resource under CEQA. 

1 The Architectural Survey was conducted by the Planning Department between 1974 and 1976. When 
completed, the 1976 Architectural Survey was believed to represent the top 10 percent of the city's 
:rrchitecturally significant buildings. 
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Individual 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a 

California Register under one or more of the 
following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: [gjYesONo 
Criterion 2 - Persons: 0 Yesr:gj No 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: 0 Yesr:gj No 
Criterion4- Info. Potential: DYes [gj No 

Period of Significance: 1859 to 1960 (revised) 

CASE NO. 2015-005865ENV 
RPD Frahcisco Street Reservoir (Francisco Park) 

Historic District/Context 

Property is eligible for im;:lusion in a California 
Register Historic District/Context under one or 
more of the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: 0 Yesr:gj No 
Criterion 2- Persons: · 0 Yesr:gj No 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: 0 Yesr:gj No 
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0 Yes r:gj No 

Period of Significance: 
0 Contributor 0 Non-Contributor 

To assist in the evaluation of the property associated with the proposed project, the· Project Sponsor has 
submitted a consultant report: 

o Architectural Resources Group, Francisco Park Reservoir,. Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 (March 
2016) 

Based on the C~lifomia Register significance criteria, Department staff concurs with the Architectural . 
Resources Group (ARG) report provided. The full summary below is based upon the ARG Part 1 report. 

Specifically, ARG concurred with the 2012 JRP report,. and the Department determination per Case No. 
2012.0517E, that the reservoidtself appears individually eligible for listing in the National Register and 
the California Register under Criterion 1 for its association with San Francisco's early water distribution 

system. The ARG report recommends increasing the Period of Significance (POS) from 1859 to 1960 to 
reflect the full history of. the reservoir!s contributi.ons to San Francisco's water system and to include all 
extant features (see detailed discussion under Criterion 1. below), and staff concurs with this 

recommendation. 

Although a portl.on of the site has been used as a public park since at least the 1940s, it was never 
cohesively developed as a recreational area. ARG determined that the previously unevaluated open areas 
do not appear to qualify as historic designed landscapes, nor are· they related to the development of the 
municipal water system in San Francisco. Staff concurs with these' findings and refers the reader to the 

ARG report for a more thorough evaluation of significance. 

Criterion 1: Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. 
To be eligible under the event Criterion, the building cannot merely be associated with historic events or 

trends but must have a specific association to be considered significant. Case No. 2012.0517E found the 
Francisco Street Reservoir eligible for listing on the California· R~gister under this criterion for its 

association with the development of the Citj's municipal water supply. The reservoir is the only 
remaining structure from the early period of San Francisco's water system development and is therefore a 

valuable historical resource. 

Case No. 2012.0517E identified the Period of Significance (POS) for the Francisco Street Reservoir as 
spanning from .1859 to 1887. The 1859 date marks the year. of reservoir completion, and 1887 is the year 
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that the Francisco Street reservoir was converted from use as a distribution reservoir to use as a pressure 
balancing reservoir. When )RP conducted the site inspection for the 2.012 Historic Resource Evaluation, 
the non-historic roof had yet to be removed and visual access to the reservoir's interior was limited to 
photographs taken from the south edge of the reservoir. Physical access into the reservoir and inspection 
of the east end of the reservoir or reservoir floor was not permitted at the time because of the unstable 
roof structure. Since that time, however, the roof has been removed, which allowed ARG to conduct a full 
inspection of the reservoir's physical features in 2015. As part of this inspection, a water tank and 
wooden volume gauge at the east end of the reservoir have been added to the list of extant features that 
ser\red the reservoir's historic function. No records exist to accurately document the date these items were 
installed, but per their investigation, ARG estimated that installation occurred sometime between 1931 
and 1950. This estimation is based on a set of plan drawings from 1931 that show Hyde Street 
improvements at the east end of the reservoir: The tank does not clearly appear in these drawings and is 
thought to have been installed sometime thereafter. Since the reservoir was removed from service in 1960, 
and these elements would no.t have been installed after that time, the ARG report recommends extension 
of the POS from 1859 to 1960 to reflect the reservoir's full history of service and include all extant features 
related to its historical significance. Staff concurs with AH.G' s recommendation. 

Staff also concurs with the ARG finding that the open areas of the site do not appear eligible for listing on 
the California Register under Criterion 1. Although the site as a whole was owned by the Spring Valley 
Water Works -later the Spring Valley Water Company -in the mid-1800s, the only remaining structure is 
the reservoir. Any other features and structures related to the water company are no longer extant. The 
site has been in use .by the water company since the late 1850s, but the reservoir is the only remaining 
feature that repr~sents this association and history of the site. As such, the other open spaces do not 
appear to have played a significance role in the development of San Francisco's municipal water system. 

See the ARG report for additional historic context. 

Criterion 2: Property is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or national 
past. 

· Case No. 201:2.0517£ found that existing records do not indicate that any persons significant in the local, 
regional or national past are associated with the subject property. No information was found regarding 
the original owners, engineers, or builders indicating a significant role in local, state or national history. 

The ARG report notes that the subject property is most closely associated with Aitken Montgomery, who 
acted as watchman for the reservoir, and may have been· involved in its construction. Minimal 

biographical information about Mr. Montgomery itl available. Extant records do not indicate, however, 
that his activities were demonstrably important in local, state, or national contexts .. Thus, he does not 
appear to be a notable historical figure. Further, his residence no longer exists on the site. (See the ARG 

report for additional historiccontext.) 

Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing on the California Register under Criterion 2. 

Criterion 3: Properly embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or_ represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic v.ilues. 
Case No. 2012.0517£ found the Francisco Street Reservoir did not embody the distinctive characteristics 
of a type, period, region, or methocl. of construction; and did not represent the work of a master; nor 

possess high artistic values. Moreover, the structure is not associated with any collection of buildings 
identified by their type, style, or pattern of development. Therefore, the reservoir was determined to not 
be eligible for listing on the California Register under Criterion 3. 
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The ARG report notes that the northern portion of the site has be~n informally utilized as a public park 
since at least the 1940s, and was officially designated a park iit the 1950s. However, it was never formally 
designed or programmed as a park. While the .site is composed of two separate parcels, and it was largely 
conceived and utilized as such, the site's form and design were not planned by a design professionat nor 
does it appear to have been fully developed by the water company. Aerial photographs show that 
symmetrical pathways of unknown composition were present in the northern part of the site before 1946, 
but these were removed by the 1990s. Therefore, the site does not embody a particular period or style of 
park design, nor was it designed by a master or have high artistic value. 

Staff concurs with ARG's determination that the previously unevaluated open areas of the site do not 

appear to be significant under Criterion 3. See the ARG report for additional historic context. 

Criterion 4: Property yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.2 

Based upon a review of information in the Departments records, the subject property is not significant 
under Criterion 4 since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types when 
involving the built environment. The subject property is riot 'an example of a rare construction type. 

Step B: Integrity 
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California 
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as "the authenticity of 
a property's historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics thqt existed during the property's 
period of significance." Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven 
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident. 

The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A: 

·Location: IZJ Retains 0Lacks Setting: IZJ Retains 0Lacks 
Association: IZJ Retains 0 Lacks Feeling: IZJ Retains 0Lacks 
Design: IZJ Retains 0Lacks Materials: IZJ Retains 0Lacks 

Workmanship: IZJ Retains 0Lacks 

Case No. 2012.0517E found that the setting of the reservoir has become densely urbanized over time, 
somewhat reducing its historic integrity; however, the design is largely intact. The 2012 evaluation found 
that the most substantial change to the site was the raising of the division wall between the reservoir 
chambers and the insertion of concrete footings for the roof posts. Case 2012.0571E also found that these 
changes, however, are not substantial and do not prevent the site from conveying its historical 
significance. 

The previously unevaluated open areas at the subject site do not appear to be historically significant; 
therefore an integrity analysis is not required. 

2 Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken through the Department's Preliminary Archeological Review 
process. 
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Step C: Character Defining Features 
If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character­
defining features of the building(s) and/or property. A property must retain the essential physical features that 
enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential 
features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was significant, and without which a 
property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance. 

The character-defining features of the subject property include the following: 

" rectangular shape of the main excavation 
., volume of reservoir 
., remains of secondary reservoir chamber (south of main chamber) 
• embankment or berm on the north side of the reservoir 
• brick~ lining of reservoir floors and base walls (both chambers) 
• brick-lined portions of the interior slopes 
• concrete-lined portions of the interior walls 
• brick at.Ld concrete division vvall betvveerL north an.d south reservoirs 
• remaining inlet/outlet pipes and other pipe features 
• retaining walls at east and west ends of reservoir 
• water tank and wooden volume gauge 
" brick-lined drainage channel 

As outlined in Case No. 2012.0517E, the reservoir itself appears individually eligible for listing in the · 
National Register and the California Register under Cnteria 1 for association with San Francisco's early 

water distribution system. The Department concurs with ARG' s recommendation to extend the 
previously identified Period of Significance (POS) of 1859 to 1887 to the period from 1859 to 1960 to 
reflect the full history of the reservoir's contributions to San Francisco's water system and to include all 
extant features. 

The Planning Department concurs with ARG's determination that the previously unevaluated open areas· 
to the north and south of the reservoir do not appear to qualify as historic designed landscapes, nor are 
they related to the development of the municipal water system in San Francisco. 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

lZJ Historical Resource Present 
~ Individually-eligible Resource 
0 Contributor to an eligible Historic District 
0 Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District 

0 No Historical Resource Present . 

Signature:_,~L-UL~~--~~----~r---------------------­ Date: 

M. Pilar LaValley, Acting Pri 
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~ Alteration 

Per Drawings Dated: December 19,2017 by 45~ Architects (lead architects) 

Project Description 

The following summarizes information included in the narrative project description found in the 60% CEQA 
Drawing Set provided to the Planning Department on December 19, 2017. 

The proposed project seeks to build a public park on the site of the existing inactive Francisco Reservoir, 
along with the surrounding publicly open space and'hillside. The 4.5 acre (195,300 square foot) _park is 
bound by Bay, Hyde and Larkin Streets and is intersected by Francisco Street. The proposed park 
includes an un-programmed main laWn, children's playground, dog run, multiple view terraces and 
overlooks, an interpretive area highlighi:i.ng the history of the Reservoir, as well as information regarrling 
water conservation. Paved pathways and stairways are prop,osed through the pa:~;k connecting Bay Str~et 
to the north with Larkin and Hyde Streets to the south. Midblock access will be provided at cii: near 
Francisco Street on the East and West edges of the park. The proposed park also includes a combined 
convenience and maintenance structure of approximately 1600 square feet that includes interior spaces 
programmed for maintenance use and for convenience use. Materials for the building include concrete 
board formed site retairiing walls. The building will be located near the Main Lawn- at .a mid~ level 
height within the park - visible from the. Main Lawn and Children's Playground. 

( 

Building Design and Function 
The proposed convenience and maintenance building will contain public restrooms (men's, women's and 
all gender), a common sink/handwashing room and a janitor's closet. The proposed fac;ade will include 
an exposed smooth finish concrete column and beam structure with infill concrete board formed walls 
and a continuous band of clerestory ventilation screens. The column and beam structure would create a 
shade trellis at the view terrace overlooking the Main Lawn. The building is proposed to have a living . 
rob£ with native planting screening the structure from uphill neighbors and the upper view terraces. The 
interior is proposed to have polished concrete floors with wall ceramic tiles. Plumbing fixtures will be per 
Recreation and Park Department (RPD) maintenance standards. Interior lighting will be indirect or 
natural. Exterior lighting will be located directly above the restroom entrances, recessed into the walls. 

The maintenance· portion of the building is proposed to house a garage space for RPD maintenance 
vehicles, a pump room for the rainwater harvesting system, a i;rash room and a semi exposed bin for . 
deliveries of mulch, compost and soil as needed for the upkeep of the park. Electrical and mechanical 
rooms would be included as requirements .are developed. Additional exterior lighting will be located 
directly above the garage and trash room entrances, recessed into the walls. 

Children's Playground 
The approximately 4)00 square foot children's playground is proposed to have three primary spaces 
with a secure entry point adjacent to the open space designed for unobstructed sightlines of children in 
the playground. A middle space designed for younger-aged children is proposed to include ADA 
compliant play structures and may have nature play and water play areas. The older children's area 
would also have ADA compliant play structures, potentially with a nautical theme; within a nature play 
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environment. Structures are proposed to be built into the slope. Slides, contours and elevated structures 
would include educational opportunities pertaining to water storage, use and conservation. The 
playground would also contain benches, multi-height drinking fountains, shade trees and native 

· plantings. Structures proposed would not exceed 12 feet in height. 

Landscaping pathways 
The. proposed landscape concept is to convert the reservoir into a naturalistic park with passive recreation 
area and protections, and interpretation of the historic reservoir resource. Design features would include: 

,. At the Bay Street mairi frontage and entry, the lowest elevation of the park, the proposal includes 
new street trees and a widened sidewalk. At the corner of Bay and Hyde streets, the main entry 
would contain a small paved seating are~ and lawn. Along Bay Street a fenced dog park is 
proposed with artificial turf that approximates the existing informal use. A large existing Monterey 
Cypress tree is proposed to be retained as a focal point. 

• At the entry at Bay and Hyde streets a ramping walkway is proposed to lead up the steepest part of 
the site from east to west, providing access to tl~e flat reservoir basin (informal garden steps vrould 
provide an alternative route). The proposed ramp woUld have flat landings, metal handrails and 
guardrails as needed, with a slightly larger landing opposite the existing Cypress tree. An overlook 
with bench seating is proposed at the west site boundary adjacent to a retained Australian Tea Tree 
grove. The ramp would head east, passing through a preserved section of the berm that used to 
form the reservoir. 

• Proposed interpretive elements describing the history and mechanics of the water system would be 
included at a preserved brick patio at the chi,ldren' s play area. At the large oval lawn area, the 
concrete path would continue beyond the boundaries of the historic brick reservoir basin and 

·would be marked with seating to identify the boundaries of the historic basin. Pedestrians and 
service vehicles would enter the site at the leveL of the basin from Hyde and Larkin streets. At the 
Larkin Street side, a Community Garden and a fenced area are proposed with small outbuildings 
for storing gardening supplies. The Community Garden is proposed to consist of between ten and 
fifty plots adjacent to Larkin and Francisco Streets (made available to the public through a to-be­
determined lottery based system managed by the RPD). A donated, historic Huntington fence is 
also proposed to be re-used on the site either at the southern-most property line or to enclose the 
community garden or other re-use. 

• At the brick reservoir basin and playground, the proposed path would rut through remnants of the 
historic berm, which would be planted. At the upper chamber of the reservoir, the pathway is 
proposed to extend to a terrace at the highest level of the park.. The proposed path would also 
extend to a large open lawn for picnicking, viewing and tot recreation. The upper slope is 
designated as habitat, and is proposed to be minimally disturbed so that existing vegetation with 
some natives can be preserved and enhanced on a natural grade. 

" Several mature trees are proposed to be preserved on the north slope of the site along Bay Street. 
Invasive plants would be removed. Trees proposed to be removed include five Pinus radiata 
(Monterey Pines) that are infected with Pine Pitch Canker or Red Turpentine Beetle. Several 
smaller, more common species such as Pittosporurn, Prunus and Pyrus would be removed du·e to 
the location of the new entry ramp. Once regraded, approximately two feet of topsoil amended 
from existing site soils and/or imported soil would be placed in order to support revegetation. 
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• Pathways materials are proposed to consist of concrete walls and paving with some areas of 
masonry-unit payers. The dog park is proposed to have metal fencing with artificial turf surfacing. 

Fill 
The proposed proj~ct would fill approximately 75 percent of the existing m.ain reservoir, but preserve a 
full section of the reservoir and associated historic features at the east end of the resource. The preserved 
section would consist of a section cut through the earthen berm at the notth side of the reservoir, an open 
interpretive area retaining the historic brick reservoir base and concrete clad retai~ng walls, and a 
protected area featuring the remnant outlet pipes, draining elements; prick tank, and wood sight gauge. 
A section of the south retaining wall- approximately 81 feet in lengf;h- would be preserved, as would a 
section of the brick-lined channel at the floor of the reservoir. Retention of thes~ elements is intended to 
give a sense of the depth and scale of the original reservoir, .and an understanding of its original 
construction. Interpretive elements planned for this plaza are proposed to describe the historic role of the 
reservo.ir within the context of early water conveyance in San Francisco. 

The remainder of the reservoir is proposed to be filled. Several design fe;;'l.tures would be incorporated·. 
into the construction to reference the form and location of the reservoir, including: 

• Along the north, west, and south edges of the maill reservoir, a concrete band at the ground plane 
would mark the location of the perimeter walls below. The refuse storage area at the southwest. 
corner of the reservoir would be set back from the concrete band to maintain a visual line along the 
south reservoir wall below. Similarly, the seat wall and paved area to the south of the central playing 
field would also hi set back from the line of the reservoir's south wall. 

• The portions of the reservoir to be buried in place are proposed to be protected by a layer of non­
woven filter fabric prior to covering with fill. Where portions of the. existing brick lining of the 
reservoir require removal, the bricks would be salvaged for future repair and replacement of 
damaged bricks at the interpretive plaza. All of the secondary overflow reservoir to the south of the 
main reservoir would be covered with fill. The landscape design here would reference the location 
and shape of this feature through grading, and the interpretive proposal proposes to provide historic 
photographs and other information to describe the size and function of the secondary reservoir. 

Interpretive Program 
The interpretive design proposed intends to inform visitors of the changing landscape of the park by 
bridging historical and contemporary water conveyance stories via a variety of in~egrated interpretive 
techniques. The interpretive design intends to accomplish two goals: create a robust and comprehensive 
family of educational ,elements, which interpret the historical water features of the site; and augment 
historical interpretive moments with stories of ecology, context of the. park's surroundings and 
contemporary water use/conservation at the park and at horne. The interpretive design would divide the 
park into three zones: the first zone is proposed to serve as the introduction, providing a thematic 
overview of park messages at all major points of entry; the theme of the second zone would be water, 
bridging the park's history with contemporary messages regarding changes in water -conveyance and 
reclamation processes· in the park and water conservation;. the third zone, located at the southernmost 
and elevated corner of the park, would be cultural, highlighting the changing cultural landscape and 
.urban_ development stories in tandem with water history. (Please reference the Francisco Park 
Interpretative Elements 60% CEQA Set prepared by Macchiatto Design, dated December 19, 2017 for 
additional information on the Interpretive Program). 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 10 

1082 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
February 23, 2018 

Site Demolition 

CASE NO. 2015-005865ENV 
RPD Francisco Street Reservoir (Francisco Park) 

Demolition proposed would involve the clearing and grubbing of the existing site (currently a mix of 
trees and shrubs outside of the existing brick and concrete reservoir footprint). The small storage shed in 
the northern portion of the site would be removed. Existing trees to be preserved would be included in 
the. landscape plans and would require protection of roots systems per the recommendations of the 
project arborist. Existing topsoil would be removed and stockpiled for amendment and r~use. If the site is 
to remain inactive between demolition and construction, it would be properly stabilized against soil loss 
due to wind or stormwater. A number of site elements would be preser:ved and protected during 
demolition and construction. The existing brick reservoir base is proposed to have limited areas of 
disturbance where necessary for structural stability of proposed improvements. The existing historic 
reservoir features, including inlet and outlet pipes, brick-lined drainage channel, water tank and volume 
gauge, portions of the original walls and a segment of the existing berm would be preserved and 
protected during construction. 

Grading, Earthwork and Stormwater 
The proposed project would require significant grading to achieve the desired program and site 
elevatiorls. In. general, excavation. deptlls a!e proposed to r .. ot exceed eight feet, nortefh.eless there rna}' be 
potential cuts up to 8 feet, in particular into the downslope berm of the reservoir. E.arthwork estimates 
based on the latest design indicate approximately 30,000 cubic yards of required import. Earthwork 
calculations are based on a net analysis, assuming that cut material would be reused on site as fill 
material. Site grading would include some cut on the lower portion of the site but would largely consist 
of fill placement to raise grades above the existing reservoir and at the upper portion of the site. Overall 
grading would be required for: (1) building foundations for the restroom/maintenance building, (2) to 
accommodate hardscape paving along all proposed paths, stairways, and plazas, and (3) new retaining 
walls installed as part of the overall grading and site improvements to accommodate elevation Changes 
across the park. 

Site grading is proposed to conform to the back of sidewalk curb on Bay Street to the north and to the 
existing slope to the south property line. Existing topsoil would be stockpiled and stored for reuse in 
landscaping. The project anticipates that additional horticultural topsoil would be imported to. achieve 
topsoil conditions specified by the landscape architect. All earthwork and subgrade preparation would be 
done in accordance with the geotechnical report prepared by San Francisco Public Works Design and 
Engineering, titled Geotechnical Investigation Report; Francisco Reservoir Improvement Project; San Francisco, 
California (dated November 13, 2015) and their Francisco Reservoir Park Memorandum (dated April4, 2017). 

Onsite storm water management is proposed to include conveyances to protect buildings, paths, and 
planted slopes from inundation and erosion. Site drainage would be aligned with the landscape design 
and· include cobble lined swales, storm drain inlets and pipes, green infrastructure and perforated 
subdrains to collect subsurface water behind walls and within fill benches at intervals to be determined 
with the geotechnical engineer. All o£ the stormwater and subsurface water collected by the conveyances, 
except below the dog park, would be stored in the stormwater harvesting system for onsite non-potable 
reuse. Rainwater from the restroom building would also be captured and sent to the storage system. The 
stormwater harvesting systemwould include two storage areas: (1) the main stormwater storage with up 
to a one-million-gallon capacity installed within the existing reservoir and below the main lawn, and (2) a 
second smaller storage system with an approximately 10,000 to 100,000 gallon subsurface cistern installed 
at th~ lower portion of the site underneath the entry lawn near Bay Street. 
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Signage, Wayfinding and Donor Recognition Program 
Signage would consist. of code-required and directional, educational and informational type signage. 
Signage is proposed to be reviewed by a peer committee for appropriateness and effectiveness. A donor 
recognition program would be implemented to help fund the park design and construction. The elements 
to be affected may include bricks, pavers, seat walls, walls, trees and other naming opportunities. 

Lighting Design Concepts. 
The project proposes the following lighting design elements: 

• illumination for pedestrian pathways, stairs, terraces, and ·similar· areas using a combination of 
pedestrian-scaled poles (12 feet to 15 feet) or bollards, wall recessed walkway lighting and low-level 
surface li"ghting. · 

• illumination for pedestrian-focused special activity areas such as playgrounds, dog ruri.s and similar 
using a combination of pedestrian-scaled poles, limited pol~ mounted adjustable area lighting (25 feet. 
to 30 feet) and special purpose lighting. 

• illumination of historic artifacts and related interpretative materials using surface mounted accent 
and area lighting, pole mounted adjustable area lighting and other similar techniques. 

• illumination highlighting of select plant materials and trees using both ground based up lighting and 
in-tree canopy illumination with "moonlighting." 

• illumination of community gardens with localized lanterns and limited adjustable area lighting. · 

• Illumination of work and access areas around building with full cutoff, low-glare fixtures. 

• Illumination of building lnteriors. 

All light sources proposed. include solid state LED with warm color temperature and high color 
rendering with minimization of short wavelength light, controlled through a centralized control system 

· and grouped in zones for time-of-day and calendar responsive dimming. Appropriate stewardship of the 
nighttime environment would include specific measures to address: sky glow, light trespass, nuisance 
glare, intrusive wavelength control, curfew light management. 

Project Evaluation 
If the property has been determined to be a historical resource in Part I, please check whether the proposed project 
would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the proposed project that may reduce or 
avoid impacts. 

Subject Properly/Historic Resource: 
~ The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

0 The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

California Register-eligible Historic District or Co:ritext: 
~ The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register~eligible historic 

district or context as proposed. 
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D The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible. historic district 
or context as proposed. 

To assist in the evaluation of the proposed project, the Project Sponsor has submitted a consultant report: 

o Architectural Resources Group, Francisco Park Reservoir, Historic Resource Evaluation Part 2 
(December 21, 2017) 

Staff has reviewed the project proposal, and the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation 
(Standards) analysis included in the Part 2 report for the Francisco Park Reservoir project as prepared by 
ARC. Staff finds that the proposed project would not cause a significant adverse impact to a historic 
resource such that the significance of a historic resource would be materially impaired. 

The following is an analysis of the proposed construction per the applicable Secretary of the Interior 
Standards for Rehabilitation (Secretary's Standards): 

. Standard 1. 

A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change to its 
distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships. 

The Francisco Reservoir was originally used as a distribution reservoir and was later converted for use as 
a pressure-balancing reservoir. For a majority of its existence from construction to the present, the main 

reservoir excavation has been covered by a roof structure. The proposed project will fill approximately 
75% of the main reservoir and 100% of the secondary reservoir for the purposes of adapting the site for 
use as a public park. The bulk of the historic reservoir will be buried in place. Buried inside the main 

reservoir basin, under the main lawn of the new park, will be a storm water harvesting system to capture 
runoff for reuse in landscape irrigation and toilet flushing on site. · 

The water harvesting, storage, and on-site distribution use proposed as part of the new park is generally 
in keeping with the reservoir's historic use of water storage and dispersal. Though the amount of 
proposed fill will alter the observable volume of the reservoir basins and obscure most of the original 
reservoir walls and floor from view, much of the reservoir structure itself will remain in place. A full 
section of the existing reservoir (including the brick floor, concrete and brick side walls, cast iron pipes, 
water tank and wood sight gauge, and a portion of the brick-lined draining channel) at the east end will 
re111ain intact, visible, and protected to provide a sense of the reservoir's original scale, function, and 
volume. Buried portions of the reservoir (side walls, brick lining) will be protected by a layer of non­
woven filter fabric prior to covering with earth. Further, interpretive installations proposed for the site 

will provide historical photographs and other information to describe the history and development of the 
reservoir during its Period of Significance (POS). 

Staff concurs with ARC, that although the proposed filling of the bulk of the reservoir alters the spaces of 
the reservoir chambers as ihey eXist today, the proposed new water storage and distribution use is in 
keeping with the historic use, and most of the distinctive materials and features will remain in place, 

preserved either through burial ,or through repair and restoration. As such, the proposed project is 

generally in keeping with Standard 1. 
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Standard 2. 

The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials or 
alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property will be avoided. 

The bulk of the reservoir wilL be buried in place, and a cross section of the main basin will be retained at 
the east end. Minimal removal of distinctive materials and features are proposed. A portion of the north 

.berm will be removed to provide access to the interpretive plaza at the east end, where a section of the 
original reservoir will be retained and preserved to communicate the historic volume,· scale, materials, 
and function of the reservoir's :q1ain chamber. Staff concurs with ARG that the retention of this part of the 
reservoir preserves representative· sections of the brick floor, the brick and concrete side walls, the east 
retaining wall, and all of the extant pipes, drainage, imd measurement features in this area. As a result, 
the bulk of the character-defining features will remain intact and visually accessible to park visitors to 
communicate the historic character of the site. Moreover the majority of the reservoir will retained under 
fill. Though the full extent of the reservoir's historic industrial and functional character will be altered 

through fill and other park improvements, the retention of the eastern end of the reservoir and its 
incorporation into the park plan as an interpretive plaza is in keeping with Standard 2. 

Standard 3. 

Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use. Changes that create a false sense 
of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will. 
not be undertaken. 

No major conjectural features are proposed as part of the project. The project description references a: 
"historic Huntington fence" to be donate~ for reuse on site, either at the southernmost property line or to 
enclose the community garden. Even though the proposed locations for the· fence are not within ·or 
adjacent to the historic section of the reservoir, but within areas of new development, staff concurs with 
ARG that the use of historic features from other sites is not compliant with the Standard 3. In order to 
comply with this Standard, the project should locate this element away from the historic reservoir and 
provide clear interpretation of the fence as a relocated feature to bring this aspect into compliance with 
Standard 3 (please see Improvement Measures section below). 

Standard4. 
Chang~s to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be retained and preserved. 

The reservoir's POS is from 1859 to 1960, reflecting the full history of the r.eservoir's contributions to San 
Francisco's water system and including all extant features. No changes to the reservoir outside of the POS 

have acquired significance in their own right. 

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 4. 

StandardS. 
Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that 
characterize a property will be preserved . 
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Though a large portion of the reservoir will be filled, the majority of the distinctive materials, features, 
finishes, and construction· techniques evident in the reservoir will be retained in full or in part in the 
proposed plan. At the interpretive plaza at the east end of the reservoir, visitors will be able to walk on 
the historic brick reservoir floor and view the concrete clad retaining walls. At the entry to the plaza, a 
reveal at the section cut through the historic north berm will show the layered construction of the north 
reservoir wall by exposing a portion of the brick lining and concrete cladding of the reservoir. Within the 
protected area at the easternmost end, visitors can view the historic pipes, draining elements, brick tank, 
and wood sight gauge. 

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 5. 

Standard 6. 
Deteriorated historic features will. be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires 
replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design, color, texture and, where 
possible, materials. Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical 
evidence. 

A section of the existing brick lining between the interpretive area and the children's playground will be 
removed to provide for the structural. stability of proposed improvements. These bricks will be salvaged 
for use as replacement bricks where needed. A Historic Materials Conservation Treatment Report (dated 
December 19, 2017) completed by ARG provides guidance on the appropriate treatment of deteriorated 
stucco or concrete parging. Staff concurs with ARG's directives and treatments as included in the Material 
Conservation Report. In order to comply with Standard 6, the project should employ the recommendations 
in the Materials Conservation Report as well as any other directives developed by a retained historic 
architect as the project design progresses (please see Improvement Measmes section below). 

With the measures noted, the proposed project would comply with Rehabilitation Standard 6. 

Standard 7. 
Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest means ·possible. 
Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used. 

The Historic Materials Conservation Treatment Report contains directives on the protection, cleaning, 
treatment and repair of historic materials and features on site. Staff concurs with these directives .. In 

order to comply with Standard 7, the project should employ. the recommendations in the Materials 
Conservation Report as well as any other directives developed by a retained historic architect as the project 
design progresses (please see Improvement Measures section below). 

With the measures noted~ the proposed project would comply with Rehabilitation Standard 7, 

StandardS. 
Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation 
measures will be undertaken. 

The site consists of a series of artificial terraces created by cuts to bench a steep north-facing slope. The 

project would include fill and could potentially cut to up to 8 feet deep, in particular into the downslope 
berm of the reservoir. There are no known or suspected archaeological resources at the project site or in 
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the immediate vicinity based on Planning Department mapping files, and the potential for prehistoric or 
historic archaeological deposits appears to be low based on the steep setting and history of grading at the 
site. However, the reservoir itself is a historical resource. There is a potential that excavations on the site, 
in particular cuts into the downslope berm of the reservoir, could expose features related to the original 
construction and operation of the reservoir. 

In order to comply with Standard 8, the project includes an improvement measure that requires that, in 
the event that historic artifacts or features are uncovered during earth moving, the find will be protected: 

and the Planning Department's Environmental Planning staff and a qualified historical archaeologist be 
contacted to inspect the find, ·so that ariy artifacts or <J.rchaeological deposits present in the berm or 
elsewhere on site are appropriately doc:umented: for inclusion in the park's interpretive displays as 
appropriate. (Please also see: Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review Memo dated January 
8, 2018). 

With the measure noted above, the proposed proje~t would comply with Rehabilitation Standard 8. · 

Standard9. 

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials 
that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be 
compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity ~f 
the property and its environment. 

See discussions under Standards 1, 2, and 5 above. Proposed new work will be differentiated yet 

compatible with the existing reservoir. Though the bulk of the reservoir will be filled to provide for a new 
park, several design features have been incorporated into the proposed project to reference its historic 
form and location. Along the north, west, and south edges of the main reservoir, a sandblasted concrete 

band at the ground plane will mark the location of the perimeter walls below. The refuse storage building 
at the southwest comer of the reservoir will be set back from this band to maintain a visual line along the 

south reservoir wall below. Similarly, the seat wall and paved area t9 the south of the central playing 
field are also set back from the line of the reservoir's south wall. Areas of new work will utilize different 
paving materials to differentiate new from historic. The sandblasted concrete material used for the 
perimeter band will also be used for the concrete retaining wall at the interpretive plaza (north berm 
section cut) to provide consistency in the material palette marking where new meets old. A % inch steel 
edging will be installed at the interpretive plaza where the historic brick meets new concrete pavers or 
playground: turf. The new building constructed on the west side of the site will be simple in design and 
constructed of concrete and metal;. these will read clearly as modem interventions in the la~dscape. Staff 

concurs with ARC, that as such, the project complies with Standard 9. 

Standard 10. 
New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if 
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment 
would be unimpaired. 

As described above, the bulk of the reservoir will remain intact, though a large portion of the existing 
resource will be buried in place. A layer of protective, non-woven filter fabric will be installed over those 

portions of the reservoir to be buried prior to covering with the earth. Most new construction within the 
reservoir area will occur atop areas of fill and could theoretically be removed in the future without 
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impact to the essential form and integrity of the reservoir. A new protective s~reen composed of flat metal 
bars will be installed within the bays of the retaining wall at the east end of the reservoir to protect the 

tank, pipes, and other historic elements in this location from damage and vandalism. 'This screen will be 
set back from the face of the concrete piers and minimal attachment points are intended for protection of 
existing materials in the future. Staff concurs with ARG, that though portions of north berm would 

require restoration should the park improvements be removed in the future, the overall essential form 
and integrity of the historic reservoir would remain intact, and thus the proposed project is compliant 
with Shmdard 10. 

SUMMARY 
The Department concurs with ARC that the proposed project appears generally compliant with the 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Despite the proposed amount of fill, a majority of the 
reservoir's charact~r-defining features, finishes, ari.d materials will be retained - in whole or ir't pait - in 
the proposed design. Visitors will be able to experience the historic volume of the main reservoir basin, 
and vii:w materials and features related to its original construction and historic use. Design 

considerations proposed in areas of new construction will allow for continued r~ference of the reservoir's 
size and shape within the landscape, but will differentiate new construction through the use of modem 
materials and design standards. Buried portions of the reservoir will be protected in place for potential 
reversibility and preservation purposes, and - though at a smaller scale - the reservoir site will continue 
its historic functions of wateJ; storage and distribution. A comprehensive interpretive program is also 
proposed to supplement understanding of the historic reservoir with historic photographs and 
information narratives. Therefore, as currently proposed, the project will not have a significant adverse 
impact upon a historic resource, as defined by CEQA. 

Although the proposed project is not anticipated to have a historic resource impact, staff proposes the 
following improvement measures. These measures are meant to enSure conformance with the Secretary of 
the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Please see below. 

This eviliuation is based on review of the site pe~t (60% drawings), which were submitted to the San 
Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DB I), prior to the CEQA clearance. 

Improvement Measures 

1. After approval of the project at the Recreation and Park Commission, the project sponsor shall 
submit an addendum or grading permit to DBI to ensure Planlling Department review of the 
project plans, and consistency with CEQA and the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation (Standards). As part of the grading permit, the project sponsor shall incorporate 
construction protection measures created by a qualified preservation engineer familiar with the 
Standards and National Park Service require111ents. 

2. The project sponsor shall retain a qualified historic resource specialist/historic architect on site 
during certain stages of construction as the project progresses. The project sponsor shall advise 
the Planning Department when the historic resource specialist/historic archltect is retained. This 

shall be documented in the project specifications. 

3. To ensure proper documentation of the historic built environment, the project sponsor shall 
provide to the San Francisco Public Library, Historic American Engineering Record (HAERS) like 
documentation as part of the project prior to the issuance of any demolition permits, and will· 
work with qualified professionals to archive these reports and photos. Specifically, this includes: 
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a. full format digital photograph documentation with rectified photos that are scalable 
b. engineer and archeology reports for all underground historic elements 

4. As part of the addendum or grading permit, the project sponsor shall incorporate· as final, the 

graphic and narrative descriptions for the Francisco Park Interpretr<tive Elements program for 

review by the Plaiming Department. 

5. The project sponsor shall follow the directives of the Environmental Planning Preliminary 
Archeological Review Memo dated January 8, 2018. In the event that historic artifacts· or features are. 
uncovered during earth moving, the find will be protected and the Environmental Planning 

Division and a qualified historical archaeologist be contacted to fuspect the find, so that any 

artifacts or archaeological deposits present in the berm or elsewhere on site are appropriately 
· documented for inclusion in the park's interpretive displays as appropriate. 

6. The project sponsor shall follow the directives o'f the Historic Materials Conservation ·Treatment 
Report, dated December 19, 2017 by ARG, regarding retention of brick salvaged for use as 

replacement bricks where needed. 

7. The project sponsor shall locate the "historic Huntington fence" away from the historic reservoir 

and provide a clear interpretation of the fence as a relocated, non-original feature. 

8. The project sponsor shall follow the directives of the Historic Materials Conservation Treatment 
Report dated December 19, 2017 by ARGi for guidance on the appropriate treatment of 

deteriorated stucco or concrete parging. 

9: The project sponsor shall follow the directives of the Historic Materials Conservation Treatment 
Report dated December 19, 2017 by ARG for guidelines on the protection, cleaning, treatment and 

repair of historic materials. and features on site as well as any other directives .developed by a 

retained historic architect. 

10. The project sponsor shall follow grading, earthwork and subgrade preparation requirements in 

accordance with the geotechnical report prepared by San Francisco Public Works Design and 

Engineering, titled Geotechnical Investigation Report; Francisco Reservoir Improvement Project; San 
Francisco, California (dated November 13, 2015) and their Francisco Reservoir Park Memorandum 
(dated April4, 2017). 

PART II: PRINCIPAL PRE ERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

. ilar LaValley, Ach g Principal Preservation Planner 

Date: _L-1--(z-+--r; ~.:,___/B_ 
I ' 

cc: Virrializa Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will 
hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be held 
as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: 

Date: 

Time: 

Location: 

Subjects: 

Monday, April 22, 2019 

"i:30 p.m. 

Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

File No. 190112. Ordinance ordering the summary street vacation of the 
900 block of Francisco Street, generally bounded by Assessor's Parcel 
Block No. 0046 to the north, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0047 to the 
south, Larkin Streetto the west, and Hyde Street to the east, as part of 
the development of Francisco Park, subject to certain terms and 
conditions, and approving a conditional interdepartmental transfer of the 
vacation area from Public Works to the Recreation and Park Department; 
affirming the Planning Department'~ determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; adopting findings that the actions 
contemplated in this Ordinance are consistent with the General Plan, and 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and authorizing 
offiCial acts in connection with this Ordinance, as defined herein. 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to 
attend the hearing on these matters may submit written comments to the City prior to the time 
the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record in these 
matters, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Committee. 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 these 
matters are available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating to 
these matters will be available for public review on Friday, April19, 2019. 

~~CAO~ 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

DATED/POSTED: AprilS, 2019 1091 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

Legislative File No. 

Description of Items: 

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

PROOF OF POSTING 

190112 Summary Street Vacation 
Connection . with Francisco Park 
Interdepartmental Property Transfer · 

Francisco Street in 
Improvements 

Fiie No. 190112. Ordinance ordering the summary street vacation of the 900 b!ock of 
Francisco Street, generally bounded by Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0046 to the north, 
Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0047 to the south, Larkin Street to the west, and Hyde 
Street to the east, as part of the development of. Francisco Park, subject to certain 
terms and conditions, and approving a conditional interdepartmental transfer of the 
vacation area from Public Works to the Recreation and Park Department; affirming the 
Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act;. 
adopting findings that the actions contemplated in this Ordinance are consistent with 
the General Plan, and eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and 
authorizing official acts in connection with this Ordinance; as defined herein. 

1, Dragomir Rajic , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, posted the above described document(s) in at least three (3) 
public places along the street(s) to be affected at least ten (1 0) days in advance of the 
hearing {pu,rsuant to CA Streets and Highways Code, Section 970.5): 

Date: 04/04/2019 

Time: 1PM-3PM 

Location: 
Francisco Park Francisco St.- Larkin St.- Hyde St. 

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 

1092 



I. · Print Form 
·'; 

Introduction Form 8 0 ,\ r; L 0 ;: ·~ Li !1 E R \' I ~;, C i: ·.·.· 

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor 2Cii9J/~N29 PH 2:18 
Time stamp 

>3 Y -~· ·unrre~-'-·:oc·· 
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one<): 

[{] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment). 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee .. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 
~----------------------------------~ D 4. Request for. letter beginning :"Supervisor inquiries" 
L---------------~----~------------~ 

D 5. City Attorney Request. 

D 6. Call File No. from Committee. 
L-------------------~ 

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

D 8, Substitute Legislation File No. 
~--~~====~====~--~ 

D 9. Reactivate.File No. 
L---------~------------~ 

D 10. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOSon 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission 0 Ethics Commission 

0 Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

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

Sponsor(s): 

Stefani 

Subject: 

Summary Street Vacation - Francisco Street in Connection with Francisco Park Improvements 

The text is listed: 

Ordinance ordering the summary street vacation of the 900 block of Francisco Street, generally bounded by 
Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0046 to the north, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0047 to the south, Larkin Street to the 
west, and Hyde Street to the east, as part of the development of Francisco Park, subject to certain terms and· 
conditions, and approving a conditional interdepartmental transfer of the vacation area from Public Works to the 
Recreation and Park Department; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; adopting findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent with the 
General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and authorizing official acts in connection 
with this ordinance. 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 

For Clerk's Use Only 
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