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TENTATIVE MAP DECISION

Project ID:9217

) : Project Type: 9 Residential and 1 Commercial Units New
Department of City Planning Construction

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 Address# StreetName Block Lot
San Francisco, CA 94103 130-132 [TURKST 0339 006
Tentative Map Referral

Date: December 7, 2016

Attention: Mr. Scott F. Sanchez
Please review and respond to this referral within 30 days in accordance with the Subdivision Map Act.

Sincerely,
James Ryan

y
/&Mﬁ"‘ K/J’"’" 2016.12.07 16:01:55 -08'00

for, Bruce R. Storrs, P.L.S.
City and County Surveyor

v | The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply with applicable
provisions of the Planning Code. On balance, the Tentative Map is consistent with the General Plan and the Priority Policies
of Planning Code Section 101.1 based on the attached findings. The subject referral is exempt from California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental review as
categorically exempt Class[zz |, CEQA Determination Date 482006 , based on the attached checklist.

The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply with applicable
provisions of the Planning Code subject to the attached conditions.

The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does not comply with applicable
provisions of the Planning Code due to the following reason(s):

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

signeg Andrew W. Perry g™ Date 5/8/2017

Planner's Name |Andrew Perry
for, Scott F. Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
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CERTIFICATE OF DETERMINATION
OF EXEMPTION/EXCLUSION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Project Title: 2005.0617E: 130-132 Turk Street, Renovation of and Addition to a Vacant Commercial
Building for Nine Residential Units and Ground-Floor Commercial

Location: 130-132 Turk Street, between Taylor and Jones Streets (Assessor’s Block 339, Lot 6)

City and County: San Francisco

Description of Nature and Purpose of Project: The proposed project would involve the renovation of an
existing three-story, approximately 11,115-square-foot (sf), 46-foot tall, vacant, commercial building.
The renovation would include the addition of two floors and two new mezzanine levels, and the
enlargement of the basement level. The proposed five-story, 20,292-gross-square-foot (gsf) structure
would contain 3,785-gsf for garage and storage use in the basement/garage level; 4,010-gsf of commercial
use in the first floor and first-floor mezzanine level; and 12,497 gsf of residential use in the second
through fifth floors, including the third floor mezzanine level. Three off-street parking spaces are
proposed at the basement level. The project site is located on the north side of Turk Street between
Taylor and Jones Streets. The site is zoned RC4 (Residential-Commercial Combined, High Density),
and is in an 80-120-T height and bulk district. The property is also located in the North of Market
Residential Special Use District. The property has a National Register Status Code of 3D, as a
contributing structure to the San Francisco Apartment Hotel Historic District, and has a Heritage rating of
“C,” for contributory. The proposed project would require a variance for exceptions to the rear yard and
exposure requirements.

Name of Person, Board, Commission or Department Proposing to Carry Out Project:
Project sponsor: David Nale, (415) 265-3496

X Categorical Exemption [State Guidelines Section 15332] Class Number 32

REMARKS: (See reverse side)

Contact Person: Nannie Turrell Telephone: 558-5994

Date of Determination: I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made
pursuant to State and Local requirements.
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Paul y{ltzer
Environmenta

—

1ew Officer

cc.  David Nale, Project Sponsor
Yakuh Askew, Architect
Marvis Phillips, Alliance for a Better District 6
Supervisor Daly
Adam Light, San Francisco Planning Dept.
Jim Miller, San Francisco Planning Dept.
Historic Resource List
Bulletin Board/MDF/Exemption/Exclusion File
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Remarks: The proposed project would involve the renovation of an existing approximately 45-foot-tall,
three-story, 11,115-square-foot (sf), vacant commercial building into a 20,292-gsf, 65-foot tall residential
building with nine units, and commercial use on the ground-floor and ground-floor mezzanine level. The
proposed renovation includes a two-story addition to the existing building on the project site. Three off-
street parking spaces would be provided on the basement level in 3,782 gross square feet (gsf). The
commercial use would occupy 4,010 gsf, and the residential use would occupy 12,497 gsf. Access to the
lobby of the residential use, the car lift to the basement level, and the commercial space would be at the
ground floor level from Turk Street. The site is zoned RC-4 (Residential-Commercial Combined, High
Density), and is in an 80-120-T height and bulk district. The property is also located in the North of
Market Residential Special Use District. The property has a National Register Status Code of 3D, as a
contributing structure to the San Francisco Apartment Hotel Historic District, and has a Heritage rating of

“C,” for contributory.

In evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under CEQA,
the Planning Department determined that the building on the project site was an historical resource as
defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Because the property has a National
Register Status Code of 3D, it is classified “A.2” under the City and County San Francisco Planning
Department CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Resources.' Buildings, which meet the criteria for
Category A.2 are buildings, which are on adopted local registers, and properties that have been
determined to appear eligible, or which may become eligible for the California Register. Because the
property would be considered an historical resource under CEQA, the proposed project was evaluated to
determine if it is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic
Buildings (Secretary of Interior’s Standards), or if the proposed addition would materially impair the

resource.

An Historic Resource Evaluation Memorandum dated August 16, 2005 was prepared by Planning
Department staff and concluded that the project as proposed at that time was not consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and recommended the following conditions of approval:
e Retain existing historic features on the front fagade, including window locations, window
sash, entrance to the upper floors, and the storefront location;
¢ Eliminate the garage or locate it to the right of the storefront. Garage door width should
be small (+/- 8’-0""), and material should be compatible with the district, such as wood or
gloss. '
¢ Any other alterations should be compatible with the architecture of the building and
surrounding district. Materials and finishes should be refined and highly finished, not
industrial or modernist, to be compatible with the architecture of the building and
surrounding district.?

Revised project plans, dated September 26, 2005, were submitted to the Planning Department for review.
The revised changes meet the conditions outlined in the August 16, 2005 Historic Resource Evaluation
Response Memorandum. Specifically the original stair entrance is no longer behind the metal roll-up
door on the ground level of the front fagade. The existing window openings, sash configuration and
materials are maintained. Vent louvers will be replaced with glass, which is appropriate given the change
in use of the building. Therefore, the project as currently proposed meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards, and could not have a substantial adverse impact on the historic resource.’

! San Francisco Planning Department 2004. City and County of San Francisco Planning Department CEQA Review
Procedures for Historic Resources. October 8.

2 Light, Adam, Preservation Technical Special, San Francisco Planning Department, 2005. Memorandum: Historic
Resource Evaluation Response, 130 Turk Street. August 16. This memorandum is attached.

? Light, Adam, Preservation Technical Special, San Francisco Planning Department, 2005. Email to Nannie Turrell,
Environmental Planner, San Francisco Planning Department. September 26. This email is attached.



Because the proposed project has been found to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, it will not
cause a substantial adverse change on the historical resource under CEQA Section 15300.2(f), California
Environmental Quality Act, CEQA Guidelines 2005. Guideline Section 15300.2(f) reads as follows:
“Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource.” Given that the proposed project
will not cause a substantial adverse change on the historical resource, the Planning Department may use
the exemption provided for in CEQA Guidelines Section 15332, Class 32.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15332, or Class 32, In-Fill Development Projects, allows for the
exemption of an in-fill development meeting various conditions, described below:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

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.

The site is within an RC-4 (Residential-Commercial Combined, High Density) zoning
district, which provides for a mixture of high-density dwellings with supporting
commercial uses. The project is also in the North of Market Residential Special Use
District. The proposed dwelling unit density would be consistent with that allowed in the
RC+4 district, which permits dwellings at a density ratio not exceeding one dwelling unit
for each 200 square feet of lot area, allowing a maximum of 18 dwelling units on the site.
Three off-street parking spaces are proposed, meeting the Planning Code requirement. A
variance would be required for not meeting the 25% rear yard requirement or the
exposure requirement in four of the units. The project proposes to meet the open space
requirement in an interior courtyard and on the roof. The North of Market Residential
Special Use District was established to protect and enhance housing resources near the
downtown, conserve low and moderate income housing stock, preserve buildings of
architectural importance, preserve the existing scale of development, maintain sunlight in
public spaces, and limit development that would impact the residential nature of the area.
The proposed project meets these objectives.

The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five
acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.

The project site, on the north side of Turk Street between Jones and Taylor Streets is
within a developed area of San Francisco consisting of primarily residential uses, with
some first floor retail. The proposed project would convert a vacant commercial building
to residential uses, and is surrounded by residential and mixed-use buildings in an urban
setting. The site size is 3,781 square feet, or .09 acre.

The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species.

The project site is improved with a commercial building with 100 percent lot coverage,
and is surrounded by existing buildings. The project site has no habitat value for
endangered, rare or threatened species.

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

Traffic

Based on the trip rate for residential and commercial use in the Planning Department’s
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (October 2002),
the proposed project would generate approximately 682 daily person-trips, including



about 68 daily person-trips during the p.m. peak hour. These 68 p.m. peak-hour person-
trips would be distributed among various modes of transportation, including about 23
automobile person-trips, 14 transit trips, 24 walking trips, and 7 trips by other means,
which include bicycles and motorcycles. The proposed project would generate 11 p.m.
peak-hour vehicle trips.

The estimated project-generated increase of 11 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour
would not be considered a substantial traffic increase relative to the existing capacity of
the local street system. The change in traffic in the project area as a result of the
proposed project would be undetectable to most drivers. The proposed project would add
a small increment to the cumulative long-term traffic increase on the local roadway
network in the neighborhood and to other land use and development changes in the

region.

The proposed project would generate about 14 p.m. peak-hour transit trips, which would
be distributed among the public transit lines providing service to the vicinity of the
project site. This minor addition to the transit system would not have a substantial or
noticeable impact upon transit services in the project area or affect transit operations.
The project site is well served by public transit, with both local and regional service
provided nearby. The project site is located one block from Market Street, which is well
served by The San Francisco Municipal Railway’s (MUNI) transit lines. The Powell
Street BART (Bay Area Rapid Transit) is located on Market Street within two blocks of
the project site.

According to Section 151 of the Planning Code, Table 151, three off-street parking
spaces would be required for this project. The project would provide three off-street
parking spaces, which would meet Planning Code requirement. Based on the Planning
Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, the
proposed project would create a parking demand of about 23 daily spaces. Given that the
proposed project would provide three parking spaces, the proposed project would have an
unmet parking demand of 20 daily spaces. The unmet parking demand estimate, may be
overstated because, as indicated by Census tract data, two-thirds of people in this area
either walk, bicycle, or take transit to their destination.

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

Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical
environment as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be
treated as significant impacts on the environment. Environmental documents should,
however, address the secondary physical impacts that could be triggered by a social
impact. (CEQA Guidelines § 15131(a).) The social inconvenience of parking deficits,
such as having to hunt for scarce parking spaces, is not an environmental impact, but
there may be secondary physical environmental impacts, such as increased traffic
congestion at intersections, air quality impacts, safety impacts, or noise impacts caused
by congestion. In the experience of San Francisco transportation planners, however, the
absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto
travel (e.g., transit service, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot) and a relatively dense pattern
of urban development, induces many drivers to seek and find alternative parking
facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits. Any such



resulting shifts to transit service in particular, would be in keeping with the City’s
“Transit First” policy. The City’s Transit First Policy, established in the City’s Charter
Section 16.102 provides that “parking policies for areas well served by public transit shall
be designed to encourage travel by public transportation and alternative transportation.”
The project site is conveniently located to provide alternatives to automobile use. As
discussed above, the project site is within walking distance of numerous Muni transit
lines, as well as the Powell Street BART station.

The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling
and looking for a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all
drivers would attempt to find parking at or near the project site and then seek parking
farther away if convenient parking is unavailable. Moreover, the secondary effects of
drivers searching for parking is typically offset by a reduction in vehicle trips due to
others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area. Hence, any
secondary environmental impacts which may result from a shortfall in parking in the
vicinity of the proposed project would be minor, and the traffic assignments used in the
transportation analysis, as well as in the associated air quality, noise and pedestrian safety
analyses, reasonably address potential secondary effects.

Noise

An approximate doubling of traffic volumes in the area would be necessary to produce an
increase in ambient noise levels noticeable to most people. The project would not cause a
doubling in traffic volumes and therefore would not cause a noticeable increase in the
ambient noise level in the project vicinity. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article
29 of the City Police Code) would regulate mechanical equipment used by the proposed
building. Noise generated by occupancy of the proposed building would be considered
common and generally accepted in urban areas.

The proposed demolition and construction could generate noise, and possibly vibration
that may be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. Noise levels
would fluctuate depending on the construction phase, equipment type and duration of use,
distance between noise source and listener, and the presence or absence of barriers. The
San Francisco Noise Ordinance requires that noise levels of construction equipment other
than impact tools not exceed 80 decibels at a distance of 100 feet from the source.

Impact tools (jackhammers, pile drivers, impact wrenches,) must have both intake and
exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works. Section 2908 of the
ordinance prohibits construction between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if noise would exceed
the ambient level by five decibels at the property line, unless the Director of Public
Works authorizes a special permit. Because construction noise is regulated and is
temporary and intermittent, it would not be expected to result in a significant impact.

Air Quality

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has established thresholds
for projects requiring its review for potential air quality impacts. These thresholds are
based on the minimum sized projects that the District considers capable of producing air
quality problems due to vehicle emissions or stationary sources of pollution. The
threshold for apartments, in the residential use category, is 510 dwelling units. The
proposed project is well below this threshold. Therefore, no significant air quality
impacts would be generated by the proposed project.

Shade and Shadow
Section 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code was adopted in response to Proposition
K (passed in November 1984) in order to protect certain public open spaces from



shadowing by new structures during the period between one hour after sunrise and one
hour before sunset, year-round. Section 295 restricts new shadow upon public spaces
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department by any structure exceeding
40 feet unless the City Planning Commission finds the impact to be insignificant. An
initial shadow analysis prepared by the Planning Department determined that the
proposed project had the potential to cast new shadow on Boeddeker Park. Subsequent
detailed studies prepared by the project sponsor and reviewed by Planning Department
staff, showed that the proposed project would not impact Boeddeker Park or any other
properties protected by Section 295.* Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
any significant shadow impacts.

Water Quality
The proposed project would not generate wastewater that would have the potential to

degrade water quality or contaminate a public water supply. The proposed project would
not generate wastewater or result in discharges that would have the potential to degrade
water quality or contaminate a public water supply. Thus, the project would not result in
significant effects related to water quality.

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

The project site is located in a dense urban area where all public services and facilities are
available; no expansion of public services or utilities is anticipated.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. The property is a presumed historical resource under CEQA.
The proposed changes would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the historical
resource. There are no other unusual circumstances surrounding the current proposal that would suggest a
reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would have no significant
environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited classification. For the above
reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review.

4 Michael Li, San Francisco Planning Department. Letter to Yakuh Askew, sofa-architecture. February 28, 2006.
This letter is attached.
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MEMORANDUM: Historic Resource Evaluation Response

MEA Planner: Nannie Turrell
Planning Department Reviewer:

Project Address: 130 Turk Street _ ;
Block: 0339; Lot: 006 Adam Light
415-558-6254
Case No.: 2005.0617E adam.light@sfgov.org
Date of Review: August 16, 2005 4 ’ :
Preparer / Consultant Owner
Name: David Nale Name: David Nale
Company: Company:
Address: 126 Fillmore Street Address: 126 Fillmore Street
Phone: (415)265-3496 Phone: (415)265-3496
Fax: (209)729-5231 Fax: (209)729-5231
Email: Email:
PROPOSED PROJECT Project description:

130 Turk Street is a vacant three-story-over-
basement commercial building, most recently
occupied by a health club. The proposal is to
convert thls structure to eight: cHdominium
units, twd Being commercial and six . vz~
residential, with parking in the basement. The
project will include seismic upgrade as well as
significant alterations to the front fagade as
currently proposed.

O Demoilition
X Alteration

Pre-Existing Historic Rating / Survey Historic District / Neighborhood Context
e 3D Rating as part of the Tenderloin Tenderloin Hotel and Apartment National

Hotel and Apartment National Register Register Eligible District
Eligible District The surroundmg neighborhood is a mixture of

e San Francisco Architectural Heritage early 20" Century mid to high-rise apartment
Rating: C and hotel buildings with ground floor retail,

low rise commercial, parking, and automotive
repair buildings.

NOTE: if the property is a pre-existing known historical resource, skip to section 3 below.

1.) California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it
meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such a
determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination for California Register Eligibility
is made based on existing data and research provided to the Planning Department by the above named preparer/
consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are attached.)

. Event: or Yes [JNo [JUnable to determine
. Persons: or [JYes XINo [JUnable to determine
o Architecture: or XYes [JNo [[JUnable to determine
. information Potential: [C] Further investigation recommended.



Case No.: 2005.0617E
Address: 130 Turk Street
Date: August 16, 2005
Page No.2

District or Context [XlYes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context

If Yes; Period of significance: 1913-1940
Notes: The subject buiiding is a contributor to a district that appears eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places.

2.) Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be aresource for thq purposes of
CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteria, but it also
must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and usually most, of
the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted above:

location, X Retains  [] Lacks setting, X Retains []Lacks
design, (X Retains [ ] Lacks feeling, X Retains [ ] Lacks
materials, [X] Retains [ ] Lacks assoclation. [X] Retains [ ] Lacks

workmanship[X] Retains [ ] Lacks

Notes: The subject building generally retains its integrity in terms of its cqntributory status to a
district that “appears to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places” (3D).
There have, however been some incompatible alterations, such as a solid roll-down security gate
that obscures the front raised pedestrian entrance to the upper levels of the building. Also, the
original storefront and transom windows, if they actually still exist, are boarded up and obscured by
security gates. It also appears that a number of vents have been installed in several locations at
the ground level. A portion of the left end of the cornice has been removed to make way for a fire
éscape ladder. The window openings and sash are intact, as well as thg raised _p.edestnan. .
entrance accessing the upper levels of the building. The storefront retains its original location, if not
its original materials. Much of the original detailing on the building still exists, although pot readily
apparent, as it has been “painted out”, with no contrasting color schemes. The building’s

contributory status to this district is still very apparent.

3.) DETERMINATION Whether the property is an “historical resource” for purposes of CEQA

[] No Resource Present  [X] Historical Resource Present [X] Category A (1)

(Go to 6. below) (Continue to 4.) [ ] Category B
[ ] Category C

4.) If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project is
consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards or if any proposed modifications would
materially impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics

which justify the property’s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs).

[] The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. (go to 6. below)
(Optional) [[] See attached explanation of how the project meets standards.

(X The project is NOT consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and is a
significant impact as proposed. (Continue to 5. if the project is an alteration)

’5.) Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order to avoid a
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the
project to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be

desirable to mitigate the project’s adverse effects.



Case No.: 2005.0617E
Address: 130 Turk Street
Date: August 16, 2005
Page No.3

Retain existing historic features on the front fagade, including the historical window
locations, original window sash, original entrance to the upper floors, and the
storefront location as well as any historic materials that remain.

Consider eliminating the proposed garage entrance, or locating it to the right side of
the storefront. If a garage entrance is installed, the garage door should be the
smallest width possible (+/- 8'-0”), and should be made of materials more compatible
with the district, such as wood or etched glass (i.e., a more refined or highly finished

material, as opposed to the industrial material proposed.)
Any other alterations to the building should be compatible with the architecture of the

building and surrounding district. Materials and finishes are typically refined and
highly finished,-as opposed to being industrial or overly modernist in nature.
Contemporary designs and materials can be designed such that they are compatible

with the building and district.

A.

6.) Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources,
such as adjacent historic properties.

KYes [(JNo [JUnable to determine

The proposed project, if implemented as currently proposed, could have an adverse effect on the
‘surrounding district by making the subject building no longer eligible as a contributor to this district.

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW

5/ 22/05
Signat Date: —
Mark Luellen Preservation Coordmator /

Cc  A. Green, Recording Secretary, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
M. Oropeza-Singh / Historic Resource Impact Review File




Adam Light/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Nannie Turrell/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
09/26/2005 02:23 PM ce

bcc
Subject 130 Turk Street

Dear Nannie,

Per our meeting today with project sponsor David Nale and his architect Yakuh Askew, the revised
changes shown to us on the plans dated September 26, 2005 meet the conditions outlined in item No. 5 of
my August 16, 2005 memorandum. Specifically this is true given the fact that the original stair entrance

no longer exists behind the metal roll-up door on the ground floor of the front facade. Also the project
sponsor has changed the proposed upper story alterations to maintain the existing window openings, as
well as the sash configuration and materials, but wili be replacing the vent louvers with glass -- an
appropriate change given the change in use of the building. Therefore, in my judgement, the project
meets the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation of Historic Structures and therefore could
not have an substantial adverse impact on this historic resource, 130 Turk Street.

Adam Light

San Francisco Planning Department
1660 Mission Street, 5th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94114

(415) 558-6254 (voice)
(415) 558-6409 (fax)
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February 28, 2006

Yakuh Askew
2407 Harrison Street, Suite 2
San Francisco, CA 94110

RE: Case No. 2005.0617K
130 Turk Street
Shadow Analysis

Dear Mr. Askew:

The Planning Department has reviewed the above-referenced project for compli i

. . . . ance with
Section 295 of the Planning Code, which restricts structures over 40 feet in height z'om casting
new shadow on properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department.

Following an initial shadow analysis, it was determined that the proposed proj '
potential to cast new shadow on Boeddeker Park. Prop project had the

Based on the‘ additipnal iqformation that you provided, the Department has determined that the
proposed project will not impact Boeddeker Park or any other properties protected by Section
295. The Department hereby conciudes that the proposed project complies with the provisions

of Section 295 of the Pianning Code.

If you have substantial reason to believe that there was an error in the interpretation of the
provisions of the Planning Code or abuse of discretion on the part of the Zoning Administrator
you may file an appeal with the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days of the date of this:
letter. For more information regarding the appeal process, please contact the Board of Appeals
at 1660 Mission Street, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103 or call (415) 575-6880.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (415) 558-6396.

Sincerely,

Michael Li
For Lawrence B. Badiner

Zoning Administrator
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