
From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Cannabis Planning Code Comments: Please add to packet
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 9:36:05 AM
Attachments: Retailers Planning Code Suggestions 10-13-17.docx
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: John Delaplane [mailto:johnny@access-sf.org] 
Sent: Friday, October 13, 2017 4:00 PM
To: Elliott, Nicole (ADM); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Office of Cannabis (ADM)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Cannabis Planning Code Comments: Please add to packet
 
Greetings,
 
Below and attached are the comments on Planning Code Amendments from the San
Francisco Cannabis Retailers Alliance(SFCRA).  We are a group of 12 existing and pipeline
dispensary operators here in San Francisco.
 
Please add to the Planning Commissions packet for Thursday.
 
Thank you.  Please feel free to contact me with any questions.
 
Sincerely,
 
Johnny Delaplane
SFCRA Leadership
415 713-4319
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SF Cannabis Retailers Alliance



Comments on Proposed Planning Code Amendments



1. Conversion to Adult Use:  

a. All MCDs in SoMa and Downtown should be convertible to adult use “as of right”.  Draft zoning tables from Planning indicate such existing SoMa dispensaries will be subject to noticing, similar to neighborhoods.  Planning differentiates downtown/SoMa from neighborhoods; thus, noticing requirements should be lessened in business districts.

2. Zoning:

a. The following MCDs should be exempt from new clustering provisions and also given priority at adult use (CR) at the same time as Equity Applicants.

1. MCDs with existing permits

2. MCDs with approval from Planning Commission but yet to receive 	permits

3. Pipeline MCD applicants with application fees paid to DPH as of Sept 11, 2017.

b. Expand the zones that allow for dispensaries within commercial areas.  All SoMa zones that currently do not allow for MCDs should allow both Medical and Adult Use Cannabis Retail.

c. We strongly support the change to a 600 foot buffer.  1000 feet has proven too high and creates clustering

d. Clustering needs a clear definition, such as “four or more dispensaries within a 1000 foot radius.” Clustering rules should likely be different between neighborhoods and downtown or SoMa districts.

e. Schools (“K-12”) should be the only sensitive uses that are applied when considering locations. At most, the current definition of sensitive uses should remain without being compounded.

1. Daycares by precedent and  definition have children under their 	care and supervision at all times, thus are not “sensitive.”

f. We favor giving the Planning Commission discretion with guidelines to use as benchmarks when deciding complicated cases.  Guidelines could include operator history, neighborhood opposition, number of current applications in the area.  Our goal is fair rules and guidelines, but giving the Commission some leeway to exercise their best judgement.





3. Consumption:  

a. Any MCD that has a consumption permit should be allowed to convert to adult use and maintain its consumption permit, State law permitting.

b. A separate “consumption only” permit, attached to sales permits, are desired so tourists have alternative locations to consume outside of purchasing locations.

c. [bookmark: _gjdgxs][bookmark: _GoBack]Consumption as envisioned by the legislation should be expended to include combinations of cannabis and activities, without alcohol, such as  yoga studios, specialty restaurants, massage parlors and the like. 
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SF Cannabis Retailers Alliance

 

Comments on Proposed Planning Code Amendments

 

1.     Conversion to Adult Use: 

a.     All MCDs in SoMa and Downtown should be convertible to adult use “as
of right”.  Draft zoning tables from Planning indicate such existing SoMa
dispensaries will be subject to noticing, similar to neighborhoods.  Planning
differentiates downtown/SoMa from neighborhoods; thus, noticing
requirements should be lessened in business districts.

2.     Zoning:

a.     The following MCDs should be exempt from new clustering provisions
and also given priority at adult use (CR) at the same time as Equity
Applicants.

1.     MCDs with existing permits

2.     MCDs with approval from Planning Commission but yet to
receive    permits

3.     Pipeline MCD applicants with application fees paid to DPH
as of Sept 11, 2017.

b.     Expand the zones that allow for dispensaries within commercial areas.  All
SoMa zones that currently do not allow for MCDs should allow both Medical
and Adult Use Cannabis Retail.

c.     We strongly support the change to a 600 foot buffer.  1000 feet has proven
too high and creates clustering

d.     Clustering needs a clear definition.  We suggest “four or more dispensaries
within a 1000 foot radius.” Clustering rules should likely be different between
neighborhoods and downtown or SoMa districts.

e.     Schools (“K-12”) should be the only sensitive uses that are applied when



considering locations. At most, the current definition of sensitive uses should
remain without being compounded.

1.     Daycares by precedent and definition have children under
their       care and supervision at all times, thus are not
“sensitive.”

f.      We favor giving the Planning Commission discretion with guidelines to use
as benchmarks when deciding complicated cases.  Guidelines could include
operator history, neighborhood opposition, number of current applications in
the area.  Our goal is fair rules and guidelines, but giving the Commission
some leeway to exercise their best judgement.

3.     Consumption: 

a.     Any MCD that has a consumption permit should be allowed to convert to
adult use and maintain its consumption permit, State law permitting.

b.     A separate “consumption only” permit, attached to sales permits, are
desired so tourists have alternative locations to consume outside of purchasing
locations.

c.     Consumption as envisioned by the legislation should be expended to
include combinations of cannabis and activities, without alcohol, such as  yoga
studios, specialty restaurants, massage parlors and the like.



From: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: MMRP for 1629 Market St
Date: Monday, October 16, 2017 4:19:19 PM
Attachments: MMRP_1629 Market St.pdf
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Hello Jonas and Christine,
 
Can you forward this to the Planning Commission? This is for Case No. 2015-005848CUA.
 
We neglected to include the MMRP in the Commission packet. We’ll bring hard copies to the public

hearing on Thursday, October 19th.
 
Rich
 
Richard Sucre
Senior Planner/Team Leader, Southeast Quadrant-Current Planning Division
Preservation Technical Specialist
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9108│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: richard.sucre@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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1 May 2017 
Planning Department Case No. 2015‐005848ENV 


1629 Market Street Mixed‐Use Project
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program


MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 


Mitigation Measure 
Responsibility for 
Implementation 


Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 


Monitoring 
Actions/Schedule and 


Verification of 
Compliance 


Cultural Resources         


Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐1a  – HABS Documentation. To document  the Lesser Brothers 
Building more  thoroughly  than  has  been  done  to  date,  prior  to  the  start  of  demolition 
activities,  the project sponsor shall cause to be prepared documentation  in accordance with 
the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS), a program of the National Park Service. The 
sponsor shall ensure that documentation is completed according to the HABS standards. The 
photographs and accompanying HABS Historical Report shall be maintained on‐site, as well 
as  in  the appropriate repositories,  including but not  limited  to,  the San Francisco Planning 
Department, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the San Francisco Public Library, and the 
Northwest  Information Center  of  the California Historical Resources  Information  System. 
The contents of  the report shall  include an architectural description, historical context, and 
statement  of  significance,  per  HABS  reporting  standards.  The  documentation  shall  be 
undertaken  by  a  qualified professional who meets  the  standards  for  history,  architectural 
history,  or  architecture  (as  appropriate),  as  set  forth  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s 
Professional  Qualification  Standards  (36 Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Part 61).  HABS 
documentation  shall  provide  the  appropriate  level  of  visual  documentation  and  written 
narrative based on  the  importance of  the resource  (types of visual documentation  typically 
range  from  producing  a  sketch  plan  to  developing measured  drawings  and  view  camera 
(4x5)  black  and white  photographs).  The  appropriate  level  of HABS  documentation  and 
written narrative shall be determined by the Planning Department’s Preservation staff. The 
report shall be reviewed by the Planning Department’s Preservation staff for completeness. 
In certain instances, Department Preservation staff may request HABS‐level photography, a 
historical report, and/or measured architectural drawings of the existing building(s). 
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2  May 2017
Planning Department Case No. 2015‐005848ENV


1629 Market Street Mixed‐Use Project 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 


MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 


Mitigation Measure 
Responsibility for 
Implementation 


Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 


Monitoring 
Actions/Schedule and 


Verification of 
Compliance 


Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐1b –  Interpretive Display. Prior  to  the  start of demolition,  the 
project  sponsor  shall  work  with  Planning  Department  Preservation  staff  and  another 
qualified  professional  to  design  a  publicly  accessible  interpretive  display  that  would 
memorialize the Lesser Brothers Building, which would be effectively demolished under the 
proposed project. The contents of  the  interpretative display shall be approved by Planning 
Department Preservation  staff, and may  include  the history of development of  the project 
site, including the non‐historic Local 38 union hall building and the Civic Center Hotel (and 
possibly buildings demolished previously), and/or other relevant  information. This display 
could  take  the  form of a kiosk, plaque, or other display method  containing panels of  text, 
historic  photographs,  excerpts  of  oral  histories,  and  maps.  The  development  of  the 
interpretive display should be overseen by a qualified professional who meets the standards 
for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate) set forth by the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61). An 
outline of the format, location and content of the interpretive display shall be reviewed and 
approved by Planning Department Preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition permit 
or site permit. The format, location and content of the interpretive display must be finalized 
prior  to  issuance  of  the  Architectural  and  Mechanical,  Electrical,  and  Plumbing  (MEP) 
Addendum for the Building A project component. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐1c  –  Protect On‐Site Historical Resources  from Construction 
Activities. The project  sponsor  shall  incorporate  into  construction  contracts  a  requirement 
that  the  construction contractor(s) use  feasible means  to avoid damage  to on‐site historical 
resources  (portion of  the Lesser Brothers Building  to be  retained  and Civic Center Hotel). 
Such  methods  may  include  staging  of  equipment  and  materials  as  far  as  feasible  from 
historic  buildings  to  avoid  direct  damage;  using  techniques  in  demolition,  excavation, 
shoring, and construction that create the minimum feasible vibration (such as using concrete 
saws  instead  of  jackhammers  or  hoe‐rams  to  open  excavation  trenches,  the  use  of  non‐
vibratory  rollers, and hand excavation); maintaining a buffer zone when possible between 
heavy  equipment  and historic  resource(s);  and  enclosing  construction  scaffolding  to  avoid 
damage from falling objects or debris. These construction specifications shall be submitted to 
the  Planning  Department  along  with  the  Demolition  and  Site  Permit  Applications.  To 
promote proper coordination of construction logistic activities intended to avoid damage to 
both adjacent and on‐site historical resources, the methods proposed  in M‐CR‐1c should be 
coordinated with  those proposed  in M‐CR‐4a, Protect Adjacent Historical Resources  from 
Construction Activities. 
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Planning Department Case No. 2015‐005848ENV 


1629 Market Street Mixed‐Use Project
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program


MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
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Responsibility for 
Implementation 


Mitigation 
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Actions/Schedule and 
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Compliance 


Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐1d  –  Vibration Monitoring  Program  for  On‐Site  Historical 
Resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified structural engineer and 
preservation  architect  that  meet  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Historic  Preservation 
Professional Qualification Standards to conduct a Pre‐Construction Assessment of the on‐site 
historical resources (portion of the Lesser Brothers Building to be retained and Civic Center 
Hotel)  prior  to  any  ground‐disturbing  activity.  The  Pre‐Construction Assessment  shall  be 
prepared to establish a baseline, and shall contain written and/or photographic descriptions 
of  the  existing  condition  of  the  visible  exteriors  of  the  adjacent  buildings.  The  structural 
engineer and/or preservation architect shall also develop and the project sponsor shall adopt 
a  Vibration Management  and Monitoring  Plan  to  protect  the  on‐site  historical  resources 
against damage  caused  by  vibration  or differential  settlement  caused  by  vibration during 
project construction activities. In this plan, the maximum vibration level not to be exceeded 
at each building shall be determined by the structural engineer and/or preservation architect 
for the project. The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall document the criteria 
used in establishing the maximum vibration level for the project. The Vibration Management 
and Monitoring Plan shall  include vibration monitoring and regular periodic  inspections at 
the project site by the structural engineer and/or historic preservation consultant throughout 
the duration of  the major structural project activities  to ensure  that vibration  levels do not 
exceed  the  established  standard.  The  Pre‐Construction  Assessment  and  Vibration 
Management  and  Monitoring  Plan  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Planning  Department 
Preservation staff prior to issuance of any construction permits. Should damage to either of 
the  on‐site  historical  resources  be  observed,  construction  shall  be  halted  and  alternative 
techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible, and/or repairs shall be completed as part of 
project construction. A final report on the vibration monitoring of the portion of  the Lesser 
Brothers Building  to  be  retained  shall  be  submitted  to  Planning Department  Preservation 
staff prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the addition to that building, and 
a  final  report on  the vibration monitoring of  the Civic Center Hotel  shall be  submitted  to 
Planning Department Preservation staff prior  to  the  issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 
for that building following its rehabilitation. 
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1629 Market Street Mixed‐Use Project 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 


MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
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Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐4a – Protect Adjacent Historical Resources  from Construction 
Activities. The project  sponsor  shall  incorporate  into  construction  contracts  a  requirement 
that the construction contractor(s) use feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent historical 
resources  at  42 12th  Street  and  56–70 12th  Street.  Such  methods may  include  staging  of 
equipment and materials as  far as  feasible  from historic buildings  to direct damage; using 
techniques  in  demolition,  excavation,  shoring,  and  construction  that  create  the minimum 
feasible vibration (such as using concrete saws instead of jackhammers or hoe‐rams to open 
excavation  trenches,  the use of non‐vibratory  rollers, and hand  excavation); maintaining a 
buffer zone when possible between heavy equipment and historic resource(s); and enclosing 
construction scaffolding  to avoid damage  from  falling objects or debris. These construction 
specifications shall be submitted to the Planning Department along with the Demolition and 
Site Permit Applications. To promote proper coordination of construction  logistic activities 
intended  to  avoid  damage  to  both  adjacent  and  on‐site  historical  resources,  the methods 
proposed in M‐CR‐4a should be coordinated with those proposed in M‐CR‐1c. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐4b  – Vibration Monitoring  Program  for Adjacent Historical 
Resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified structural engineer and 
preservation  architect  that  meet  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Historic  Preservation 
Professional  Qualification  Standards  to  conduct  a  Pre‐Construction  Assessment  of  the 
adjacent  historical  resources  at  42 12th  Street  and  56–70 12th  Street.  Prior  to  any  ground‐
disturbing  activity,  the  Pre‐Construction  Assessment  shall  be  prepared  to  establish  a 
baseline, and shall contain written and/or photographic descriptions of the existing condition 
of the visible exteriors of the adjacent buildings and in interior locations upon permission of 
the owners of the adjacent properties. The Pre‐Condition Assessment shall determine specific 
locations  to  be  monitored,  and  include  annotated  drawings  of  the  buildings  to  locate 
accessible digital photo  locations  and  location of  survey markers  and/or other monitoring 
devices (e.g., to measure vibrations). The Pre‐Construction Assessment shall be submitted to 
the Planning Department along with the Site Demolition and/or Permit Applications. 


The structural engineer and/or preservation architect shall develop and  the project sponsor 
shall also adopt  a Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan  to protect  the buildings at 
42 12th  Street  and  56–70 12th  Street  against  damage  caused  by  vibration  or  differential 
settlement  caused  by  vibration  during  project  construction  activities.  In  this  plan,  the 
maximum vibration  level not  to be exceeded at each building shall be 0.2 inch/second, or a 
different  level determined by  the  site‐specific  assessment made by  the  structural  engineer 
and/or  preservation  architect  for  the  project.  The Vibration Management  and Monitoring 
Plan should document the criteria used in establishing the maximum vibration level for the 
project. The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall include continuous vibration 
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activity, including 
demolition and 
excavation 


Planning Department 
Preservation 


Technical Specialist 
shall review and 
approve Vibration 
Management and 
Monitoring Plan. 


Considered 
complete upon 
submittal to 
Planning 


Department of 
report on Vibration 
Management and 


Monitoring Plan and 
effects, if any, on 
adjacent historical 
resources, after all 
major structural 


project construction 
activity, including 
demolition and 
excavation. 
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monitoring  throughout  the duration of  the major structural project activities  to ensure  that 
vibration  levels  do  not  exceed  the  established  standard.  The  Vibration Management  and 
Monitoring Plan shall be submitted  to  the Planning Department Preservation staff prior  to 
issuance of any construction permits. 


Should vibration  levels be observed  in excess of  the standard, or  if damage  to either of  the 
buildings at 42 12th Street and 56–70 12th Street is observed, construction shall be halted and 
alternative  techniques put  in practice,  to  the extent  feasible. The structural engineer and/or 
historic  preservation  consultant  shall  conduct  regular  periodic  inspections  of  digital 
photographs,  survey markers,  and/or  other monitoring  devices  during  ground‐disturbing 
activity  at  project  site.  The  buildings  shall  be  protected  to  prevent  further  damage  and 
remediated  to  pre‐construction  conditions  as  shown  in  the  Pre‐Construction  Assessment 
with  the  consent  of  the  building  owner. Any  remedial  repairs  shall  not  require  building 
upgrades to comply with current San Francisco Building Code standards. A final report on the 
vibration monitoring shall be submitted  to Planning Department Preservation staff prior  to 
the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for Building D. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐6 – Archeological Testing. Based on a reasonable presumption 
that archeological resources may be present within the project area, the following measures 
shall  be undertaken  to  avoid  any potentially  significant  adverse  effect  from  the proposed 
project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources.  The  project  sponsor  shall  retain  the 
services  of  an  archeological  consultant  from  the  rotational  Department  Qualified 
Archeological  Consultants  List  (QACL)  maintained  by  the  Planning  Department 
archeologist.  The  project  sponsor  shall  contact  the Department  archeologist  to  obtain  the 
names  and  contact  information  for  the next  three  archeological  consultants on  the QACL. 
The archeological  consultant  shall undertake an archeological  testing program as  specified 
herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring 
and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this  measure.  The  archeological 
consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction of the 
Environmental Review Officer  (ERO). All plans and  reports prepared by  the  consultant as 
specified herein  shall be  submitted  first and directly  to  the ERO  for  review and  comment, 
and  shall  be  considered draft  reports  subject  to  revision until  final  approval  by  the ERO. 
Archeological monitoring  and/or  data  recovery programs  required  by  this measure  could 
suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of 
the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only  if such a 
suspension  is  the  only  feasible means  to  reduce  to  a  less  than  significant  level  potential 
effects  on  a  significant  archeological  resource  as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(a) and (c). 


Project sponsor and 
Planning 


Department 
archeologist or a 


qualified 
archeological 


consultant from the 
Planning 


Department pool 
(archeological 
consultant) 


Archeological 
consultant shall be 
retained prior to 
issuance of site 
permit from the 
Department of 


Building Inspection 


Project sponsor to 
retain a qualified 
archeological 


consultant who shall 
report to the ERO. 


Qualified 
archeological 


consultant will scope 
archeological testing 
program with ERO 


and Planning 
Department staff 
archeologist 


Considered 
complete when 
archeological 
consultant has 
approved scope 
from the ERO for 
the archeological 
testing program 


Consultation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an archeological  site1  associated 
with  descendant Native Americans,  the Overseas Chinese,  or  other  potentially  interested 
descendant group, an appropriate representative2 of the descendant group and the ERO shall 
be contacted. The representative of the descendant group, shall be given the opportunity to 
monitor  archeological  field  investigations  of  the  site  and  to  offer  recommendations  to  the 
ERO  regarding appropriate archeological  treatment of  the  site, of  recovered data  from  the 
site,  and,  if  applicable,  any  interpretative  treatment of  the  associated  archeological  site. A 
copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of 
the descendant group. 


Project sponsor 
and/or archeological 


consultant 


Throughout the 
duration of ground‐
disturbing activities 


Project sponsor 
and/or archeological 
consultant to submit 


record of 
consultation as part 


of Final 
Archeological 


Resources Report, if 
applicable 


Considered 
complete upon 


submittal to ERO of 
Final Archeological 
Resources Report, if 


applicable 


                                                           
1 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial. 
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Archeological Testing Program. The archeological  consultant  shall prepare and  submit  to  the 
ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing 
program shall be conducted  in accordance with  the approved ATP. The ATP shall  identify 
the  property  types  of  the  expected  archeological  resource(s)  that  potentially  could  be 
adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of  the  archeological  testing  program  will  be  to 
determine  to  the extent possible  the presence or absence of archeological  resources and  to 
identify  and  to  evaluate  whether  any  archeological  resource  encountered  on  the  site 
constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 


Project sponsor/ 
archeological 


consultant at the 
direction of the ERO. 


Prior to any soils‐
disturbing activities 
on the project site. 


Consultant 
Archeologist shall 
prepare and submit 
draft ATP to the 
ERO. ATP to be 
submitted and 


reviewed by the ERO 
prior to any soils 


disturbing activities 
on the project site. 


Date ATP submitted 
to the ERO: 
________ 


 


Date ATP approved 
by the ERO: 
________ 


 


Date of initial soils 
disturbing activities: 
________ 


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
2 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact List 
for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of 
America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 
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At  the  completion  of  the  archeological  testing program,  the  archeological  consultant  shall 
submit  a written  report  of  the  findings  to  the  ERO.  If  based  on  the  archeological  testing 
program  the archeological  consultant  finds  that  significant archeological  resources may be 
present,  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant  shall  determine  if 
additional measures  are warranted. Additional measures  that may  be undertaken  include 
additional  archeological  testing,  archeological  monitoring,  and/or  an  archeological  data 
recovery  program. No  archeological  data  recovery  shall  be  undertaken without  the  prior 
approval of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. If the ERO determines that a 
significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected 
by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 


A.  The  proposed  project  shall  be  re‐designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on  the 
significant archeological resource; or 


B.  A  data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented,  unless  the  ERO  determines  that  the 
archeological  resource  is  of  greater  interpretive  than  research  significance  and  that 
interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 


Project sponsor/ 
archeological 


consultant at the 
direction of the ERO. 


After completion of 
the Archeological 
Testing Program. 


Archeological 
consultant shall 


submit report of the 
findings of the ATP 


to the ERO. 


Date archeological 
findings report 
submitted to the 
ERO: ________ 


 


ERO determination 
of significant 
archeological 
resource present?  


Y       N 


Would resource be 
adversely affected? 


Y       N 


Additional 
mitigation to be 
undertaken by 
project sponsor? 


Y        N 
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Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant 
determines  that  an  archeological  monitoring  program  shall  be  implemented,  the 
archeological monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 


● The  archeological  consultant, project  sponsor,  and ERO  shall meet  and  consult on  the 
scope  of  the  AMP  reasonably  prior  to  any  project‐related  soils  disturbing  activities 
commencing. The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine 
what  project  activities  shall  be  archeologically  monitored.  In  most  cases,  any  soils‐ 
disturbing  activities,  such  as  demolition,  foundation  removal,  excavation,  grading, 
utilities  installation,  foundation work,  site  remediation, etc.,  shall  require archeological 
monitoring because of  the risk  these activities pose  to potential archeological resources 
and to their depositional context; 


● The  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the  alert  for 
evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to  identify the evidence of 
the  expected  resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate  protocol  in  the  event  of  apparent 
discovery of an archeological resource; 


● The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project area according to a schedule 
agreed  upon  by  the  archeological  consultant  and  the  ERO  until  the  ERO  has,  in 
consultation with project archeological consultant, determined  that project construction 
activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 


● The  archeological monitor  shall  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil  samples  and 
artefactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 


● If  an  intact  archeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils‐disturbing  activities  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  deposit  shall  cease.  The  archeological monitor  shall  be  empowered  to 
temporarily  redirect demolition/excavation/construction  activities  and  equipment until 
the deposit is evaluated. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO 
of  the  encountered  archeological  deposit.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  make  a 
reasonable  effort  to  assess  the  identity,  integrity,  and  significance  of  the  encountered 
archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 


Whether  or  not  significant  archeological  resources  are  encountered,  the  archeological 
consultant  shall  submit  a written  report of  the  findings of  the monitoring program  to  the 
ERO. 


Project sponsor/ 
archeological 
consultant/ 
archeological 
monitor/ 


contractor(s), at the 
direction of the ERO. 


ERO & archeological 
consultant shall 
meet prior to 


commencement of 
soils‐disturbing 


activity. If the ERO 
determines that an 
Archeological 


Monitoring Program 
is necessary, monitor 
throughout all soils‐
disturbing activities. 


Project sponsor/ 
archeological 
consultant/ 
archeological 
monitor/ 


contractor(s) shall 
implement the AMP, 
if required by the 


ERO. 


AMP required?  


  Y     N 


Date: ________ 


 


Date AMP 
submitted to the 
ERO: ________ 


 


Date AMP approved 
by the ERO: 
________ 


 


Date AMP 
implementation 
complete: ________ 


 


Date written report 
regarding findings 


of the AMP 
received: ________ 
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Archeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  If  required  based  on  the  results  of  the  ATP,  an 
archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data 
recovery plan  (ADRP). The  archeological  consultant, project  sponsor,  and ERO  shall meet 
and  consult  on  the  scope  of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a  draft  ADRP.  The 
archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how 
the  proposed  data  recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information  the 
archeological  resource  is  expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  what 
scientific/historical  research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource, what  data 
classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address 
the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions 
of  the  historical  property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project. 
Destructive  data  recovery methods  shall  not  be  applied  to  portions  of  the  archeological 
resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 


If required, the scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 


● Field Methods and Procedures—Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
operations. 


● Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis—Description  of  selected  cataloguing  system  and 
artifact analysis procedures. 


● Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy—Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and  post‐field 
discard and deaccession policies. 


● Interpretive  Program—Consideration  of  an  on‐site/off‐site  public  interpretive  program 
during the course of the archeological data recovery program. 


● Security  Measures—Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the  archeological 
resource from vandalism, looting, and non‐intentionally damaging activities. 


● Final Report—Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 


● Curation—Description of  the procedures and  recommendations  for  the  curation of any 
recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of  appropriate  curation 
facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 


Archeological 
consultant, as 


directed by the ERO 


If there is a 
determination that 
an ADRP program is 
required, conduct 
ADRP throughout 
all soils‐disturbing 


activities. 


Project sponsor/ 
archeological 
consultant/ 
archeological 


monitor/ contractor(s) 
shall prepare an 


ADRP if required by 
the ERO. 


ADRP required?  


  Y     N 


Date: ________ 


 


Date of scoping 
meeting for ARDP: 
________ 


 


Date Draft ARDP 
submitted to the 
ERO: ________ 


 


Date ARDP 
approved by the 
ERO:  


________ 


Date ARDP 
implementation 


complete: ________ 
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Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological  consultant  shall  submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance 
of  any  discovered  archeological  resource  and  describes  the  archeological  and  historical 
research  methods  employed  in  the  archeological  testing/monitoring/data  recovery 
program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be 
provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Once approved by  the ERO,  copies of  the FARR  shall be distributed as  follows: California 
Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy 
and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the  NWIC.  The 
Environmental Planning division of  the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one 
unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of 
any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination 
to  the National  Register  of Historic  Places/California  Register  of Historical  Resources.  In 
instances of high public  interest  in or  the high  interpretive value of  the  resource,  the ERO 
may  require  a  different  final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented 
above. 


Archeological 
consultant 


Prior to the issuance 
of the last certificate 
of occupancy for the 
proposed project 


ERO  Considered 
complete upon 
submittal to ERO 


and other 
repositories 
identified in 


mitigation measure 
of Final 


Archeological 
Resources Report 


Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐7 – Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. The treatment of 
human  remains  and of  associated or unassociated  funerary objects discovered during  any 
soils  disturbing  activity  shall  comply with  applicable  State  and  Federal  laws.  This  shall 
include  immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and 
the ERO, and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native 
American  remains,  notification  of  the  California  State  Native  American  Heritage 
Commission  (NAHC)  who  shall  appoint  a  Most  Likely  Descendant  (MLD)  (PRC 
Section 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall have up 
to  but  not  beyond  six  days  of  discovery  to  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  develop  an 
agreement  for  the  treatment  of  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary 
objects  with  appropriate  dignity  (CEQA  Guidelines  Section 15064.5(d)).  The  agreement 
should  take  into  consideration  the  appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis, 
custodianship,  curation,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or 
unassociated  funerary  objects. Nothing  in  existing  State  regulations  or  in  this mitigation 
measure compels  the project sponsor and  the ERO  to accept recommendations of an MLD. 
The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native American human remains 
and associated or unassociated burial objects until  completion of any  scientific analyses of 
the human remains or objects as specified  in  the treatment agreement  if such as agreement 
has been made or, otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO. 


Project sponsor, 
contractor, Planning 


Department’s 
archeologist or 
archaeological 


consultant, and ERO 


Throughout the 
duration of ground‐
disturbing activities 


Project sponsor to 
notify ERO, Coroner, 
and, if applicable, 
NAHC of any 


discovery of human 
remains 


Considered 
complete upon 
completion of 


ground‐disturbing 
activities 
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Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐8 – Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program. If the ERO 
determines that a significant archeological resource is present, and if in consultation with the 
affiliated  Native  American  tribal  representatives,  the  ERO  determines  that  the  resource 
constitutes a tribal cultural resource (TCR) and that the resource could be adversely affected 
by the proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse 
effect on the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible. 


If  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO),  in  consultation  with  the  affiliated  Native 
American  tribal  representatives  and  the  Project  Sponsor,  determines  that  preservation‐in‐
place of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the Project Sponsor 
shall  implement  an  interpretive  program  of  the  TCR  in  consultation with  affiliated  tribal 
representatives. An  interpretive plan produced  in consultation with  the ERO and affiliated 
tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO would be required to guide 
the  interpretive  program.  The  plan  shall  identify,  as  appropriate,  proposed  locations  for 
installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays or installation, 
the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long‐term maintenance program. 
The  interpretive  program  may  include  artist  installations,  preferably  by  local  Native 
American  artists,  oral  histories  with  local  Native  Americans,  artifacts  displays  and 
interpretation, and educational panels or other informational displays. 


Project sponsor in 
consultation with 


tribal 
representative(s), as 
directed by the ERO 


If directed by the 
ERO to implement 
an interpretive 


program, approval 
of interpretive plan 
prior to the issuance 
of the certificate of 
occupancy for the 
proposed building 


affecting the relevant 
Tribal Cultural 


Resource 


ERO  Considered 
complete upon 


implementation of 
any required 


interpretive program 


4. Transportation and Circulation         


Mitigation Measure M‐C‐TR‐8a – Non‐Peak Construction Traffic Hours. To minimize the 
construction‐related  disruption  of  the  general  traffic  flow  on  adjacent  streets  during  the 
weekday AM and PM peak periods, truck movements and deliveries requiring lane closures 
should be  limited  to occur between 9:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m.  (Monday  to Friday), outside of 
peak morning and evening weekday commute hours. 


Project sponsor and 
construction 
contractor 


Throughout the 
construction period 


SFMTA, on a 
complaint basis 


Considered 
complete upon 
completion of 


project construction 


Mitigation Measure M‐C‐TR‐8b  –  Construction Management  Plan.  The  project  sponsor 
and/or  its  construction  contractor  shall  propose  a  Construction  Management  Plan  that 
includes  measures  to  reduce  potential  conflicts  between  construction  activities  and 
pedestrians,  transit  and  autos  at  the  Project  Site.  The  contractor  shall  supplement  the 
standard  elements  of  a  construction  traffic  control/management  plan  with  additional 
measures  for  Proposed  Project  construction,  such  as  staggering  start  and  end  times, 
coordinated material drop offs,  collective worker parking and  transit  to  job  site and other 
measures. Any such plan shall be reviewed by  the TASC  for consistency with  the  findings 
included  herein  and,  where  needed,  additional  measures  may  be  imposed  to  minimize 
potentially significant construction traffic impacts. 


Project sponsor, 
construction 


contractor, SFMTA, 
SF Public Works, 


ISCOTT, as directed 
by the ERO 


Prior to the issuance 
of a site permit, 


demolition permit, 
or any other permit 


from the 
Department of 


Building Inspection 


SFMTA, SF Public 
Works, Planning 
Department. 


Considered 
complete upon 
completion of 


project construction. 
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Alternative  Transportation  for Construction Workers.  Limited  parking would  be  available  for 
construction workers  in  the  future  open  space portion  of  the  Project  Site. The  location  of 
construction  worker  parking  shall  be  identified  as  well  as  the  person(s)  responsible  for 
monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan. The use of on‐street parking to 
accommodate construction worker parking shall be discouraged. The project sponsor could 
provide  additional  on‐site  parking  once  the  below  grade  parking  garage  is  usable.  To 
minimize  parking  demand  and  vehicle  trips  associated  with  construction  workers,  the 
construction contractor shall include in their contracts methods to encourage carpooling and 
transit access to  the Project Site by construction workers. Construction workers should also 
be encouraged to consider cycling and walking as alternatives to driving alone to and from 
the Project Site. 


Proposed  Project  Construction  Updates  for  Adjacent  Businesses  and  Residents.  To  minimize 
construction  impacts on access  for nearby  institutions and businesses,  the Proposed Project 
Sponsor shall provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses, such as through a website, 
with  regularly‐updated  information  regarding  Proposed  Project  construction,  including  a 
Proposed  Project  construction  contact  person,  construction  activities,  duration,  peak 
construction  activities  (e.g.,  concrete  pours),  travel  lane  closures,  and  lane  closures.  At 
regular intervals to be defined in the Construction Management Plan, an email notice shall be 
distributed by the project sponsor or its contractor(s) that shall provide current construction 
information of  interest to neighbors, as well as contact  information for specific construction 
inquiries or concerns. 


Coordinate Construction with Nearby Projects. To minimize  construction  impacts,  the Project 
Sponsor shall coordinate construction activities and closures with nearby projects, such as 10 
South Van Ness, One Oak, Better Market Street, and 1500 Mission, as specified in Mitigation 
Measure  M‐C‐TR‐8c  –  Cumulative  Construction  Coordination.  The  Project  Sponsor’s 
Construction Management  Plan, which would  be  required  for  each  development, would 
include a section that summarizes the coordination efforts. 


Maintain  Local  Circulation.  Comprehensive  signage  should  be  in  place  for  all  vehicle  and 
pedestrian detours. If necessary, the Project Sponsor should provide a traffic control officer to 
direct  traffic  around  the  Project  Site  during  detour  periods.  Pedestrian  access  should  be 
preserved during construction detours as long as safe passage can be provided. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐C‐TR‐8c – Cumulative Construction Coordination.  If  construction 
of the proposed project is determined to overlap with nearby adjacent project(s) as to result 
in  temporary  construction‐related  transportation  impacts,  and  in  addition  to preparing  its 
own  Construction Management  Plan  as  required  by Mitigation Measure M‐C‐TR‐8b,  the 
project sponsor or  its contractor(s) shall consult with various City departments such as  the 
SFMTA  and  Public  Works  through  ISCOTT,  and  other  interdepartmental  meetings  as 
deemed  necessary  by  the  SFMTA,  Public  Works,  and  the  Planning  Department.  This 
coordination  shall  address  construction‐related  vehicle  routing,  detours,  and maintaining 
transit, bicycle, vehicle, and pedestrian movements in the vicinity of the construction area for 
the duration of  the construction period overlap. Key coordination meetings would be held 
jointly  between  project  sponsors  and  contractors  of  other  projects  for  which  the  City 
departments  determine  impacts  could  overlap.  The  coordination  shall  consider  other 
ongoing  construction  in  the  project  vicinity,  including  development  and  transportation 
infrastructure projects,  and  topics of  coordination  shall  include,  but not be  limited  to,  the 
following: 


● Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours— Coordinate  limitations on truck movements 
requiring lane closures to the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. (Monday‐Friday), or 
other  times  if  approved  by  the  SFMTA,  to minimize  disruption  to  vehicular  traffic, 
including transit, during the AM and PM peak periods. 


● Construction  Truck  Routing  Plans—Identify  optimal  truck  routes  between  the  regional 
facilities  and  the  various  project  sites,  taking  into  consideration  truck  routes  of  other 
development projects and any construction activities affecting the roadway network. 


● Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidewalk Closures—Coordinate lane closures with other 
projects  requesting  concurrent  lane  and  sidewalk  closures  through  the  ISCOTT  and 
interdepartmental  meetings  process  above,  to  minimize  the  extent  and  duration  of 
requested lane and sidewalk closures. Travel lane closures shall be minimized especially 
along transit and bicycle routes, so as to  limit  the  impacts  to transit service and bicycle 
circulation and safety. 


● Maintenance  of  Transit,  Vehicle,  Bicycle,  and  Pedestrian  Access—The  project 
sponsor/construction  contractor(s)  shall  meet  with  Public  Works,  SFMTA,  the  Fire 
Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to 
include in the Construction Management Plan required by Mitigation Measure M‐C‐TR‐
8b to maintain access for transit, vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. This shall include an 
assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or other measures to reduce 
potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during 


Project sponsor, 
construction 


contractor, SFMTA, 
SF Public Works, 


ISCOTT, as directed 
by the ERO 


Prior to the issuance 
of a site permit, 


demolition permit, 
or any other permit 


from the 
Department of 


Building Inspection 


SFMTA, SF Public 
Works, Planning 
Department. 


Considered 
complete upon 
completion of 


project construction. 
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construction of the project. 


● Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers—Coordinate efforts and 
methods  to  encourage  carpooling,  bicycling,  walk  and  transit  access  to  the  various 
project sites by construction workers  (such as providing secure bicycle parking spaces, 
participating  in  free‐to‐employee  and  employer  ride  matching  program  from 
www.511.org,  participating  in  emergency  ride  home  program  through  the  City  of 
San Francisco  (www.sferh.org),  and  providing  transit  information  to  construction 
workers). 


● Coordinated Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents—Coordinate 
to the extent appropriate, notifications to nearby residences and adjacent businesses with 
regularly‐updated  information  regarding  project  construction,  including  construction 
activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel  lane closures, 
and lane closures. 


5. Noise         


Mitigation  Measure  M‐NO‐1  –  Acoustical  Assessment  of  Mechanical,  Electrical,  and 
Plumbing  (MEP) Equipment. Prior  to  issuance of  the Architectural and MEP Addendum, 
the project sponsor shall submit an Acoustical Assessment that analyzes the potential noise 
impact to adjacent receptors from mechanical equipment and identifies acoustical treatments 
such as  enclosures, acoustical  louvers or baffling, as necessary,  to achieve a 45 dB  interior 
performance  standard  resulting  from  noise  generated  by  mechanical,  electrical,  and 
plumbing  equipment  systems  when  locations  and  specifications  of  such  systems  are 
identified in the engineering plans. 


Project sponsor  Prior to issuance of 
the Architectural 


and MEP 
Addendum by the 
Department of 


Building Inspection 


ERO, Department of 
Building Inspection 


Considered 
complete upon 
issuance of 


Architectural and 
MEP Addendum 


Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐2  – Construction Noise Reduction.  Incorporate  the  following 
practices  into  the  construction  contract  agreement  documents  to  be  implemented  by  the 
construction contractor: 


● Conduct  noise  monitoring  at  the  beginning  of  major  construction  phases  (e.g., 
demolition, excavation) to determine the need and the effectiveness of noise‐attenuation 
measures. Measures needed to reduce activity that exceeds 86 dB at a distance of 50 feet 
or  73 dBA  Leq  at  the  property  line  shall  include  plywood  barriers,  suspended 
construction blankets, or other screening devices to break line of sight to noise‐sensitive 
receivers; 


● Post  signs on‐site pertaining  to permitted  construction days  and hours  and  complaint 
procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers listed; 


Project sponsor and 
construction 
contractor 


During the 
construction period 


Planning 
Department, 
Department of 


Building Inspection 
(as requested and/or 
on complaint basis), 
Police Department 
(on complaint basis). 


Considered 
complete at the 
completion of 


project construction 
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● Notify  the  City  and  neighbors  in  advance  of  the  schedule  for  each  major  phase  of 
construction and expected loud activities; 


● Construction  activity  shall  be  limited  to  the  hours  of  7:00 a.m.  to  8:00 p.m.  per  San 
Francisco Police Code Article 29. Construction outside of these hours shall be approved 
through a development permit based on a site‐specific construction noise mitigation plan 
and  a  finding  by  the  Director  of  Building  Inspection  that  the  construction  noise 
mitigation plan is adequate to prevent noise disturbance of affected residential uses; 


● When  feasible,  select  “quiet”  construction  methods  and  equipment  (e.g.,  improved 
mufflers, use of intake silencers, engine enclosures); 


● Locate  stationary  equipment, material  stockpiles,  and  vehicle  staging  areas  as  far  as 
practicable  from  all  identified  sensitive  receptors.  Avoid  placing  stationary  noise 
generating equipment (e.g., generators, compressors) within noise‐sensitive buffer areas 
(measured at 20 feet) from immediately adjacent neighbors; 


● All  construction  equipment  is  required  to be  in good working order  and mufflers  are 
required to be inspected proper functionality; 


● Prohibit unnecessary idling of equipment and engines; 


● During Phase 2 of construction, stationary equipment should be  located  internal  to  the 
project to the extent feasible to allow for the shielding provided by the Phase 1 buildings; 


● Impact  tools  (e.g.,  jack  hammers,  pavement  breakers,  and  rock  drills)  used  for 
construction  shall be hydraulically or  electrically powered wherever possible  to  avoid 
noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where 
use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust 
shall  be  used;  this muffler  can  lower  noise  levels  from  the  exhaust  by  up  to  about 
10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could 
achieve  a  reduction  of  five dBA. Quieter procedures,  such  as use  of drills  rather  than 
impact tools, shall be used where feasible; and 


● The project sponsor shall designate a point of contact to respond to noise complaints. The 
point  of  contact  must  have  the  authority  to  modify  construction  noise‐generating 
activities  to  ensure  compliance with  the measures  above  and with  the  San  Francisco 
Noise Ordinance. 
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6. Air Quality         


Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐3 – Construction Air Quality. The project sponsor or the project 
sponsor’s Contractor shall comply with the following: 


A.  Engine Requirements. 


1.  Electric  construction  equipment used during  the Phase 1  construction period  shall 
include air compressors, concrete/industrial saws, signal boards, pumps, cement and 
mortar mixers, and  stationary  cranes. Electric  construction equipment used during 
the  Phase 2  construction  period  shall  include  air  compressors,  concrete/industrial 
saws, signal boards, pumps, cement and mortar mixers, and stationary cranes. 


2.  All off‐road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 20 total hours 
over  the  entire  duration  of  construction  activities  shall  have  engines  that meet  or 
exceed  either  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  or  California  Air 
Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off‐road emission standards, and have been retrofitted 
with  an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control  Strategy. Equipment with 
engines  meeting  Tier 4  Interim  or  Tier 4  Final  off‐road  emission  standards 
automatically meet this requirement. 


3.  Where access to alternative sources of power is reasonably available, portable diesel 
engines shall be prohibited. 


4.  Diesel engines, whether for off‐road or on‐road equipment, shall not be left idling for 
more  than  two minutes,  at  any  location,  except  as  provided  in  exceptions  to  the 
applicable  state  regulations  regarding  idling  for  off‐road  and  on‐road  equipment 
(e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The Contractor shall post  legible 
and visible signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and 
at the construction site to remind operators of the two‐minute idling limit. 


5.  The  Contractor  shall  require  that  construction workers  and  equipment  operators 
properly  maintain  and  tune  equipment  in  accordance  with  manufacturer 
specifications. 


B.  Waivers. 


1.  The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer or designee  (ERO) may 
waive  the  alternative  source  of  power  requirement  of  Subsection (A)(2)  if  an 
alternative  source  of  power  is  limited  or  infeasible  at  the  project  site.  If  the  ERO 
grants  the waiver,  the Contractor must  submit documentation  that  the  equipment 
used  for onsite power generation meets  the  requirements of Subsection (A)(1), and 
that  no  air  quality  significance  threshold  used  in  this  Initial  Study  would  be 


Project sponsor/ 
contractor(s) 


Prior to issuance of a 
site permit, 


demolition permit, 
or any other permit 


from the 
Department of 


Building Inspection, 
with ongoing 


compliance with the 
Construction 
Emissions 


Minimization Plan 
throughout the 


construction period 


ERO to review and 
approve 


Construction 
Emissions 


Minimization Plan; 
project sponsor and 


construction 
contractor to comply 
with, and document 
compliance with, 
Construction 
Emissions 


Minimization Plan as 
required by the ERO 


Construction 
Emissions 


Minimization Plan 
considered complete 
upon ERO review 
and acceptance of 
Plan; measure 


considered complete 
upon completion of 
project construction 
and submittal to 
ERO of required 
documentation 
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exceeded. 


2.  The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if a particular 
piece of off‐road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS  is technically not feasible 
or not commercially available; the equipment would not produce desired emissions 
reduction  due  to  expected  operating modes;  installation  of  the  equipment would 
create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a compelling 
emergency  need  to  use  off‐road  equipment  that  is  not  retrofitted  with  an  ARB 
Level 3 VDECS. If seeking a waiver, the Contractor must use the next cleanest piece 
of  off‐road  equipment,  according  to  Table M‐AQ‐3a‐3,  and  submit  documentation 
showing that no air quality significance threshold used in this Initial Study would be 
exceeded. No waivers shall be granted if an air quality significance threshold would 
be exceeded by doing so. 


 


TABLE M‐AQ‐3A‐3  OFF‐ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP‐DOWN SCHEDULE 
Compliance Alternative  Engine Emission Standard  Emissions Control 


1  Tier 2  ARB Level 2 VDECS 


2  Tier 2  ARB Level 1 VDECS 


3  Tier 2  Alternative Fuel* 


ow to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment requirements cannot be met, then the project 
onsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot supply 
f‐road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2.
e ERO determines that the Contractor cannot supply off‐road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, th
e Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 3. 
Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 


 


C.  Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before  starting  on‐site  construction  activities, 
the Contractor  shall  submit  a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan  (Plan)  to  the 
ERO  for  review  and  approval.  The  Plan  shall  state,  in  reasonable  detail,  how  the 
Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. 


1.  The  Plan  shall  include  estimates  of  the  construction  timeline  by  phase,  with  a 
description  of  each  piece  of  off‐road  equipment  required  for  every  construction 
phase. The description may include, but is not limited to equipment type, equipment 
manufacturer,  equipment  identification  number,  engine  model  year,  engine 
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certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage 
and  hours  of  operation.  For  VDECS  installed,  the  description  may  include 
technology  type,  serial  number,  make,  model,  manufacturer,  ARB  verification 
number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For 
off‐road equipment using alternative fuels, the description shall also specify the type 
of alternative fuel being used. 


2.  The project  sponsor  shall  ensure  that all applicable  requirements of  the Plan have 
been  incorporated  into  the  contract  specifications.  The  Plan  shall  include  a 
certification statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with the Plan. 


3.  The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on‐site during 
working hours. The Contractor shall post at the construction site a legible and visible 
sign  summarizing  the  Plan.  The  sign  shall  also  state  that  the  public may  ask  to 
inspect the Plan for the project at any time during working hours and shall explain 
how to request to inspect the Plan. The Contractor shall post at least one copy of the 
sign in a visible location on each side of the construction site facing a public right‐of‐
way. 


D.  Monitoring. After start of Construction Activities,  the Contractor shall submit quarterly 
reports  to  the  ERO  documenting  compliance  with  the  Plan.  Within  six  months  of 
completion of construction activity,  the project sponsor shall submit  to  the ERO a  final 
report  summarizing  construction  activities,  including  the  start  and  end  dates  and 
duration of each construction phase, and the specific information required in the Plan. 


Project sponsor  Quarterly, after start 
of construction 
activities, and 


within six months of 
completion of 


construction activity 


Project sponsor/ 
contractor(s) and the 


ERO 


Considered 
complete on 


findings by ERO 
that Plan is 
being/was 


implemented 
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13. Geology and Soils         


Mitigation Measure M‐GE‐3a – Design Approval and Construction Monitoring for BART 
Subway Structure. Prior to  issuance of the structural plan addendum to the site permit for 
the proposed project by DBI,  the project  sponsor  shall  submit  such plans  to BART  for  its 
review  and  approval  to  ensure  that  the  plans  comply  with  BART  guidelines  for  the 
construction activity in the BART Zone of Influence (ZOI), including the General Guidelines for 
Design  and  Construction  Over  or  Adjacent  to  BART’s  Subway  Structures,  and  Procedures  for 
Permit and Plan Review. 


The  project  sponsor  and  its  structural  engineer  shall  coordinate with  BART  to  determine 
which of the following guidelines must be included in the plans to be submitted to BART for 
review: 


● Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Geotechnical Investigation reports, which shall include 
an engineering geology map, a site plan showing the location of subway structures and 
BART  easement,  a  soil  reworking  plan,  and  the  geological  conclusion  and 
recommendations; 


● Dewatering monitoring and recharging plans; 


● A  vibration monitoring plan  and/or movement  and deformation monitoring plans  for 
steel lined tunnels, including locations and details of instruments in subways; 


● A foundation plan showing the anticipated total foundation loads; 


● An excavation plan for area in the ZOI, showing excavation slope or shoring system; and 


● A description of the procedures and control of the soil compaction operation. 


The project sponsor and its consultant shall monitor the groundwater level in the BART ZOI, 
and piezometers shall be installed on the sidewalk adjacent to the site if requested by BART. 


Project sponsor  Prior to issuance of 
the structural plan 
addendum to the 


site permit from the 
Department of 


Building Inspection 


BART, Department of 
Building Inspection 


Considered 
complete on 
notification to 
Department of 


Building Inspection 
by BART that the 
foundation and 


dewatering plans are 
approved. 
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Mitigation  Measure M‐GE‐3b  –  Monitoring  of  Adjacent  Structures  in  the  Event  of 
Dewatering.  If  recommended  by  the  final  geotechnical  report,  the  project  sponsor would 
retain a qualified professional to monitor potential settlement and subsidence at permanent 
structures within 50 feet of the project site. The monitoring shall include, but not be limited 
to, the following tasks prior to dewatering: 


● Establish  survey  measurements  of  the  exterior  elevations  of  adjacent  properties  to 
monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  adjacent  permanent  structures  during 
excavation; 


● Photograph  and/or  video  the  exterior  the  relevant  structures  to  document  existing 
conditions  prior  to  commencement  of  dewatering.  The  photographic  and/or  video 
survey  shall  be  adequate  in  scope  to  provide  a  legally  binding  “before  and  after” 
comparison of the conditions of the adjacent permanent structures; and 


● Install  inclinometers and piezometers  if necessary  to monitor movement of  the shoring 
system  and  to  monitor  groundwater  levels,  respectively,  during  excavation  and 
construction. 


Upon start of construction, the qualified professional shall perform the following tasks: 


● Monitor  the  relevant  structures weekly  until  dewatering  and  foundation  construction 
and sealing work has been completed; and 


● In  the event  that  there  is more  than one‐half  inch of  lateral movement, or one‐quarter 
inch  of  vertical movement,  at  an  adjacent  permanent  structure  within  50 feet  of  the 
project  site,  the  qualified  individual  shall  immediately  notify  the  adjacent  property 
owner,  the  project  sponsor’s  general  contractor,  the  shoring  and  excavation 
subcontractor,  and  DBI,  and  the  project  sponsor  shall  instruct  its  contractor  and 
subcontractor  to  stop work until  such  time  that  appropriate  remedial  steps have been 
completed. 


Project sponsor  If recommended by 
final geotechnical 
report, sponsor to 
retain qualified 


professional prior to 
the start of 
dewatering; 


monitoring to occur 
throughout 
foundation 


construction in both 
Phases 1 and 2. 


ERO, Department of 
Building Inspection 


Considered 
complete at the 
completion of 


Phase 2 foundation. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐GE‐6  –  Inadvertent  Discovery  of  Paleontological  Resources.  If 
potential vertebrate fossils are discovered by construction crews, all earthwork or other types 
of ground disturbance within 50 feet of the find shall stop immediately and the monitor shall 
notify the City. The fossil should be protected by an “exclusion zone” (an area approximately 
five feet  around  the discovery  that  is marked with  caution  tape  to prevent damage  to  the 
fossil). Work  shall  not  resume  until  a  qualified  professional  paleontologist  can  assess  the 
nature and importance of the find. Based on the scientific value or uniqueness of the find, the 
qualified  paleontologist may  record  the  find  and  allow work  to  continue,  or  recommend 
salvage  and  recovery  of  the  fossil.  The  qualified  paleontologist  may  also  propose 
modifications to the stop‐work radius based on the nature of the find, site geology, and the 
activities occurring on the site. If treatment and salvage  is required, recommendations shall 
be  consistent with  SVP’s  2010  Standard Procedures  for  the Assessment  and Mitigation  of 
Adverse Impacts to Paleontological Resources, and currently accepted scientific practice, and 
shall be subject to review and approval by the City. If required, treatment for fossil remains 
may  include preparation and  recovery of  fossil materials so  that  they can be housed  in an 
appropriate museum or university  collection  [e.g.,  the University of California Museum of 
Paleontology], and may also  include preparation of a  report  for publication describing  the 
finds. The City shall ensure that information on the nature, location, and depth of all finds is 
readily  available  to  the  scientific  community  through  university  curation  or  other 
appropriate means. 


Project sponsor, 
construction 


contractor, and, if 
required due to 
discovery of 


potential vertebrate 
fossil(s), qualified 
paleontologist 


Throughout the 
duration of ground‐
disturbing activities 


Project sponsor to 
notify ERO of any 


discovery of potential 
vertebrate fossil(s) 


Considered 
complete upon 
completion of 


ground‐disturbing 
activities 
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4. Transportation and Circulation         


Improvement  Measure  I‐TR‐2a  –  Monitoring  and  Abatement  of  Queues.  As  an 
improvement measure  to reduce  the potential  for queuing of vehicles accessing  the project 
site,  it  should be  the  responsibility of  the project  sponsor  to  ensure  that  recurring vehicle 
queues or vehicle conflicts do not occur adjacent to the site. A vehicle queue is defined as one 
or more vehicles blocking any portion of adjacent sidewalks or travel lanes for a consecutive 
period of three minutes or longer on a daily and/or weekly basis. 


If  recurring  queuing  occurs,  the  owner/operator  of  the  facility  should  employ  abatement 
methods  as  needed  to  abate  the  queue.  Appropriate  abatement  methods  would  vary 
depending  on  the  characteristics  and  causes  of  the  recurring  queue,  as  well  as  the 
characteristics of the parking and loading facility, the street(s) to which the facility connects, 
and the associated land uses (if applicable). 


Suggested  abatement methods  include,  but  are  not  limited  to  the  following:  redesign  of 
facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or on‐site queue capacity; employment of parking 
attendants;  installation of LOT FULL signs with active management by parking attendants; 
use  of  valet  parking  or  other  space‐efficient  parking  techniques;  use  of  off‐site  parking 
facilities or shared parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage 
directing drivers  to available spaces;  travel demand management strategies as discussed  in 
the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program in the project description; and/or 
parking demand management strategies such as parking time  limits, paid parking, time‐of‐
day parking surcharge, or validated parking. 


If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, determines that a recurring queue or conflict 
may  be  present,  the  Planning  Department  should  notify  the  project  sponsor,  successor 
owner/operator  or  garage  operator,  as  applicable,  in  writing.  Upon  request,  the 
owner/operator should hire a qualified  transportation consultant  to evaluate  the conditions 
at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant should prepare a monitoring report to 
be submitted to the Planning Department for review. If the Planning Department determines 
that a recurring queue or conflict does exist,  the project sponsor should have 90 days  from 
the  date  of  the  written  determination  to  abate  the  recurring  queue  or  conflict,  to  the 
satisfaction of the Planning Department. 


Project sponsor, 
successor building 


owner(s)/operator(s), 
parking garage 
operator(s) 


Ongoing during 
project operation 


ERO or other 
Planning Department 


staff 


Monitoring of the 
public right‐of‐way 
would be on‐going 


by the 
owner/operator of 
off‐street parking 


operations. 
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Improvement Measure  I‐TR‐2b  – Notification  at Driveway.  The  Project  Sponsor  should 
provide  visible/audible  warning  notification  at  the  two  driveway  entrances  to  alert 
pedestrians to vehicles entering and exiting the driveway. Signage should be installed inside 
and outside  the garage entrances, directing drivers  to proceed with  caution. Conditions at 
the  driveways  should  be monitored  during  project  occupancy  to  determine  whether  an 
additional  audible  warning  signal(s)  or  detectible  warning  surfaces  are  necessary  to 
supplement the visible warning signal. The final site design will ensure the proposed project 
driveways are designed appropriately for the visually impaired. 


Project sponsor  Prior to issuance of 
Certificate of 
Occupancy for 


building served by 
relevant driveway 
(Building A and 
Building B) 


ERO and SFMTA  Considered 
complete upon 
installation of 


devices. 


Improvement Measure  I‐TR‐6a – Consolidated Service Deliveries. Building management 
should work with delivery providers  (UPS, FedEx, DHL, USPS, etc.)  to  coordinate  regular 
delivery times and appropriate loading locations for each building, and retail tenants should 
be  required  to  schedule  their deliveries. The Project  Sponsor will  evaluate  the  benefits  of 
consolidating  residential  deliveries  for  the  market‐rate  buildings  by  providing  package 
storage in the buildings that front a loading zone as a potential way to discourage short‐term 
parking  on Market  Street. Management  should  instruct  all  delivery  services  that  trucks 
bound  for  the  project  site  are  not  permitted  to  stop  on Market  Street,  to  encroach  in  the 
transit‐only or bicycle lanes on Market Street, or to impede the movement of transit vehicles, 
other vehicles or bicycles by restricting access to the right‐turn‐only lane on Market Street at 
12th Street. Delivery  service providers  should  be  strongly  encouraged  to  comply with  the 
project site’s loading procedures. 


Project sponsor or 
successor owner/ 


manager of 
residential building, 
TDM coordinator 


Ongoing during 
project operation 


Planning Department 
– TDM monitoring 


staff, SFMTA 


Ongoing 


Improvement  Measure  I‐TR‐6b  –  Managed  Move‐In/Move‐Out  Operations.  Building 
management should be responsible for coordinating and scheduling all move‐in and move‐
out operations. To the extent possible, such operations requiring the use of on‐street loading 
zones  would  occur  during  after‐hours  and  on  weekends.  Tenants  would  be  strongly 
encouraged to comply with building move‐in/move‐out operations. 


Project sponsor or 
successor owner/ 


manager of 
residential building, 
TDM coordinator 


Ongoing during 
project operation 


Planning Department 
– TDM monitoring 


staff SFMTA 


Ongoing 
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
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1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Sucre, Richard (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 4:19 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: MMRP for 1629 Market St
 
Hello Jonas and Christine,
 
Can you forward this to the Planning Commission? This is for Case No. 2015-005848CUA.
 
We neglected to include the MMRP in the Commission packet. We’ll bring hard copies to the public

hearing on Thursday, October 19th.
 
Rich
 
Richard Sucre
Senior Planner/Team Leader, Southeast Quadrant-Current Planning Division
Preservation Technical Specialist
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1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
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Cultural Resources         


Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐1a  – HABS Documentation. To document  the Lesser Brothers 
Building more  thoroughly  than  has  been  done  to  date,  prior  to  the  start  of  demolition 
activities,  the project sponsor shall cause to be prepared documentation  in accordance with 
the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS), a program of the National Park Service. The 
sponsor shall ensure that documentation is completed according to the HABS standards. The 
photographs and accompanying HABS Historical Report shall be maintained on‐site, as well 
as  in  the appropriate repositories,  including but not  limited  to,  the San Francisco Planning 
Department, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the San Francisco Public Library, and the 
Northwest  Information Center  of  the California Historical Resources  Information  System. 
The contents of  the report shall  include an architectural description, historical context, and 
statement  of  significance,  per  HABS  reporting  standards.  The  documentation  shall  be 
undertaken  by  a  qualified professional who meets  the  standards  for  history,  architectural 
history,  or  architecture  (as  appropriate),  as  set  forth  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s 
Professional  Qualification  Standards  (36 Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Part 61).  HABS 
documentation  shall  provide  the  appropriate  level  of  visual  documentation  and  written 
narrative based on  the  importance of  the resource  (types of visual documentation  typically 
range  from  producing  a  sketch  plan  to  developing measured  drawings  and  view  camera 
(4x5)  black  and white  photographs).  The  appropriate  level  of HABS  documentation  and 
written narrative shall be determined by the Planning Department’s Preservation staff. The 
report shall be reviewed by the Planning Department’s Preservation staff for completeness. 
In certain instances, Department Preservation staff may request HABS‐level photography, a 
historical report, and/or measured architectural drawings of the existing building(s). 
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Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐1b –  Interpretive Display. Prior  to  the  start of demolition,  the 
project  sponsor  shall  work  with  Planning  Department  Preservation  staff  and  another 
qualified  professional  to  design  a  publicly  accessible  interpretive  display  that  would 
memorialize the Lesser Brothers Building, which would be effectively demolished under the 
proposed project. The contents of  the  interpretative display shall be approved by Planning 
Department Preservation  staff, and may  include  the history of development of  the project 
site, including the non‐historic Local 38 union hall building and the Civic Center Hotel (and 
possibly buildings demolished previously), and/or other relevant  information. This display 
could  take  the  form of a kiosk, plaque, or other display method  containing panels of  text, 
historic  photographs,  excerpts  of  oral  histories,  and  maps.  The  development  of  the 
interpretive display should be overseen by a qualified professional who meets the standards 
for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate) set forth by the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61). An 
outline of the format, location and content of the interpretive display shall be reviewed and 
approved by Planning Department Preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition permit 
or site permit. The format, location and content of the interpretive display must be finalized 
prior  to  issuance  of  the  Architectural  and  Mechanical,  Electrical,  and  Plumbing  (MEP) 
Addendum for the Building A project component. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐1c  –  Protect On‐Site Historical Resources  from Construction 
Activities. The project  sponsor  shall  incorporate  into  construction  contracts  a  requirement 
that  the  construction contractor(s) use  feasible means  to avoid damage  to on‐site historical 
resources  (portion of  the Lesser Brothers Building  to be  retained  and Civic Center Hotel). 
Such  methods  may  include  staging  of  equipment  and  materials  as  far  as  feasible  from 
historic  buildings  to  avoid  direct  damage;  using  techniques  in  demolition,  excavation, 
shoring, and construction that create the minimum feasible vibration (such as using concrete 
saws  instead  of  jackhammers  or  hoe‐rams  to  open  excavation  trenches,  the  use  of  non‐
vibratory  rollers, and hand excavation); maintaining a buffer zone when possible between 
heavy  equipment  and historic  resource(s);  and  enclosing  construction  scaffolding  to  avoid 
damage from falling objects or debris. These construction specifications shall be submitted to 
the  Planning  Department  along  with  the  Demolition  and  Site  Permit  Applications.  To 
promote proper coordination of construction logistic activities intended to avoid damage to 
both adjacent and on‐site historical resources, the methods proposed  in M‐CR‐1c should be 
coordinated with  those proposed  in M‐CR‐4a, Protect Adjacent Historical Resources  from 
Construction Activities. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐1d  –  Vibration Monitoring  Program  for  On‐Site  Historical 
Resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified structural engineer and 
preservation  architect  that  meet  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Historic  Preservation 
Professional Qualification Standards to conduct a Pre‐Construction Assessment of the on‐site 
historical resources (portion of the Lesser Brothers Building to be retained and Civic Center 
Hotel)  prior  to  any  ground‐disturbing  activity.  The  Pre‐Construction Assessment  shall  be 
prepared to establish a baseline, and shall contain written and/or photographic descriptions 
of  the  existing  condition  of  the  visible  exteriors  of  the  adjacent  buildings.  The  structural 
engineer and/or preservation architect shall also develop and the project sponsor shall adopt 
a  Vibration Management  and Monitoring  Plan  to  protect  the  on‐site  historical  resources 
against damage  caused  by  vibration  or differential  settlement  caused  by  vibration during 
project construction activities. In this plan, the maximum vibration level not to be exceeded 
at each building shall be determined by the structural engineer and/or preservation architect 
for the project. The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall document the criteria 
used in establishing the maximum vibration level for the project. The Vibration Management 
and Monitoring Plan shall  include vibration monitoring and regular periodic  inspections at 
the project site by the structural engineer and/or historic preservation consultant throughout 
the duration of  the major structural project activities  to ensure  that vibration  levels do not 
exceed  the  established  standard.  The  Pre‐Construction  Assessment  and  Vibration 
Management  and  Monitoring  Plan  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Planning  Department 
Preservation staff prior to issuance of any construction permits. Should damage to either of 
the  on‐site  historical  resources  be  observed,  construction  shall  be  halted  and  alternative 
techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible, and/or repairs shall be completed as part of 
project construction. A final report on the vibration monitoring of the portion of  the Lesser 
Brothers Building  to  be  retained  shall  be  submitted  to  Planning Department  Preservation 
staff prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the addition to that building, and 
a  final  report on  the vibration monitoring of  the Civic Center Hotel  shall be  submitted  to 
Planning Department Preservation staff prior  to  the  issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 
for that building following its rehabilitation. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐4a – Protect Adjacent Historical Resources  from Construction 
Activities. The project  sponsor  shall  incorporate  into  construction  contracts  a  requirement 
that the construction contractor(s) use feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent historical 
resources  at  42 12th  Street  and  56–70 12th  Street.  Such  methods may  include  staging  of 
equipment and materials as  far as  feasible  from historic buildings  to direct damage; using 
techniques  in  demolition,  excavation,  shoring,  and  construction  that  create  the minimum 
feasible vibration (such as using concrete saws instead of jackhammers or hoe‐rams to open 
excavation  trenches,  the use of non‐vibratory  rollers, and hand  excavation); maintaining a 
buffer zone when possible between heavy equipment and historic resource(s); and enclosing 
construction scaffolding  to avoid damage  from  falling objects or debris. These construction 
specifications shall be submitted to the Planning Department along with the Demolition and 
Site Permit Applications. To promote proper coordination of construction  logistic activities 
intended  to  avoid  damage  to  both  adjacent  and  on‐site  historical  resources,  the methods 
proposed in M‐CR‐4a should be coordinated with those proposed in M‐CR‐1c. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐4b  – Vibration Monitoring  Program  for Adjacent Historical 
Resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified structural engineer and 
preservation  architect  that  meet  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Historic  Preservation 
Professional  Qualification  Standards  to  conduct  a  Pre‐Construction  Assessment  of  the 
adjacent  historical  resources  at  42 12th  Street  and  56–70 12th  Street.  Prior  to  any  ground‐
disturbing  activity,  the  Pre‐Construction  Assessment  shall  be  prepared  to  establish  a 
baseline, and shall contain written and/or photographic descriptions of the existing condition 
of the visible exteriors of the adjacent buildings and in interior locations upon permission of 
the owners of the adjacent properties. The Pre‐Condition Assessment shall determine specific 
locations  to  be  monitored,  and  include  annotated  drawings  of  the  buildings  to  locate 
accessible digital photo  locations  and  location of  survey markers  and/or other monitoring 
devices (e.g., to measure vibrations). The Pre‐Construction Assessment shall be submitted to 
the Planning Department along with the Site Demolition and/or Permit Applications. 


The structural engineer and/or preservation architect shall develop and  the project sponsor 
shall also adopt  a Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan  to protect  the buildings at 
42 12th  Street  and  56–70 12th  Street  against  damage  caused  by  vibration  or  differential 
settlement  caused  by  vibration  during  project  construction  activities.  In  this  plan,  the 
maximum vibration  level not  to be exceeded at each building shall be 0.2 inch/second, or a 
different  level determined by  the  site‐specific  assessment made by  the  structural  engineer 
and/or  preservation  architect  for  the  project.  The Vibration Management  and Monitoring 
Plan should document the criteria used in establishing the maximum vibration level for the 
project. The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall include continuous vibration 
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monitoring  throughout  the duration of  the major structural project activities  to ensure  that 
vibration  levels  do  not  exceed  the  established  standard.  The  Vibration Management  and 
Monitoring Plan shall be submitted  to  the Planning Department Preservation staff prior  to 
issuance of any construction permits. 


Should vibration  levels be observed  in excess of  the standard, or  if damage  to either of  the 
buildings at 42 12th Street and 56–70 12th Street is observed, construction shall be halted and 
alternative  techniques put  in practice,  to  the extent  feasible. The structural engineer and/or 
historic  preservation  consultant  shall  conduct  regular  periodic  inspections  of  digital 
photographs,  survey markers,  and/or  other monitoring  devices  during  ground‐disturbing 
activity  at  project  site.  The  buildings  shall  be  protected  to  prevent  further  damage  and 
remediated  to  pre‐construction  conditions  as  shown  in  the  Pre‐Construction  Assessment 
with  the  consent  of  the  building  owner. Any  remedial  repairs  shall  not  require  building 
upgrades to comply with current San Francisco Building Code standards. A final report on the 
vibration monitoring shall be submitted  to Planning Department Preservation staff prior  to 
the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for Building D. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐6 – Archeological Testing. Based on a reasonable presumption 
that archeological resources may be present within the project area, the following measures 
shall  be undertaken  to  avoid  any potentially  significant  adverse  effect  from  the proposed 
project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources.  The  project  sponsor  shall  retain  the 
services  of  an  archeological  consultant  from  the  rotational  Department  Qualified 
Archeological  Consultants  List  (QACL)  maintained  by  the  Planning  Department 
archeologist.  The  project  sponsor  shall  contact  the Department  archeologist  to  obtain  the 
names  and  contact  information  for  the next  three  archeological  consultants on  the QACL. 
The archeological  consultant  shall undertake an archeological  testing program as  specified 
herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring 
and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this  measure.  The  archeological 
consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction of the 
Environmental Review Officer  (ERO). All plans and  reports prepared by  the  consultant as 
specified herein  shall be  submitted  first and directly  to  the ERO  for  review and  comment, 
and  shall  be  considered draft  reports  subject  to  revision until  final  approval  by  the ERO. 
Archeological monitoring  and/or  data  recovery programs  required  by  this measure  could 
suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of 
the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only  if such a 
suspension  is  the  only  feasible means  to  reduce  to  a  less  than  significant  level  potential 
effects  on  a  significant  archeological  resource  as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(a) and (c). 
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Consultation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an archeological  site1  associated 
with  descendant Native Americans,  the Overseas Chinese,  or  other  potentially  interested 
descendant group, an appropriate representative2 of the descendant group and the ERO shall 
be contacted. The representative of the descendant group, shall be given the opportunity to 
monitor  archeological  field  investigations  of  the  site  and  to  offer  recommendations  to  the 
ERO  regarding appropriate archeological  treatment of  the  site, of  recovered data  from  the 
site,  and,  if  applicable,  any  interpretative  treatment of  the  associated  archeological  site. A 
copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of 
the descendant group. 
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1 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial. 
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Archeological Testing Program. The archeological  consultant  shall prepare and  submit  to  the 
ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing 
program shall be conducted  in accordance with  the approved ATP. The ATP shall  identify 
the  property  types  of  the  expected  archeological  resource(s)  that  potentially  could  be 
adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of  the  archeological  testing  program  will  be  to 
determine  to  the extent possible  the presence or absence of archeological  resources and  to 
identify  and  to  evaluate  whether  any  archeological  resource  encountered  on  the  site 
constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 
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Date ATP submitted 
to the ERO: 
________ 


 


Date ATP approved 
by the ERO: 
________ 


 


Date of initial soils 
disturbing activities: 
________ 


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
2 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact List 
for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of 
America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 
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At  the  completion  of  the  archeological  testing program,  the  archeological  consultant  shall 
submit  a written  report  of  the  findings  to  the  ERO.  If  based  on  the  archeological  testing 
program  the archeological  consultant  finds  that  significant archeological  resources may be 
present,  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant  shall  determine  if 
additional measures  are warranted. Additional measures  that may  be undertaken  include 
additional  archeological  testing,  archeological  monitoring,  and/or  an  archeological  data 
recovery  program. No  archeological  data  recovery  shall  be  undertaken without  the  prior 
approval of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. If the ERO determines that a 
significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected 
by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 


A.  The  proposed  project  shall  be  re‐designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on  the 
significant archeological resource; or 


B.  A  data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented,  unless  the  ERO  determines  that  the 
archeological  resource  is  of  greater  interpretive  than  research  significance  and  that 
interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 


Project sponsor/ 
archeological 


consultant at the 
direction of the ERO. 


After completion of 
the Archeological 
Testing Program. 


Archeological 
consultant shall 


submit report of the 
findings of the ATP 


to the ERO. 


Date archeological 
findings report 
submitted to the 
ERO: ________ 


 


ERO determination 
of significant 
archeological 
resource present?  


Y       N 


Would resource be 
adversely affected? 


Y       N 


Additional 
mitigation to be 
undertaken by 
project sponsor? 


Y        N 
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Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant 
determines  that  an  archeological  monitoring  program  shall  be  implemented,  the 
archeological monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 


● The  archeological  consultant, project  sponsor,  and ERO  shall meet  and  consult on  the 
scope  of  the  AMP  reasonably  prior  to  any  project‐related  soils  disturbing  activities 
commencing. The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine 
what  project  activities  shall  be  archeologically  monitored.  In  most  cases,  any  soils‐ 
disturbing  activities,  such  as  demolition,  foundation  removal,  excavation,  grading, 
utilities  installation,  foundation work,  site  remediation, etc.,  shall  require archeological 
monitoring because of  the risk  these activities pose  to potential archeological resources 
and to their depositional context; 


● The  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the  alert  for 
evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to  identify the evidence of 
the  expected  resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate  protocol  in  the  event  of  apparent 
discovery of an archeological resource; 


● The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project area according to a schedule 
agreed  upon  by  the  archeological  consultant  and  the  ERO  until  the  ERO  has,  in 
consultation with project archeological consultant, determined  that project construction 
activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 


● The  archeological monitor  shall  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil  samples  and 
artefactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 


● If  an  intact  archeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils‐disturbing  activities  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  deposit  shall  cease.  The  archeological monitor  shall  be  empowered  to 
temporarily  redirect demolition/excavation/construction  activities  and  equipment until 
the deposit is evaluated. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO 
of  the  encountered  archeological  deposit.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  make  a 
reasonable  effort  to  assess  the  identity,  integrity,  and  significance  of  the  encountered 
archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 


Whether  or  not  significant  archeological  resources  are  encountered,  the  archeological 
consultant  shall  submit  a written  report of  the  findings of  the monitoring program  to  the 
ERO. 


Project sponsor/ 
archeological 
consultant/ 
archeological 
monitor/ 


contractor(s), at the 
direction of the ERO. 


ERO & archeological 
consultant shall 
meet prior to 


commencement of 
soils‐disturbing 


activity. If the ERO 
determines that an 
Archeological 


Monitoring Program 
is necessary, monitor 
throughout all soils‐
disturbing activities. 


Project sponsor/ 
archeological 
consultant/ 
archeological 
monitor/ 


contractor(s) shall 
implement the AMP, 
if required by the 


ERO. 


AMP required?  


  Y     N 


Date: ________ 


 


Date AMP 
submitted to the 
ERO: ________ 


 


Date AMP approved 
by the ERO: 
________ 


 


Date AMP 
implementation 
complete: ________ 


 


Date written report 
regarding findings 


of the AMP 
received: ________ 
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Archeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  If  required  based  on  the  results  of  the  ATP,  an 
archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data 
recovery plan  (ADRP). The  archeological  consultant, project  sponsor,  and ERO  shall meet 
and  consult  on  the  scope  of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a  draft  ADRP.  The 
archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how 
the  proposed  data  recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information  the 
archeological  resource  is  expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  what 
scientific/historical  research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource, what  data 
classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address 
the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions 
of  the  historical  property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project. 
Destructive  data  recovery methods  shall  not  be  applied  to  portions  of  the  archeological 
resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 


If required, the scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 


● Field Methods and Procedures—Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
operations. 


● Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis—Description  of  selected  cataloguing  system  and 
artifact analysis procedures. 


● Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy—Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and  post‐field 
discard and deaccession policies. 


● Interpretive  Program—Consideration  of  an  on‐site/off‐site  public  interpretive  program 
during the course of the archeological data recovery program. 


● Security  Measures—Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the  archeological 
resource from vandalism, looting, and non‐intentionally damaging activities. 


● Final Report—Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 


● Curation—Description of  the procedures and  recommendations  for  the  curation of any 
recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of  appropriate  curation 
facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 


Archeological 
consultant, as 


directed by the ERO 


If there is a 
determination that 
an ADRP program is 
required, conduct 
ADRP throughout 
all soils‐disturbing 


activities. 


Project sponsor/ 
archeological 
consultant/ 
archeological 


monitor/ contractor(s) 
shall prepare an 


ADRP if required by 
the ERO. 


ADRP required?  


  Y     N 


Date: ________ 


 


Date of scoping 
meeting for ARDP: 
________ 


 


Date Draft ARDP 
submitted to the 
ERO: ________ 


 


Date ARDP 
approved by the 
ERO:  


________ 


Date ARDP 
implementation 


complete: ________ 
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Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological  consultant  shall  submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance 
of  any  discovered  archeological  resource  and  describes  the  archeological  and  historical 
research  methods  employed  in  the  archeological  testing/monitoring/data  recovery 
program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be 
provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Once approved by  the ERO,  copies of  the FARR  shall be distributed as  follows: California 
Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy 
and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the  NWIC.  The 
Environmental Planning division of  the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one 
unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of 
any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination 
to  the National  Register  of Historic  Places/California  Register  of Historical  Resources.  In 
instances of high public  interest  in or  the high  interpretive value of  the  resource,  the ERO 
may  require  a  different  final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented 
above. 


Archeological 
consultant 


Prior to the issuance 
of the last certificate 
of occupancy for the 
proposed project 


ERO  Considered 
complete upon 
submittal to ERO 


and other 
repositories 
identified in 


mitigation measure 
of Final 


Archeological 
Resources Report 


Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐7 – Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. The treatment of 
human  remains  and of  associated or unassociated  funerary objects discovered during  any 
soils  disturbing  activity  shall  comply with  applicable  State  and  Federal  laws.  This  shall 
include  immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and 
the ERO, and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native 
American  remains,  notification  of  the  California  State  Native  American  Heritage 
Commission  (NAHC)  who  shall  appoint  a  Most  Likely  Descendant  (MLD)  (PRC 
Section 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall have up 
to  but  not  beyond  six  days  of  discovery  to  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  develop  an 
agreement  for  the  treatment  of  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary 
objects  with  appropriate  dignity  (CEQA  Guidelines  Section 15064.5(d)).  The  agreement 
should  take  into  consideration  the  appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis, 
custodianship,  curation,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or 
unassociated  funerary  objects. Nothing  in  existing  State  regulations  or  in  this mitigation 
measure compels  the project sponsor and  the ERO  to accept recommendations of an MLD. 
The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native American human remains 
and associated or unassociated burial objects until  completion of any  scientific analyses of 
the human remains or objects as specified  in  the treatment agreement  if such as agreement 
has been made or, otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO. 


Project sponsor, 
contractor, Planning 


Department’s 
archeologist or 
archaeological 


consultant, and ERO 


Throughout the 
duration of ground‐
disturbing activities 


Project sponsor to 
notify ERO, Coroner, 
and, if applicable, 
NAHC of any 


discovery of human 
remains 


Considered 
complete upon 
completion of 


ground‐disturbing 
activities 
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Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐8 – Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program. If the ERO 
determines that a significant archeological resource is present, and if in consultation with the 
affiliated  Native  American  tribal  representatives,  the  ERO  determines  that  the  resource 
constitutes a tribal cultural resource (TCR) and that the resource could be adversely affected 
by the proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse 
effect on the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible. 


If  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO),  in  consultation  with  the  affiliated  Native 
American  tribal  representatives  and  the  Project  Sponsor,  determines  that  preservation‐in‐
place of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the Project Sponsor 
shall  implement  an  interpretive  program  of  the  TCR  in  consultation with  affiliated  tribal 
representatives. An  interpretive plan produced  in consultation with  the ERO and affiliated 
tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO would be required to guide 
the  interpretive  program.  The  plan  shall  identify,  as  appropriate,  proposed  locations  for 
installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays or installation, 
the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long‐term maintenance program. 
The  interpretive  program  may  include  artist  installations,  preferably  by  local  Native 
American  artists,  oral  histories  with  local  Native  Americans,  artifacts  displays  and 
interpretation, and educational panels or other informational displays. 


Project sponsor in 
consultation with 


tribal 
representative(s), as 
directed by the ERO 


If directed by the 
ERO to implement 
an interpretive 


program, approval 
of interpretive plan 
prior to the issuance 
of the certificate of 
occupancy for the 
proposed building 


affecting the relevant 
Tribal Cultural 


Resource 


ERO  Considered 
complete upon 


implementation of 
any required 


interpretive program 


4. Transportation and Circulation         


Mitigation Measure M‐C‐TR‐8a – Non‐Peak Construction Traffic Hours. To minimize the 
construction‐related  disruption  of  the  general  traffic  flow  on  adjacent  streets  during  the 
weekday AM and PM peak periods, truck movements and deliveries requiring lane closures 
should be  limited  to occur between 9:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m.  (Monday  to Friday), outside of 
peak morning and evening weekday commute hours. 


Project sponsor and 
construction 
contractor 


Throughout the 
construction period 


SFMTA, on a 
complaint basis 


Considered 
complete upon 
completion of 


project construction 


Mitigation Measure M‐C‐TR‐8b  –  Construction Management  Plan.  The  project  sponsor 
and/or  its  construction  contractor  shall  propose  a  Construction  Management  Plan  that 
includes  measures  to  reduce  potential  conflicts  between  construction  activities  and 
pedestrians,  transit  and  autos  at  the  Project  Site.  The  contractor  shall  supplement  the 
standard  elements  of  a  construction  traffic  control/management  plan  with  additional 
measures  for  Proposed  Project  construction,  such  as  staggering  start  and  end  times, 
coordinated material drop offs,  collective worker parking and  transit  to  job  site and other 
measures. Any such plan shall be reviewed by  the TASC  for consistency with  the  findings 
included  herein  and,  where  needed,  additional  measures  may  be  imposed  to  minimize 
potentially significant construction traffic impacts. 


Project sponsor, 
construction 


contractor, SFMTA, 
SF Public Works, 


ISCOTT, as directed 
by the ERO 


Prior to the issuance 
of a site permit, 


demolition permit, 
or any other permit 


from the 
Department of 


Building Inspection 


SFMTA, SF Public 
Works, Planning 
Department. 


Considered 
complete upon 
completion of 


project construction. 
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Alternative  Transportation  for Construction Workers.  Limited  parking would  be  available  for 
construction workers  in  the  future  open  space portion  of  the  Project  Site. The  location  of 
construction  worker  parking  shall  be  identified  as  well  as  the  person(s)  responsible  for 
monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan. The use of on‐street parking to 
accommodate construction worker parking shall be discouraged. The project sponsor could 
provide  additional  on‐site  parking  once  the  below  grade  parking  garage  is  usable.  To 
minimize  parking  demand  and  vehicle  trips  associated  with  construction  workers,  the 
construction contractor shall include in their contracts methods to encourage carpooling and 
transit access to  the Project Site by construction workers. Construction workers should also 
be encouraged to consider cycling and walking as alternatives to driving alone to and from 
the Project Site. 


Proposed  Project  Construction  Updates  for  Adjacent  Businesses  and  Residents.  To  minimize 
construction  impacts on access  for nearby  institutions and businesses,  the Proposed Project 
Sponsor shall provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses, such as through a website, 
with  regularly‐updated  information  regarding  Proposed  Project  construction,  including  a 
Proposed  Project  construction  contact  person,  construction  activities,  duration,  peak 
construction  activities  (e.g.,  concrete  pours),  travel  lane  closures,  and  lane  closures.  At 
regular intervals to be defined in the Construction Management Plan, an email notice shall be 
distributed by the project sponsor or its contractor(s) that shall provide current construction 
information of  interest to neighbors, as well as contact  information for specific construction 
inquiries or concerns. 


Coordinate Construction with Nearby Projects. To minimize  construction  impacts,  the Project 
Sponsor shall coordinate construction activities and closures with nearby projects, such as 10 
South Van Ness, One Oak, Better Market Street, and 1500 Mission, as specified in Mitigation 
Measure  M‐C‐TR‐8c  –  Cumulative  Construction  Coordination.  The  Project  Sponsor’s 
Construction Management  Plan, which would  be  required  for  each  development, would 
include a section that summarizes the coordination efforts. 


Maintain  Local  Circulation.  Comprehensive  signage  should  be  in  place  for  all  vehicle  and 
pedestrian detours. If necessary, the Project Sponsor should provide a traffic control officer to 
direct  traffic  around  the  Project  Site  during  detour  periods.  Pedestrian  access  should  be 
preserved during construction detours as long as safe passage can be provided. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐C‐TR‐8c – Cumulative Construction Coordination.  If  construction 
of the proposed project is determined to overlap with nearby adjacent project(s) as to result 
in  temporary  construction‐related  transportation  impacts,  and  in  addition  to preparing  its 
own  Construction Management  Plan  as  required  by Mitigation Measure M‐C‐TR‐8b,  the 
project sponsor or  its contractor(s) shall consult with various City departments such as  the 
SFMTA  and  Public  Works  through  ISCOTT,  and  other  interdepartmental  meetings  as 
deemed  necessary  by  the  SFMTA,  Public  Works,  and  the  Planning  Department.  This 
coordination  shall  address  construction‐related  vehicle  routing,  detours,  and maintaining 
transit, bicycle, vehicle, and pedestrian movements in the vicinity of the construction area for 
the duration of  the construction period overlap. Key coordination meetings would be held 
jointly  between  project  sponsors  and  contractors  of  other  projects  for  which  the  City 
departments  determine  impacts  could  overlap.  The  coordination  shall  consider  other 
ongoing  construction  in  the  project  vicinity,  including  development  and  transportation 
infrastructure projects,  and  topics of  coordination  shall  include,  but not be  limited  to,  the 
following: 


● Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours— Coordinate  limitations on truck movements 
requiring lane closures to the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. (Monday‐Friday), or 
other  times  if  approved  by  the  SFMTA,  to minimize  disruption  to  vehicular  traffic, 
including transit, during the AM and PM peak periods. 


● Construction  Truck  Routing  Plans—Identify  optimal  truck  routes  between  the  regional 
facilities  and  the  various  project  sites,  taking  into  consideration  truck  routes  of  other 
development projects and any construction activities affecting the roadway network. 


● Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidewalk Closures—Coordinate lane closures with other 
projects  requesting  concurrent  lane  and  sidewalk  closures  through  the  ISCOTT  and 
interdepartmental  meetings  process  above,  to  minimize  the  extent  and  duration  of 
requested lane and sidewalk closures. Travel lane closures shall be minimized especially 
along transit and bicycle routes, so as to  limit  the  impacts  to transit service and bicycle 
circulation and safety. 


● Maintenance  of  Transit,  Vehicle,  Bicycle,  and  Pedestrian  Access—The  project 
sponsor/construction  contractor(s)  shall  meet  with  Public  Works,  SFMTA,  the  Fire 
Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to 
include in the Construction Management Plan required by Mitigation Measure M‐C‐TR‐
8b to maintain access for transit, vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. This shall include an 
assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or other measures to reduce 
potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during 
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construction of the project. 


● Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers—Coordinate efforts and 
methods  to  encourage  carpooling,  bicycling,  walk  and  transit  access  to  the  various 
project sites by construction workers  (such as providing secure bicycle parking spaces, 
participating  in  free‐to‐employee  and  employer  ride  matching  program  from 
www.511.org,  participating  in  emergency  ride  home  program  through  the  City  of 
San Francisco  (www.sferh.org),  and  providing  transit  information  to  construction 
workers). 


● Coordinated Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents—Coordinate 
to the extent appropriate, notifications to nearby residences and adjacent businesses with 
regularly‐updated  information  regarding  project  construction,  including  construction 
activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel  lane closures, 
and lane closures. 


5. Noise         


Mitigation  Measure  M‐NO‐1  –  Acoustical  Assessment  of  Mechanical,  Electrical,  and 
Plumbing  (MEP) Equipment. Prior  to  issuance of  the Architectural and MEP Addendum, 
the project sponsor shall submit an Acoustical Assessment that analyzes the potential noise 
impact to adjacent receptors from mechanical equipment and identifies acoustical treatments 
such as  enclosures, acoustical  louvers or baffling, as necessary,  to achieve a 45 dB  interior 
performance  standard  resulting  from  noise  generated  by  mechanical,  electrical,  and 
plumbing  equipment  systems  when  locations  and  specifications  of  such  systems  are 
identified in the engineering plans. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐2  – Construction Noise Reduction.  Incorporate  the  following 
practices  into  the  construction  contract  agreement  documents  to  be  implemented  by  the 
construction contractor: 


● Conduct  noise  monitoring  at  the  beginning  of  major  construction  phases  (e.g., 
demolition, excavation) to determine the need and the effectiveness of noise‐attenuation 
measures. Measures needed to reduce activity that exceeds 86 dB at a distance of 50 feet 
or  73 dBA  Leq  at  the  property  line  shall  include  plywood  barriers,  suspended 
construction blankets, or other screening devices to break line of sight to noise‐sensitive 
receivers; 


● Post  signs on‐site pertaining  to permitted  construction days  and hours  and  complaint 
procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers listed; 
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● Notify  the  City  and  neighbors  in  advance  of  the  schedule  for  each  major  phase  of 
construction and expected loud activities; 


● Construction  activity  shall  be  limited  to  the  hours  of  7:00 a.m.  to  8:00 p.m.  per  San 
Francisco Police Code Article 29. Construction outside of these hours shall be approved 
through a development permit based on a site‐specific construction noise mitigation plan 
and  a  finding  by  the  Director  of  Building  Inspection  that  the  construction  noise 
mitigation plan is adequate to prevent noise disturbance of affected residential uses; 


● When  feasible,  select  “quiet”  construction  methods  and  equipment  (e.g.,  improved 
mufflers, use of intake silencers, engine enclosures); 


● Locate  stationary  equipment, material  stockpiles,  and  vehicle  staging  areas  as  far  as 
practicable  from  all  identified  sensitive  receptors.  Avoid  placing  stationary  noise 
generating equipment (e.g., generators, compressors) within noise‐sensitive buffer areas 
(measured at 20 feet) from immediately adjacent neighbors; 


● All  construction  equipment  is  required  to be  in good working order  and mufflers  are 
required to be inspected proper functionality; 


● Prohibit unnecessary idling of equipment and engines; 


● During Phase 2 of construction, stationary equipment should be  located  internal  to  the 
project to the extent feasible to allow for the shielding provided by the Phase 1 buildings; 


● Impact  tools  (e.g.,  jack  hammers,  pavement  breakers,  and  rock  drills)  used  for 
construction  shall be hydraulically or  electrically powered wherever possible  to  avoid 
noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where 
use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust 
shall  be  used;  this muffler  can  lower  noise  levels  from  the  exhaust  by  up  to  about 
10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could 
achieve  a  reduction  of  five dBA. Quieter procedures,  such  as use  of drills  rather  than 
impact tools, shall be used where feasible; and 


● The project sponsor shall designate a point of contact to respond to noise complaints. The 
point  of  contact  must  have  the  authority  to  modify  construction  noise‐generating 
activities  to  ensure  compliance with  the measures  above  and with  the  San  Francisco 
Noise Ordinance. 
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6. Air Quality         


Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐3 – Construction Air Quality. The project sponsor or the project 
sponsor’s Contractor shall comply with the following: 


A.  Engine Requirements. 


1.  Electric  construction  equipment used during  the Phase 1  construction period  shall 
include air compressors, concrete/industrial saws, signal boards, pumps, cement and 
mortar mixers, and  stationary  cranes. Electric  construction equipment used during 
the  Phase 2  construction  period  shall  include  air  compressors,  concrete/industrial 
saws, signal boards, pumps, cement and mortar mixers, and stationary cranes. 


2.  All off‐road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 20 total hours 
over  the  entire  duration  of  construction  activities  shall  have  engines  that meet  or 
exceed  either  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  or  California  Air 
Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off‐road emission standards, and have been retrofitted 
with  an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control  Strategy. Equipment with 
engines  meeting  Tier 4  Interim  or  Tier 4  Final  off‐road  emission  standards 
automatically meet this requirement. 


3.  Where access to alternative sources of power is reasonably available, portable diesel 
engines shall be prohibited. 


4.  Diesel engines, whether for off‐road or on‐road equipment, shall not be left idling for 
more  than  two minutes,  at  any  location,  except  as  provided  in  exceptions  to  the 
applicable  state  regulations  regarding  idling  for  off‐road  and  on‐road  equipment 
(e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The Contractor shall post  legible 
and visible signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and 
at the construction site to remind operators of the two‐minute idling limit. 


5.  The  Contractor  shall  require  that  construction workers  and  equipment  operators 
properly  maintain  and  tune  equipment  in  accordance  with  manufacturer 
specifications. 


B.  Waivers. 


1.  The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer or designee  (ERO) may 
waive  the  alternative  source  of  power  requirement  of  Subsection (A)(2)  if  an 
alternative  source  of  power  is  limited  or  infeasible  at  the  project  site.  If  the  ERO 
grants  the waiver,  the Contractor must  submit documentation  that  the  equipment 
used  for onsite power generation meets  the  requirements of Subsection (A)(1), and 
that  no  air  quality  significance  threshold  used  in  this  Initial  Study  would  be 
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exceeded. 


2.  The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if a particular 
piece of off‐road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS  is technically not feasible 
or not commercially available; the equipment would not produce desired emissions 
reduction  due  to  expected  operating modes;  installation  of  the  equipment would 
create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a compelling 
emergency  need  to  use  off‐road  equipment  that  is  not  retrofitted  with  an  ARB 
Level 3 VDECS. If seeking a waiver, the Contractor must use the next cleanest piece 
of  off‐road  equipment,  according  to  Table M‐AQ‐3a‐3,  and  submit  documentation 
showing that no air quality significance threshold used in this Initial Study would be 
exceeded. No waivers shall be granted if an air quality significance threshold would 
be exceeded by doing so. 


 


TABLE M‐AQ‐3A‐3  OFF‐ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP‐DOWN SCHEDULE 
Compliance Alternative  Engine Emission Standard  Emissions Control 


1  Tier 2  ARB Level 2 VDECS 


2  Tier 2  ARB Level 1 VDECS 


3  Tier 2  Alternative Fuel* 


ow to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment requirements cannot be met, then the project 
onsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot supply 
f‐road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2.
e ERO determines that the Contractor cannot supply off‐road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, th
e Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 3. 
Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 


 


C.  Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before  starting  on‐site  construction  activities, 
the Contractor  shall  submit  a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan  (Plan)  to  the 
ERO  for  review  and  approval.  The  Plan  shall  state,  in  reasonable  detail,  how  the 
Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. 


1.  The  Plan  shall  include  estimates  of  the  construction  timeline  by  phase,  with  a 
description  of  each  piece  of  off‐road  equipment  required  for  every  construction 
phase. The description may include, but is not limited to equipment type, equipment 
manufacturer,  equipment  identification  number,  engine  model  year,  engine 
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certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage 
and  hours  of  operation.  For  VDECS  installed,  the  description  may  include 
technology  type,  serial  number,  make,  model,  manufacturer,  ARB  verification 
number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For 
off‐road equipment using alternative fuels, the description shall also specify the type 
of alternative fuel being used. 


2.  The project  sponsor  shall  ensure  that all applicable  requirements of  the Plan have 
been  incorporated  into  the  contract  specifications.  The  Plan  shall  include  a 
certification statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with the Plan. 


3.  The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on‐site during 
working hours. The Contractor shall post at the construction site a legible and visible 
sign  summarizing  the  Plan.  The  sign  shall  also  state  that  the  public may  ask  to 
inspect the Plan for the project at any time during working hours and shall explain 
how to request to inspect the Plan. The Contractor shall post at least one copy of the 
sign in a visible location on each side of the construction site facing a public right‐of‐
way. 


D.  Monitoring. After start of Construction Activities,  the Contractor shall submit quarterly 
reports  to  the  ERO  documenting  compliance  with  the  Plan.  Within  six  months  of 
completion of construction activity,  the project sponsor shall submit  to  the ERO a  final 
report  summarizing  construction  activities,  including  the  start  and  end  dates  and 
duration of each construction phase, and the specific information required in the Plan. 
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13. Geology and Soils         


Mitigation Measure M‐GE‐3a – Design Approval and Construction Monitoring for BART 
Subway Structure. Prior to  issuance of the structural plan addendum to the site permit for 
the proposed project by DBI,  the project  sponsor  shall  submit  such plans  to BART  for  its 
review  and  approval  to  ensure  that  the  plans  comply  with  BART  guidelines  for  the 
construction activity in the BART Zone of Influence (ZOI), including the General Guidelines for 
Design  and  Construction  Over  or  Adjacent  to  BART’s  Subway  Structures,  and  Procedures  for 
Permit and Plan Review. 


The  project  sponsor  and  its  structural  engineer  shall  coordinate with  BART  to  determine 
which of the following guidelines must be included in the plans to be submitted to BART for 
review: 


● Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Geotechnical Investigation reports, which shall include 
an engineering geology map, a site plan showing the location of subway structures and 
BART  easement,  a  soil  reworking  plan,  and  the  geological  conclusion  and 
recommendations; 


● Dewatering monitoring and recharging plans; 


● A  vibration monitoring plan  and/or movement  and deformation monitoring plans  for 
steel lined tunnels, including locations and details of instruments in subways; 


● A foundation plan showing the anticipated total foundation loads; 


● An excavation plan for area in the ZOI, showing excavation slope or shoring system; and 


● A description of the procedures and control of the soil compaction operation. 


The project sponsor and its consultant shall monitor the groundwater level in the BART ZOI, 
and piezometers shall be installed on the sidewalk adjacent to the site if requested by BART. 
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Mitigation  Measure M‐GE‐3b  –  Monitoring  of  Adjacent  Structures  in  the  Event  of 
Dewatering.  If  recommended  by  the  final  geotechnical  report,  the  project  sponsor would 
retain a qualified professional to monitor potential settlement and subsidence at permanent 
structures within 50 feet of the project site. The monitoring shall include, but not be limited 
to, the following tasks prior to dewatering: 


● Establish  survey  measurements  of  the  exterior  elevations  of  adjacent  properties  to 
monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  adjacent  permanent  structures  during 
excavation; 


● Photograph  and/or  video  the  exterior  the  relevant  structures  to  document  existing 
conditions  prior  to  commencement  of  dewatering.  The  photographic  and/or  video 
survey  shall  be  adequate  in  scope  to  provide  a  legally  binding  “before  and  after” 
comparison of the conditions of the adjacent permanent structures; and 


● Install  inclinometers and piezometers  if necessary  to monitor movement of  the shoring 
system  and  to  monitor  groundwater  levels,  respectively,  during  excavation  and 
construction. 


Upon start of construction, the qualified professional shall perform the following tasks: 


● Monitor  the  relevant  structures weekly  until  dewatering  and  foundation  construction 
and sealing work has been completed; and 


● In  the event  that  there  is more  than one‐half  inch of  lateral movement, or one‐quarter 
inch  of  vertical movement,  at  an  adjacent  permanent  structure  within  50 feet  of  the 
project  site,  the  qualified  individual  shall  immediately  notify  the  adjacent  property 
owner,  the  project  sponsor’s  general  contractor,  the  shoring  and  excavation 
subcontractor,  and  DBI,  and  the  project  sponsor  shall  instruct  its  contractor  and 
subcontractor  to  stop work until  such  time  that  appropriate  remedial  steps have been 
completed. 


Project sponsor  If recommended by 
final geotechnical 
report, sponsor to 
retain qualified 


professional prior to 
the start of 
dewatering; 


monitoring to occur 
throughout 
foundation 


construction in both 
Phases 1 and 2. 


ERO, Department of 
Building Inspection 


Considered 
complete at the 
completion of 


Phase 2 foundation. 
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1629 Market Street Mixed‐Use Project 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 


MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 


Mitigation Measure 
Responsibility for 
Implementation 


Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 


Monitoring 
Actions/Schedule and 


Verification of 
Compliance 


Mitigation Measure M‐GE‐6  –  Inadvertent  Discovery  of  Paleontological  Resources.  If 
potential vertebrate fossils are discovered by construction crews, all earthwork or other types 
of ground disturbance within 50 feet of the find shall stop immediately and the monitor shall 
notify the City. The fossil should be protected by an “exclusion zone” (an area approximately 
five feet  around  the discovery  that  is marked with  caution  tape  to prevent damage  to  the 
fossil). Work  shall  not  resume  until  a  qualified  professional  paleontologist  can  assess  the 
nature and importance of the find. Based on the scientific value or uniqueness of the find, the 
qualified  paleontologist may  record  the  find  and  allow work  to  continue,  or  recommend 
salvage  and  recovery  of  the  fossil.  The  qualified  paleontologist  may  also  propose 
modifications to the stop‐work radius based on the nature of the find, site geology, and the 
activities occurring on the site. If treatment and salvage  is required, recommendations shall 
be  consistent with  SVP’s  2010  Standard Procedures  for  the Assessment  and Mitigation  of 
Adverse Impacts to Paleontological Resources, and currently accepted scientific practice, and 
shall be subject to review and approval by the City. If required, treatment for fossil remains 
may  include preparation and  recovery of  fossil materials so  that  they can be housed  in an 
appropriate museum or university  collection  [e.g.,  the University of California Museum of 
Paleontology], and may also  include preparation of a  report  for publication describing  the 
finds. The City shall ensure that information on the nature, location, and depth of all finds is 
readily  available  to  the  scientific  community  through  university  curation  or  other 
appropriate means. 


Project sponsor, 
construction 


contractor, and, if 
required due to 
discovery of 


potential vertebrate 
fossil(s), qualified 
paleontologist 


Throughout the 
duration of ground‐
disturbing activities 


Project sponsor to 
notify ERO of any 


discovery of potential 
vertebrate fossil(s) 


Considered 
complete upon 
completion of 


ground‐disturbing 
activities 


 
   







23 May 2017 
Planning Department Case No. 2015‐005848ENV 


1629 Market Street Mixed‐Use Project
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program


IMPROVEMENT MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 


Improvement Measure 
Responsibility for 
Implementation 


Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 


Monitoring 
Schedule 


4. Transportation and Circulation         


Improvement  Measure  I‐TR‐2a  –  Monitoring  and  Abatement  of  Queues.  As  an 
improvement measure  to reduce  the potential  for queuing of vehicles accessing  the project 
site,  it  should be  the  responsibility of  the project  sponsor  to  ensure  that  recurring vehicle 
queues or vehicle conflicts do not occur adjacent to the site. A vehicle queue is defined as one 
or more vehicles blocking any portion of adjacent sidewalks or travel lanes for a consecutive 
period of three minutes or longer on a daily and/or weekly basis. 


If  recurring  queuing  occurs,  the  owner/operator  of  the  facility  should  employ  abatement 
methods  as  needed  to  abate  the  queue.  Appropriate  abatement  methods  would  vary 
depending  on  the  characteristics  and  causes  of  the  recurring  queue,  as  well  as  the 
characteristics of the parking and loading facility, the street(s) to which the facility connects, 
and the associated land uses (if applicable). 


Suggested  abatement methods  include,  but  are  not  limited  to  the  following:  redesign  of 
facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or on‐site queue capacity; employment of parking 
attendants;  installation of LOT FULL signs with active management by parking attendants; 
use  of  valet  parking  or  other  space‐efficient  parking  techniques;  use  of  off‐site  parking 
facilities or shared parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage 
directing drivers  to available spaces;  travel demand management strategies as discussed  in 
the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program in the project description; and/or 
parking demand management strategies such as parking time  limits, paid parking, time‐of‐
day parking surcharge, or validated parking. 


If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, determines that a recurring queue or conflict 
may  be  present,  the  Planning  Department  should  notify  the  project  sponsor,  successor 
owner/operator  or  garage  operator,  as  applicable,  in  writing.  Upon  request,  the 
owner/operator should hire a qualified  transportation consultant  to evaluate  the conditions 
at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant should prepare a monitoring report to 
be submitted to the Planning Department for review. If the Planning Department determines 
that a recurring queue or conflict does exist,  the project sponsor should have 90 days  from 
the  date  of  the  written  determination  to  abate  the  recurring  queue  or  conflict,  to  the 
satisfaction of the Planning Department. 


Project sponsor, 
successor building 


owner(s)/operator(s), 
parking garage 
operator(s) 


Ongoing during 
project operation 


ERO or other 
Planning Department 


staff 


Monitoring of the 
public right‐of‐way 
would be on‐going 


by the 
owner/operator of 
off‐street parking 


operations. 
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1629 Market Street Mixed‐Use Project 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 


IMPROVEMENT MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 


Improvement Measure 
Responsibility for 
Implementation 


Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 


Monitoring 
Schedule 


Improvement Measure  I‐TR‐2b  – Notification  at Driveway.  The  Project  Sponsor  should 
provide  visible/audible  warning  notification  at  the  two  driveway  entrances  to  alert 
pedestrians to vehicles entering and exiting the driveway. Signage should be installed inside 
and outside  the garage entrances, directing drivers  to proceed with  caution. Conditions at 
the  driveways  should  be monitored  during  project  occupancy  to  determine  whether  an 
additional  audible  warning  signal(s)  or  detectible  warning  surfaces  are  necessary  to 
supplement the visible warning signal. The final site design will ensure the proposed project 
driveways are designed appropriately for the visually impaired. 


Project sponsor  Prior to issuance of 
Certificate of 
Occupancy for 


building served by 
relevant driveway 
(Building A and 
Building B) 


ERO and SFMTA  Considered 
complete upon 
installation of 


devices. 


Improvement Measure  I‐TR‐6a – Consolidated Service Deliveries. Building management 
should work with delivery providers  (UPS, FedEx, DHL, USPS, etc.)  to  coordinate  regular 
delivery times and appropriate loading locations for each building, and retail tenants should 
be  required  to  schedule  their deliveries. The Project  Sponsor will  evaluate  the  benefits  of 
consolidating  residential  deliveries  for  the  market‐rate  buildings  by  providing  package 
storage in the buildings that front a loading zone as a potential way to discourage short‐term 
parking  on Market  Street. Management  should  instruct  all  delivery  services  that  trucks 
bound  for  the  project  site  are  not  permitted  to  stop  on Market  Street,  to  encroach  in  the 
transit‐only or bicycle lanes on Market Street, or to impede the movement of transit vehicles, 
other vehicles or bicycles by restricting access to the right‐turn‐only lane on Market Street at 
12th Street. Delivery  service providers  should  be  strongly  encouraged  to  comply with  the 
project site’s loading procedures. 


Project sponsor or 
successor owner/ 


manager of 
residential building, 
TDM coordinator 


Ongoing during 
project operation 


Planning Department 
– TDM monitoring 


staff, SFMTA 


Ongoing 


Improvement  Measure  I‐TR‐6b  –  Managed  Move‐In/Move‐Out  Operations.  Building 
management should be responsible for coordinating and scheduling all move‐in and move‐
out operations. To the extent possible, such operations requiring the use of on‐street loading 
zones  would  occur  during  after‐hours  and  on  weekends.  Tenants  would  be  strongly 
encouraged to comply with building move‐in/move‐out operations. 


Project sponsor or 
successor owner/ 


manager of 
residential building, 
TDM coordinator 


Ongoing during 
project operation 


Planning Department 
– TDM monitoring 


staff SFMTA 


Ongoing 


 























From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC)
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Discretionary Review Request: Proposed Project at 2921 Vallejo Street, San Francisco
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 9:55:15 AM
Attachments: Commissioner Rich Hillis correspondence from A. Barkley, with Exhibits A - C, 10.16.17.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Reed, Jean M. [mailto:JReed@duanemorris.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 4:26 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com
Cc: Barkley, Alice; Graham, Amanda; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson,
Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC);
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Lindsay, David (CPC); Bendix, Brittany (CPC);
ldick@fbm.com; bertrandcj@aol.com; annebos@aol.com; tcatalano@reubenlaw.com
Subject: Discretionary Review Request: Proposed Project at 2921 Vallejo Street, San Francisco
 
 

Dear Commissioner Hillis,
 

Attached please find pdf correspondence with Exhibits A - C from Alice
Barkley for your review in the above-captioned matter.
 
 
Thank you,
 
 
 
Jean Marie Reed,
Assistant
 

For more information about Duane Morris, please visit http://www.DuaneMorris.com
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Confidentiality Notice: This electronic mail transmission is privileged and confidential and is intended only for the review of the party to
whom it is addressed. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately return it to the sender. Unintended
transmission shall not constitute waiver of the attorney-client or any other privilege.



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: 555 Fulton Street - New Seasons Grocery
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 9:57:13 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Commissioners,
Please be advised that we have received a request for Continuance of the Fulton Street SUD and Fulton Street

Grocery items. The proposed Continuance date is Dec. 21st.
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: David Silverman [mailto:dsilverman@reubenlaw.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 4:28 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC); Roxas, Samantha (BOS)
Subject: 555 Fulton Street - New Seasons Grocery
 
Dear all,  New Seasons Grocery is scheduled for a Planning Commission hearing this Thursday, Oct.
19, items 20a and 20b.  New Seasons is still negotiating a neighborhood benefit agreement with the
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association.   Therefore, we respectfully request a continuance of the
hearing to allow additional time to reach an agreement.  Nov. or Dec. would work for a new hearing
date.  Please let me know if you would like me to appear on Thursday.  Thank you, David
 
 
 

 
David Silverman
T.  (415) 567-9000
F.  (415) 399-9480
dsilverman@reubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com
 
SF Office:                                 Oakland Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600      827 Broadway, Suite 205
San Francisco, CA  94104       Oakland, CA 94607
 

 
PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE – This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and
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may contain confidential or legally privileged information.  If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a
reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.
 
 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Sider, Dan (CPC)
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Item #11 at Planning Commission on 10/19 - Cannabis regulations
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 10:03:05 AM
Attachments: 17.10.16 Tang - Case 2017-010365PCA.pdf

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Tang, Katy (BOS) 
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 5:56 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Cc: Starr, Aaron (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Elliott, Nicole (ADM); Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR);
Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
Subject: Item #11 at Planning Commission on 10/19 - Cannabis regulations
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
Please see attached letter describing a District 4 provision that I hope you can discuss at your Oct.

19th meeting.
 
Thank you,
Katy
 
 
Katy Tang | District 4 Supervisor
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 264
(415) 554-7460
www.sfbos.org/Tang
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    Member, Board of Supervisors       City and County of San Francisco 


District 4   


 


 


KATY TANG 


City Hall   •   1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244   •   San Francisco, California 94102-4689 


(415) 554-7460   •  TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227   •   E-mail:  Katy.Tang@sfgov.org  •  www.sfbos.org/Tang 


 


October 16, 2017 


 


San Francisco Planning Commission 


1650 Mission Street #400 


San Francisco, CA 94103 


 


RE: Case# 2017-010365PCA | Item #11 at October 19th Planning Commission meeting 


 


Dear Planning Commissioners, 


 


Thank you for the time and energy that you are spending to determine how San Francisco 


regulates the cannabis industry given the passage of California State Proposition 64. 


 


As you consider the first piece of legislation that seeks to set basic guidelines for the 


cannabis industry, I would like to request that Planning Commissioners discuss at your 


October 19th hearing the possibility of expanding the areas where cannabis retailers can 


locate within District 4. 


 


Currently, cannabis retailers cannot open a shop within NC-1 zones. This limitation has 


resulted in a concentration of “green zones” mostly east of Sunset Boulevard in District 4. I 


would like to request that Planning Commissioners discuss the possibility of allowing 


cannabis retailers to locate in NC-1 zones within District 4. This change would provide 


for an improved geographic distribution of potential cannabis retail shops in the Outer Sunset 


District. 


 


Please see the attached map which shows the impacts of this proposed change. Thank you for 


your consideration. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


 


 


 


Katy Tang 


Supervisor, District 4 


City and County of San Francisco 
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Generalized Proposed Land Use Controls for Cannabis Retailers
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NOTES
- Areas not shown in color are areas where Cannabis Retailers cannot locate. 
- This map does not depict retailers that are allowed in PDR Districts, which, while permitted, must operate 
   in conjunction with a State Microbusiness License and must engage in on-site cannabis-related PDR activity.


NC & Chinatown Districts: Generally allowed on 2nd floor and below with CU


Supervisorial Districts4
NC1 Districts





		17.10.16 Tang - Case 2017-010365PCA

		Cannabis Map - Proposed Land Use Controls D4





From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC)
Subject: FW: Brief Comments to Draft Planning Amendments and Regulatory Structure re: Cannabis
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 10:04:08 AM
Attachments: PDG_comments_cann_ords_101317.docx

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Patrick Goggin [mailto:patrick@hoban.law] 
Sent: Friday, October 13, 2017 4:14 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Elliott, Nicole (ADM); Martin Olive
Subject: Brief Comments to Draft Planning Amendments and Regulatory Structure re: Cannabis
 
Please see our comments attached and share with the Commissioners - thank you.

--
Patrick Goggin, Esq.
Of Counsel
Hoban Law Group
870 Market Street, Suite 1148
San Francisco, CA 94102
 
Office: 415-981-9290
Mobile: 415-312-0084
Fax: 415-981-9291
 
Email: patrick@hoban.law
Web: hoban.law
 

With Offices in CO, CA, AZ, WA, OR, NY, NJ, PA, FL, IL, KY, AK, ME, MA, TX, Puerto
Rico
 
 
Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this transmittal, including any attachments, is privileged and
confidential information and is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed. If you are neither the
intended recipient nor the employee or agent responsible for delivering this message to the intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying or distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the
contents of this transmittal is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmittal in error, please contact the
sender immediately and delete this transmittal from any computer or other data bank. Thank you.
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To:	Planning Commission 

Nicole Elliott, Director of Office of Cannabis

From:	Patrick D. Goggin

Re:	Cannabis ordinances comments

Date:	October 13, 2017







Comment to Draft Planning Code Amendments (9.26.17)



1. Clustering provision at Sec. 202.2(a)(5)(B): without amending this provision, applicants approved by Planning but not with their final permit when the ordinance goes into effect could possibly be negatively impacted by this provision. We know the City’s intention is to not have this be an unintended consequence. Accordingly, we propose adding the following or similar language at the end of the first sentence:



“unless the Cannabis Retail establishment applied for a Medical Cannabis Dispensary permit and received approval or authorization from the Planning Department or the Planning Commission for use as a Medical Cannabis Dispensary following a Planning Commission hearing that was scheduled as of September 11, 2017.” (see language from Draft Regulatory Structure §(d)(3)(C) – see also prior provision (B) as an alternative)





[bookmark: _GoBack]Comments to Draft Regulatory Structure (9.26.17)



2. Definition of “smoking” should exclude vaporizing unlike Health and Safety Code § 11362.3. The impacts of vaporizing in an adequately filtered environment are outweighed by the benefits of providing a safe space to consume medical cannabis in the company of others, particularly those who are socially isolated or living in Section 8 housing.



3. Medical cannabis compassion exception needed to prohibition of “nonsale distribution” at section (aa) (p. 39)
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: We strongly opposed the permit from DPH to allow 2442 Bayshore Blvd to open due to violation of local,

state, federal laws
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 10:09:31 AM

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: ellenzhou@sfcec.org [mailto:ellenzhou@sfcec.org] 
Sent: Sunday, October 15, 2017 8:49 PM
To: Obana, Douglas (DPH); PIC, PLN (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com;
Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Elliott, Nicole (ADM); Cheng, Ashley (MYR); Ronen, Hillary;
District Attorney, (DAT); Brown, Derek (POL); Chaudhry, Aneeka (MYR); Board of Supervisors, (BOS);
Morales, Carolina (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Chan, Yoyo (BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC);
scheduling, Mayor's (MYR); Obana, Douglas (DPH)
Cc: teresaduque@sfcec.org; marlene tran; Wilson Chu; Angela Chan; hazellee38@msn.com
Subject: We strongly opposed the permit from DPH to allow 2442 Bayshore Blvd to open due to
violation of local, state, federal laws
 
Thank you Mr. Obana for your response. We will wait you to update us your department
decision.
 
WE, the community, spoke LOUD AND CLEAR this 2442 Bayshore Blvd. is NOT an
appropriate location for this kind of cannabis business and there is no desirable and no
necessity for residents. Residents took many years to re-build the Visitaction community.
Residents have the right to peace, health and safety.
 
The local, state and federal laws clearly stated the protection of children, youth and any
minors under 18 years old. The mission of Public Health Department is to promote and
protect all San Franciscans. The City and County of San Francisco has the duties to deliver
fair and sound government practices. 
 
Sincerely;
 
Ellen for Teresa Duque, Executive Director of SFCEC
Marlene Tran, President of Visitation Valley Group
Hazel Lee, President SF Shanghai Association
Wilson, President of Chinese American Democratic Club
 

Ellen Lee Zhou, M.S.W.
Family Social Worker
2798 San Bruno Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94134
Office Tel/Fax 415-467-1929 
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24/7 Contact 415-829-9550
Website: WWW.SFCEC.ORG

Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available
resources
 
Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use
of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the
original message. Thank you. Ellen Lee Zhou.
 
 

-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: We strongly opposed opening at 2442 Bayshore Blvd. due to
violation of local, state, federal laws
From: "Obana, Douglas (DPH)" <douglas.obana@sfdph.org>
Date: Fri, October 06, 2017 1:44 pm
To: "ellenzhou@sfcec.org" <ellenzhou@sfcec.org>, "PIC, PLN (CPC)"
<pic@sfgov.org>, "Christensen, Michael (CPC)"
<michael.christensen@sfgov.org>, "richhillissf@gmail.com"
<richhillissf@gmail.com>, "Richards, Dennis (CPC)"
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>, "planning@rodneyfong.com"
<planning@rodneyfong.com>, "Johnson, Christine (CPC)"
<christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Koppel, Joel (CPC)"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Melgar, Myrna (CPC)" <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>,
"Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Elliott, Nicole
(ADM)" <nicole.elliott@sfgov.org>, "Cheng, Ashley (MYR)"
<ashley.cheng@sfgov.org>, "Ronen, Hillary" <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>,
"District Attorney, (DAT)" <districtattorney@sfgov.org>, "Brown, Derek
(POL)" <Derek.Brown@sfgov.org>, "Chaudhry, Aneeka (MYR)"
<aneeka.chaudhry@sfgov.org>, "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)"
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, "Morales, Carolina (BOS)"
<carolina.morales@sfgov.org>, "Cohen, Malia (BOS)"
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Yoyo (BOS)" <yoyo.chan@sfgov.org>,
"Secretary, Commissions (CPC)" <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>,
"Elliott, Nicole (ADM)" <nicole.elliott@sfgov.org>, "District Attorney, 
(DAT)" <districtattorney@sfgov.org>, "scheduling, Mayor's (MYR)"
<scheduling@sfgov.org>
Cc: "teresaduque@sfcec.org" <teresaduque@sfcec.org>, marlene tran
<tranmarlene@yahoo.com>, Wilson Chu <wilsonchu98@yahoo.com>, Angela
Chan
<angelac@advancingjustice-alc.org>, "hazellee38@msn.com"
<hazellee38@msn.com>

Hello Ellen,
 
Thank you for your email.  I will do my best to answer your questions below.
 
I am sorry but there is not data as to the exact number of cannabis cards in San Francisco. 
The cards are not required as some people simply use their doctor’s recommendations in
lieu of a card. Either is sufficient in the eyes of the Health Department to gain
membership/entry into the MCDs.
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DPH is the department that issues the Permit to operate, so it would be accurate to say
that we are the last step in the process prior to the facility opening to the public.
 
I am not aware of any free legal services, so sorry to say I cannot point you in any direction
in this aspect.
 
This location has not been issued its Final Permit to Operate from my department yet.  You
are welcome to appeal the Permit to the Board of Appeals within 15 days of it being
issued.  I will email you immediately upon the issuance of the final permit so you can take
whatever action you see fit.  Your concerns and information can be discussed and
reviewed in that format. 
 
Please let me know if you have any additional questions.
 
Sincerely,
 
Douglas Obana, MPH, REHS.
Senior Environmental Health Inspector
Medical Cannabis Dispensary and NonPotable Water Programs
Environmental Health Branch
Population Health Division
San Francisco Department of Public Health
1390 Market Street,  Suite 210
San Francisco,  CA 94102
Phone: 415-252-3993
Fax: 415-252-3842
 
 
 

From: ellenzhou@sfcec.org [mailto:ellenzhou@sfcec.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 05, 2017 8:42 PM
To: Obana, Douglas (DPH); PIC, PLN (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC);
richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Elliott, Nicole (ADM);
Cheng, Ashley (MYR); Ronen, Hillary; District Attorney, (DAT); Brown, Derek (POL); Chaudhry,
Aneeka (MYR); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Morales, Carolina (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS);
Chan, Yoyo (BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Obana, Douglas (DPH); Elliott, Nicole
(ADM); District Attorney, (DAT); scheduling, Mayor's (MYR)
Cc: teresaduque@sfcec.org; marlene tran; Wilson Chu; Angela Chan; hazellee38@msn.com
Subject: We strongly opposed opening at 2442 Bayshore Blvd. due to violation of local,
state, federal laws
 
Dear Mr. Obana,
 
Thank you for the current cannabis list. Can you help us to know more about
how many patients have cannabis cards in SF?
 
Is your DPH the last stop before cannabis owner can operate or more dept. to
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go? 
 
Can you direct us, residents, where to find FREE legal help to stop this permit for
2442 Bayshore? There was no justification to local residents, children, youth and
parents.  The SF Planning staff did not attend the neighborhood hearing, yet,
using third biased resources to put in documents, not the truth in application,
residents testified before the planning Commissioners with evidence, but they
disregarded evidence of applicants not being honest about their application
process. 
 
We, the residents and the community strongly protested at S.F. Planning Dept.
before, between, and after about this 2442 Bayshore Blvd location, it is not good
for children, youth and families. The local residents took many years to re-build a
better community in Visitaction vally. We have more than 7,000 signatures,
hundreds showed up to protect at room 400 city hall. Yet, the Planning
Commissioners disregarded the residents' rights to happiness, health and safety,
putting their own word instead of hearing residents concerns. We, the children,
youth, parents, grandparents and families treated like third class citizens. We
have a legal representative assisted us to appeal, but the appeal Board failed to
apply good business practices, rules and regulations, failed to apply local, state,
and federal cannabis rules and regulations, failed to practice good government
practices to protect its residents. It is very alarming unfair government practices
against its residents' rights. The government has the duty to provide what is the
best for its local residents. 
 
We, included the District Attorney office in this email, also the Mayor's office,
plus district 9 and 10 Board of Supervisors in this email. Our residents' rights
have been violated. Can anyone direct us, what can we do to stop this 2442
Bayshore permit. We have been protested this location that is not a suitable for
this type of business due to children, youth and residents' strong opposition.
Where is our justice to our residents, children, youth and families? Where are
our rights?
 
Sincerely;
 
Ellen Lee Zhou for Teresa Duque, Executive Director, SFCEC
Marlene Tran, Visitation Valley Group
Wilson, President of CADC
 
2798 San Bruno Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94134
Office Tel/Fax 415-467-1929 
24/7 Contact 415-829-9550
Website: WWW.SFCEC.ORG

Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available
resources
 
Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the
sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged
information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not
the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all
copies of the original message. Thank you. Ellen Lee Zhou.
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case no. 2016-002424CUA , Bldg Permit 2015.12.18.5450 - MCD on irving St.
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 10:09:47 AM

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: rdhall@aol.com [mailto:rdhall@aol.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 13, 2017 3:08 PM
Subject: re: Case no. 2016-002424CUA , Bldg Permit 2015.12.18.5450 - MCD on irving St.
 
I'm writing to express my objections to the opening of a Medical Cannabis Dispensary @ 2161-2165
Irving St.
 
I live within 300 ft of the proposed location and feel having an MCD at this location would be wholly
inappropriate for our neighborhood.
 
Within 4 blocks of this location we have Jefferson Elementary school (SFUSD) @ 19th Ave and
Irving; Wah Mei Pre-School at 19th Ave and Judah and Jefferson Pre-School (SFUSD)  @ 25th Ave
and Irving St. Irving St, as well St. Anne School 8 blocks away. 
 
Irving St is a high traffic street with many local and family-friendly businesses. In the afternoons, we
have dozens (if not more) unaccompanied minors leaving school and walking down the street either
going home or visiting the local shops. As a parent and long-time resident of the Sunset district, I urge
you not to allow the MCD to open on Irving St.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane
Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON LOMA PRIETA EARTHQUAKE ANNIVERSARY
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 10:28:36 AM
Attachments: 10.17.17 Loma Prieta Anniversary.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 10:25 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON LOMA PRIETA EARTHQUAKE ANNIVERSARY
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, October 19, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LEE ON LOMA PRIETA EARTHQUAKE

ANNIVERSARY
 
“As we mark the 28th year anniversary of the devastating Loma Prieta earthquake today and
reflect on the continuing tragedies of the North Bay fires, now, more than ever, we must work
together to ensure that our communities are prepared for the occurrence of a major event.
 
Since the 1989 earthquake, San Francisco has engaged in an expansive undertaking to retrofit
and rehabilitate our critical infrastructure. We have strengthened our buildings, homes,
bridges and emergency response centers to make them more resilient, secure and durable. 
 
Still, we must always be prepared for the worst, which is why we are urging our residents to
have an emergency plan in place and disaster supply kits in their homes. For more
information on how to prepare for the next major event, individuals can visit www.sf72.org,
San Francisco’s one-stop resource guide for disaster preparedness.
 
In recent months, we have seen how tragedy can strike at any moment and render
unthinkable consequences, affecting cities and towns across the world. We must be ready
here in San Francisco.”
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, October 19, 2017 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LEE ON LOMA PRIETA EARTHQUAKE ANNIVERSARY 
 


“As we mark the 28th year anniversary of the devastating Loma Prieta earthquake today and reflect on the 


continuing tragedies of the North Bay fires, now, more than ever, we must work together to ensure that our 


communities are prepared for the occurrence of a major event. 


 


Since the 1989 earthquake, San Francisco has engaged in an expansive undertaking to retrofit and rehabilitate 


our critical infrastructure. We have strengthened our buildings, homes, bridges and emergency response centers 


to make them more resilient, secure and durable.   


 


Still, we must always be prepared for the worst, which is why we are urging our residents to have an emergency 


plan in place and disaster supply kits in their homes. For more information on how to prepare for the next major 


event, individuals can visit www.sf72.org, San Francisco’s one-stop resource guide for disaster preparedness. 


 


In recent months, we have seen how tragedy can strike at any moment and render unthinkable consequences, 


affecting cities and towns across the world. We must be ready here in San Francisco.” 
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane
Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission Update for Week of October 16, 2017
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 12:40:37 PM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 10.16.17.doc

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Tsang, Francis 
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 12:01 PM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for Week of October 16, 2017
 
Colleagues,
 
Please find a memo attached that outlines items before commissions and boards for this week.
Let me know if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Thanks!
Francis

Francis Tsang
Deputy Chief of Staff
Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee
415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org

Get Connected with Mayor Ed Lee 
www.sfmayor.org
Twitter @mayoredlee
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To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

October 16, 2017

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of October 16, 2017

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of October 16, 2017. 

Civil Service (Monday, October 16, 2PM)


Action Items

· Department of Human Resources Report on the City and County of San Francisco Pre-Employment Conviction History Program

· Review of Request for Approval of Proposed Personal Services Contracts:


· Mayor - $550,000 - To provide state legislative representation, to advocate on behalf of the City and Departments on legislative and regulatory matters, to assist with the implementation of the City’s State Legislative Agenda, and to keep the Mayor’s Office up-to-date with relevant information about State government activities.  As a City and County, San Francisco is affected by a broad range of issues across many disciplines and departments.  The City’s state legislative representatives should possess the experience and knowledge to work in a broad array of policy topics included, but not limited to economic development, health care, public safety, human services, housing environment, transportation, education and community development. 


· Port - $340,000 - Design (from conceptual through final engineering), permit, and provide related professional services to deliver construction documents for shoreline stabilization, sea level rise adaption, and habitat enhancement at existing park/natural area, Heron’s Head Park, on Port’s southern waterfront.

· Port - $1,400,000 - Drydock float, sandblast surfaces, repair damaged structural members, recoat surfaces, replace damaged utilities, and repair gangway.  Painting, welding, and electrical tasks will be performed in the Drydock.  Per industry practice, coating applicators have experience applying marine coatings.  Work window limited to non-baseball season (i.e. October to March).


· Public Utilities Commission - $7,500,000
The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) Infrastructure Division is issuing this RFP for the purpose of selecting and entering into an agreement with a professional services contractor to provide professional engineering services to support the City’s San Joaquin Pipeline (SJPL) System Reliability Improvement Project (“Project”).  The overall project is organized into a series multiple subproject components.  The subprojects included in the scope of this RFP will include: (1) Safe Entry and Surge Mitigation Design for the SJPL System (2) Tesla UV Valve Replacement, and (3) Oakdale Portal surge stack condition assessment.

· Adult Probation - $335,000 - A fully automated, we-based telephone reporting system based on interactive voice response (IVR) technology.  The system will have the capacity of automating the reception and dissemination of information by APD officer and their clients.  It will allow APD and its partners to modify clients’ information and generate reports regarding clients’ e3nrollment and compliance on programs required by the conditions of their supervision.  The system will be accessible to APD clients, APD staff and its partners 365 days a year, 24 hours a day.  Officers will have the ability to pre-record individual and group messages for clients.


· Report on Implicit Bias Learning Programs.

· Appeal by Sandra Funes of the Director of Transportation’s Determination to Administratively Close Her Untimely Complaint of Discrimination. Recommendation: Uphold the Director of Transportation’s decision and deny Ms. Sandra Funes’ appeal.

· Appeal by Charlotte Coquia of the Human Resources Director’s Decision to Reject Her Application for the Human Resources Analyst (Class 1241) Examination. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny the appeal by Ms. Charlotte Coquia.

· Appeal by Raymond Wang of the Human Resources Director’s Decision to Reject His Application for the Human Resources Analyst (Class 1241) Examination. Recommendation: Postponed to the meeting of November 20, 2017.

· Appeal by Alissa Victa of the Human Resources Director’s Decision to Reject Her Application for the Human Resources Analyst (Class 1241) Examination. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny the appeal by Ms. Alissa Victa.

· Appeal by Victor Mena of the Human Resources Director’s Decision to Reject His Application for the Human Resources Analyst (Class 1241) Examination. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny the appeal by Mr. Victor Mena.

· Appeal by Sharon Tam of the Human Resources Director’s Decision to Reject Her Application for the Human Resources Analyst (Class 1241) Examination. Recommendation: Postponed to the meeting of November 20, 2017.

· Appeal by Carol Wong of the Human Resources Director’s Decision to Reject Her Application for the Human Resources Analyst (Class 1241) Examination. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny the appeal by Ms. Carol Wong.

· Request for Hearing by Andrea Pelous on behalf of Phenion Turnipseed, Admission Attendant (Class 3302) on Her Future Employment Restrictions with the City and County of San Francisco. Recommendation: Deny the appeal and restrict Phenion Turnipseed’s future employment to no future employment with the City and County of San Francisco, with the ability to petition for the restriction to be lifted after five (5) years of successful outside employment, showing appropriate responsiveness in a role as an admission attendant or similar employment.

· Request for Hearing by Kim Tolbert, Senior Account Clerk (Class 1632) on Her Future Employment Restrictions with the City and County of San Francisco. Recommendation: Deny the appeal and restrict Kim Tolbert’s future employment to no future employment with the City and County of San Francisco.

· Request for Hearing by Edward Skidmore, Stationary Engineer (Class 7341) on His Automatic Resignation and Future Employment Restrictions with the City and County of San Francisco. Recommendation: Deny the appeal and restrict Edward Skidmore’s future employment with the City and County of San Francisco for one year.


Youth (Monday, October 16, 515PM)


Discussion Only


· Presentation on Youth Leadership Institute’s Health Impact Project - Policy Advocacy Program


· Presentation on BLING Grants


Action Items

· Leave of Absence Request for October 3-December 4, 2017 for Commissioner Paola Robles Desgarennes


· Motion to allow Commissioner Robles Desgarennes to temporarily step down from Executive Officer role and reopen an Interim Election of 2017-2018 Youth Commission Outreach and Communications Officer


· Motion to allow Commissioner Robles Desgarennes to temporarily step down from role as YC rep and reopen Interim Election of 2017-2018 Youth Commission Representative to Our Children, Our Families Council


· [First Reading] Resolution to Support the Erection of the Comfort Women Statue in St. Mary’s Square


· Motion in favor of writing a thank you to Jerry Brown for his support of Youth Justice Reform


· Protocol on Connecting with City Staff and Elected Officials


Airport (Tuesday, October 17, 9AM)

Action Items

· Election of Officers

· Amendment to Clean Vehicle Policy for Shared-Ride Van Operators

· Approval of Phase C5 of Contract No. 10504.66 Design-Build Services for the AirTrain Extension and Improvements Program - Skanska Constructors - $13,786,939

· Award of Professional Services Contract No. 10401.45 Capital Program Support Services for the Airport Capital Improvement Program - Hill International, Inc. - $8,500,000


· Modification No. 1 to Professional Services Contract No. 11001.41 Project Management Support Services for the Wayfinding Enhancement Program - SFO Partners, a Joint Venture of Abadjis Systems, LTC and AGS, Inc. - $1,600,000


· Award of Contract No. 3829.61 Construction Services for the Medium Voltage Station ‘BP’ Replacement and Telecommunication Infrastructure Expansion Project - Schembri Construction Co., Inc. - $13,357,903


· Award of the International Terminal “A” Coffee Kiosk Concession Lease to Black Point Coffee SFO, LLC dba Black Point Café


· Approval for Artwork in Terminal 1, International Terminal A, the Hotel AirTrain Station, and the Hotel Resolutions approving eleven artists for artwork selected for locations in Terminal 1, International Terminal A, the Hotel AirTrain Station, and inside the Hotel.


· Authorization to Issue a Request for Proposals for Contract No. 50083 for Disadvantaged Business Enterprise and Airport Concession Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Certification and Consulting Services and to Negotiate with the Highest Ranked Proposer


· Approval of Phase D to Contract No. 10060.71 Construction Manager/General Contractor Services for the Ground Transportation Unit Relocation Project - Turner Construction Company - $1,574,106


· Reject All Bids for Contract No. 10559.61 Construction Services for the Communications Center Infrastructure Improvements Project


· Modification No. 1 to Contract No. 9059 Domestic Garage Elevator Modernization Project Ascent Elevator - Time extension


· Ratification of the Settlement of Unlitigated Claims of $10,000 or Less During Fiscal Year 2016-2017


· Public Hearing to Receive Comments on the Proposed Airport Building Regulations and to Vote on Adoption of the Proposed Regulations which would Supersede the 1999 Tenant Improvement Guide


· Public Hearing to Receive Comments on the Proposed Amendments to the Airport’s Rules and Regulations and to Vote on Adoption of the Proposed Amendments


Community Investment & Infrastructure (Tuesday, October 17, 1PM)

Discussion Only


· Presentation by FivePoint, the Master Developer on Candlestick Point and Phase 1 and 2 of the Hunters Point Shipyard, on their compliance with the Community Benefits Programs for April through June of 2017; Hunters Point Shipyard and Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Areas

· Candlestick Point Retail Center Garage Status: Transmittal of Information on Air Quality Issues

Action Items

· Selecting Bridge Housing Corporation and Community Housing Partnership for the development of 141 affordable rental housing units (including one manager’s unit) with supportive services for formerly homeless persons at Mission Bay South Block 9; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area 


· Approving the Report to the Board of Supervisors on the Amendments to the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project to remove an approximately 0.3-acre portion of Seawall Lot 337 known as “P20” from the Redevelopment Plan Area and authorizing the transmittal of the Report to the Board of Supervisors; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area 


· Approving the amendments to the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project to remove a 0.3-acre portion of Seawall Lot 337 known as “P20” and adopting environmental review findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; Recommending adoption of the Redevelopment Plan Amendments by the Board of Supervisors and submitting the recommendation, including the Redevelopment Plan Amendments, to the Board of Supervisors; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area

· Approving the Sixth Amendment to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement to remove a 0.3-acre portion of Seawall Lot 337 known as “P20”; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area 


· Approving amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to remove a 0.3-acre portion of Seawall Lot 337 known as “P20”; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area


· Confirming the issuance of taxable and tax-exempt refunding tax allocation bonds captioned 2017 Series D Taxable Subordinate Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds (San Francisco Redevelopment Projects) in an aggregate principal amount not to exceed $158,000,000 and 2017 Series E Subordinate Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds (San Francisco Redevelopment Projects) in an aggregate principal amount not to exceed $27,000,000, approving preliminary and final official statements and a continuing disclosure certificate, and approval of other related documents and actions; various project areas

Entertainment (Tuesday, October 17, 5PM) - CANCELLED

Health (Tuesday, October 17, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· Emergency Medical Services Update

Action Items

· Request for Recommendation that the BOS Approve a New Contract with EPIC City Government LLC for the Provision of an Electronic Health Record System


· Resolution Approving the SFDPH 2018 State and Federal Legislative Plans

MTA (Tuesday, October 17, 1PM)


Discussion Only


· Update on Vision Zero

Action Items

· Requesting the Controller to allot funds and to draw warrants against such funds available or will be available in payment of the following claims against the SFMTA:

· Alan Bolsh vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC15549539 filed on 12/21/15 for $10,000.

· Approving the following traffic modifications:


· ESTABLISH – RED ZONE − Clarendon Avenue, south side, from midblock crosswalk between Laguna Honda Boulevard and Olympia Way to 40 feet westerly.


· RESCIND – BUS ZONE − ESTABLISH – COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE, 8 AM TO 7 PM, DAILY − ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO PARKING, 7 PM TO 8 AM, DAILY − Stanyan Street, west side, from Haight Street to 40 feet southerly


· ESTABLISH – RIGHT LANE MUST TURN RIGHT – Jones St., southbound at Turk St.


· RESCIND – PERPENDICULAR PARKING − ESTABLISH – PARALLEL PARKING − Indiana Street, west side, from 19th Street to 350 feet northerly


· ESTABLISH – NO PARKING ANYTIME − ESTABLISH – SIDEWALK WIDENING − Indiana Street, west side, at 19th Street


· RESCIND – PERPENDICULAR PARKING − ESTABLISH – PARALLEL PARKING − Indiana Street, west side, from 20th Street to 665 feet southerly


· ESTABLISH – NO PARKING ANYTIME − ESTABLISH – SIDEWALK WIDENING − Indiana Street, west side, at 20th Street; Indiana Street, west side, from 250 to 335 feet south of 20th Street; and Indiana Street, west side, from 495 to 535 feet south of 20th Street


· ESTABLISH – NO LEFT TURN − 7th Street, northbound, at Channel Street – Channel Street, eastbound, at 7th Street


· ESTABLISH – SIDEWALK WIDENING − ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME − Hooper Street, north side, from 7th Street to 36 feet westerly; Hooper Street, north side, from 74 feet to 157 feet west of 7th Street; Hooper Street, north side, from 495 feet to 578 feet west of 7th Street; and Channel Street, south side, from 481 feet to 609 feet west of 7th Street


· ESTABLISH – RED CURB − Hooper Street, south side, from 7th Street to 40 feet westerly


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME − Channel Street, north side, from Carolina Street to 7th Street


· RESCIND − TOW-AWAY, NO STOPPING ANYTIME EXCEPT MARKED POLICE VEHICLES − Jessie Street, south side, from 6th Street to 131 feet westerly; and Jessie Street, south side, from 143 feet to 162 feet west of 6th Street


· ESTABLISH – TOW − AWAY, NO STOPPING ANYTIME; Jessie Street, south side, from 6th Street to western terminus.


· Approving the SubwayArt18: UMS: Fabrication Campbell/Klotz Artwork Agreement with Demiurge LLC (Demiurge) for fabrication of artwork designed by Jim Campbell and Werner Klotz for the Union Square Market Street Station Platform of the Central Subway Project for an amount not to exceed $819,287. 

· Approving the Third Amendment to Agreement No. CS-159, Intergovernmental Agreement between the Transbay Joint Powers Authority and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, to add additional services related to installation of ticket vending machines in the new Transbay Transit Center, reallocate task budgets, and extend the term of the Agreement from December 31, 2017 to June 30, 2018 for no additional cost.

· Amending Transportation Code, Division II, to establish a fee to be charged to customers at parking facilities under the SFMTA’s jurisdiction for use of electric vehicle charging stations to recover the SFMTA’s program costs, charging station maintenance and electricity costs, and payment processing charges, in an amount not to exceed $2.75 per charging session.

· Approving a parking protected bikeway and various parking and traffic modifications, along Folsom Street between 11th Street and 5th Street until April 17, 2019 as follows:


· ESTABLISH – CLASS IV PROTECTED BIKEWAY - Folsom Street, eastbound, south side, from 11th Street to Falmouth Street


· RESCIND – BUS ZONE - Folsom Street, south side, from 11th Street to 85 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, 9th Street to 78 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 8th Street to 85 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 49 feet to 106 feet west of 7th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 6th Street to 80 feet easterly


· ESTABLISH – TRANSIT BOARDING ISLAND – TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME - Folsom Street, south side, from 5 feet to 48 feet east of 11th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 5 feet to 57 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 5 feet to 67 feet east of 8th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 5 feet to 70 feet east of 7th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 85 feet to 141 feet east of 6th Street.


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME - Folsom Street, south side, from 10th Street to 160 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from 8th Street to 184 feet westerly


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY NO PARKING ANYTIME - Folsom Street, north side, from 10th Street to 27 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from 11th Street to 5 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 48 feet to 69 feet east of 11th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from Juniper Street to 88 feet westerly, Folsom Street, north side, from Dore Street to 26 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from 10th Street to 39 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 50 feet to 81 feet east of 10th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 38 feet to 96 feet west of Dore Street, Folsom Street, south side from Dore Street to 22 feet westerly, Folsom Street, north side, from 9th Street to 35 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from Dore Street to 5 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 41 feet to 75 feet east of Dore Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 9th Street to 35 feet westerly, Folsom Street, north side, from 8th Street to 29 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from 9th Street to 5 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 57 feet to 79 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 103 feet to 122 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 203 feet to 236 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 184 feet to 241 feet west of 8th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 8th Street to 5 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 67 feet to 77 feet east of 8th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from Rodgers Street to 25 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from Rodgers Street to 8 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 65 feet to 109 feet east of Rodgers Street, Folsom Street, south side, from Hallam Street to 23 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side from Hallam Street to 10 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 31 feet to 100 feet west of Langton Street, Folsom Street, south side from Langton Street to 13 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from Langton Street to 65 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 7th Street to 58 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side from 7th Street to 5 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side from 70 feet to 195 feet east of 7th Street, Folsom Street, south side from Sherman Street to 36 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from Sherman Street to 8 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 29 feet to 145 feet east of Sherman Street, Folsom Street, south side, from Columbia Street to 28 feet westerly, Harriet Street, west side, from Folsom to 10 feet southerly, Harriet Street, east side, from Folsom to 10 feet southerly, Folsom Street, north side, from 5th Street to 34 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from 6th Street to 85 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 141 feet to 178 feet east of 6th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 194 feet to 245 feet east of 6th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 116 feet to 155 feet west of Falmouth Street, Folsom Street, south side, from Falmouth Street to 93 feet westerly


· ESTABLISH – BLUE ZONE - Folsom Street, north side, from 11th Street to 20 feet easterly, 6th Street, east side, from 32 feet to 54 feet north of Folsom Street


· RESCIND – YELLOW LOADING ZONE, 7AM TO 6PM MONDAY TO SATURDAY - Folsom Street, south side, from Dore Street to 40 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from Sherman Street to 47 feet westerly

· ESTABLISH – YELLOW LOADING ZONE, 7AM TO 6PM, MONDAY TO SATURDAY - Folsom Street, south side, from 69 feet to 102 feet east of 11th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from Juniper Street to 30 feet easterly


· RESCIND – YELLOW METER LOADING ZONE, 7AM TO 6PM MONDAY TO SATURDAY - Folsom Street, north side, from 14 feet to 34 feet west of 5th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 39 feet to 59 feet west of Falmouth Street


· ESTABLISH – YELLOW METER LOADING ZONE, 7AM TO 6PM, MONDAY TO SATURDAY - Folsom Street, north side, from 34 feet to 54 feet west of 5th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 93 feet to 116 feet west of Falmouth Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 155 feet to 178 feet west of Falmouth Street


· ESTABLISH – YELLOW LOADING ZONE, 8AM TO 5PM, MONDAY TO FRIDAY - Folsom Street, south side, from 79 feet to 103 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 236 feet to 272 feet east of 9th Street


· ESTABLISH – YELLOW LOADING ZONE, 7AM TO 6PM, MONDAY TO FRIDAY - Folsom Street, north side, from 220 feet to 250 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, north side, from 25 feet to 62 feet east of 8th Street, Folsom Street, north side, from 47 feet to 72 feet west of Rausch Street, Folsom Street, north side, from 28 feet to 57 feet east of Langton Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 83 feet to 118 feet west of Hallam Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 10 feet to 55 feet east of Hallam Street


· ESTABLISH – YELLOW METER LOADING ZONE, 8AM TO 4:30PM, MONDAY TO FRIDAY - Folsom Street, north side, from 144 feet to 164 feet east of 6th Street


· RESCIND – YELLOW LOADING ZONE, 8AM TO 6PM MONDAY TO SATURDAY - Folsom Street, south side, from 131 feet to 151 street east of 7th Street


· ESTABLISH – YELLOW LOADING ZONE, 8AM TO 6PM, MONDAY TO SATURDAY - Folsom Street, north side, from 9 feet to 34 feet east of 7th Street, Folsom Street, north side, from Moss Street to 30 feet easterly


· RESCIND – MOTORCYCLE PARKING - Folsom Street, south side, from 79 feet to 103 feet east of 10th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 78 feet to 85 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 168 feet to 179 feet east of 7th Street


· ESTABLISH – MOTORCYCLE PARKING - Folsom Street, north side, from 19 feet to 38 feet east of 10th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 39 feet to 50 feet east of 10th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 81 feet to 88 feet east of 10th Street


· RESCIND – WHITE ZONE, 8AM TO 10AM AND 3PM TO 6PM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY - Folsom Street, south side, from 236 feet to 241 feet west of 8th Street


· ESTABLISH - WHITE ZONE, 8AM TO 10AM AND 3PM TO 6PM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY - Folsom Street, south side, from 272 feet to 277 feet east of 9th Street


· RESCIND – WHITE ZONE AT ALL TIMES - Folsom Street, north side, from 34 feet to 54 feet west of 5th Street


· ESTABLISH – WHITE ZONE AT ALL TIMES - Folsom Street, north side, from 74 feet to 94 feet west of 5th Street


· RESCIND – BIKE PARKING ONLY - Folsom Street, south side, from 124 feet to 153 feet west of 8th Street


· ESTABLISH – NO RIGHT TURN ON RED EXCEPT BICYCLES - Folsom Street, eastbound at 11th Street, 11th Street, northbound at Folsom Street, 9th Street, northbound at Folsom Street, Folsom Street, eastbound at 6th Street, 6th Street, northbound at Folsom Street


· ESTABLISH – NO PARKING EXCEPT BICYCLES, BIKE SHARE STATION – Folsom Street, south side, from 35 feet to 111 feet west of 9th Street.

· Approving bicycle, parking and traffic modifications associated with the Folsom Street 11th to 13th Streets Bike Lane Gap Closure Project as follows:


· ESTABLISH - CLASS II BUFFERED BIKE LANE - Folsom Street, westbound, from 11th Street to 13th Street; and Folsom Street, eastbound, from 13th Street to 12th Street


· ESTABLISH - CLASS IV PROTECTED BIKE LANE - Folsom Street, eastbound, from 12th Street to 11th Street


· ESTABLISH - TOW AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME - Folsom Street, west side, from 13th Street to 135 feet northerly; and Folsom Street, south side, from 11th Street to 100 feet westerly


· ESTABLISH – RIGHT LANE MUST TURN RIGHT (EXCEPT BICYCLES) – Folsom Street, north side, from 12th Street to 105 feet easterly


· ESTABLISH - NO PARKING ANYTIME - Folsom Street, north side, from 12th Street to 80 feet west of 11th Street.


· Amending Transportation Code, Division II, to create a private transit vehicle permit program, including application requirements, permit terms and conditions, fees, and administrative penalties.


· Amending Transportation Code, Division II, Article 1100 to remove references to Non Standard Vehicles, to eliminate the requirement that vehicles have less than 100,000 miles, eliminate the model year limitation, and amend hearing procedures and make a correction in the numbering of Section 1116.

· Presentation regarding the Fiscal Year 2017 Travel Decision Survey.


· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - Existing Litigation: Luz Godizano vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC16551983 filed on 5/13/16 for $2,012,971.42 (Closed Session)

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, October 18, 5PM)

Action Items

· JURISDICTION REQUEST - Subject property at 1574 35th Avenue. Nathan Nierbergall, requestor, is asking that the Board take jurisdiction over BPA No. 2016/12/28/6059, which was issued on July 17, 2017 by the Department of Building Inspection. The appeal period ended on August 01, 2017, and the jurisdiction request was filed at the Board office on August 25, 2017. Permit Holder: Tina Tsao. Project: remove storage rooms in garage and baths to expand size of garage for two autos; no exterior work.

· APPEAL - SID REZIG vs. MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY - Appealing the REVOCATION on July 21,


· 2017, of an A-Card (Taxi Driving) Permit.


· APPEAL - JERRY DRATLER vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 25 17th Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on August 01, 2017, to Twenty Five 17th Avenue, LLC, of an Alteration Permit (abate Planning Enforcement Case No. 2016-009806ENF and DBI NOV Nos. 201623795 and 201757399; remove exterior bay and chase along south wall at all floors; interior remodel at ground floor; at ground and second floors, voluntary lateral strengthening and partial structural strengthening of floor, removal of exterior deck and stairs). NOTE: Upon motion by Commissioner Swig, the Board voted 4-1 (Commissioner Lazarus dissented) to continue this matter to October 18, 2017 to allow time for the project sponsor to meet with the neighbors to reach a more satisfactory resolution on the direction of the project.

· APPEAL - ROBERT & JUDITH DUFFY vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Re: 2517 Pacific Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on July 11, 2017, to Kawaja Family Trust, of an Alteration Permit (foundation replacement and basement remodel).


· APPEAL - BRYAN & ERIN CARTER vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, CARMEN ZELL AND JAMES RUBENSTEIN, Section 14 Parties, RE: 68 Richardson Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on July 14, 2017, to Bryan & Erin Carter, of a Site Permit (addition to single family residence consisting of new third floor; includes new bathroom).


· BARBARA LAWRENCE vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 2226 Green Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on July 17, 2017, to John Stalder & Meghan Laffey, of a Site Permit (5'6" deep horizontal infill addition at existing fourth floor; 3'0" deck extension at existing fourth floor; kitchen renovation; remove wood trellis at third and fourth floors).


· JANINE SHIUE vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 2226 Green Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on July 17, 2017, to John Stalder & Meghan Laffey, of a Site Permit (5'6" deep horizontal infill addition at existing fourth floor; 3'0" deck extension at existing fourth floor; kitchen renovation; remove wood trellis at third and fourth floors).


Building Inspection (Wednesday, October 18, 930AM)

Discussion Only


· Discussion on Accela permit and project tracking system.

· Update regarding DBI policies and standards that are used to evaluate modular construction plans, including the inspection process and standards that are applied to modular construction.

· Discussion regarding DBI’s protocols for flags on top of rigging machines.  

· Discussion and presentation regarding the Permitting process on Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s).

· Update regarding the Nominations Sub-Committee, and Board of Examiners (BOE) vacancies.

Action Items

· Discussion and possible action regarding a proposed Ordinance (Board of Supervisors File No. 171042) amending the Administrative, Business and Tax Regulations, Health, and Police Codes to comprehensively regulate commercial activities relating to the cultivation, manufacture, distribution, testing, sale, and delivery of medicinal and adult use cannabis by requiring businesses that engage in commercial cannabis activities to obtain a permit from the Office of Cannabis, in addition to other requirements.

· Discussion and possible action on the annual performance evaluation for the Director - Director of the Department of Building Inspection – Mr. Tom C. Hui (Closed Session)


· Discussion and possible action on the annual performance evaluation for the BIC Secretary - Secretary to the Building Inspection Commission – Ms. Sonya Harris (Closed Session)

Elections (Wednesday, October 18, 6PM)


Action Items

· Open Source Voting - Discussion and possible action regarding the City and County of San Francisco's open source voting system project.

Historic Preservation (Wednesday, October 18, 1230PM)


Discussion Only


· LANDMARK DESIGNATION WORK PROGRAM QUARTERLY REPORT – Discussion of the HPC's Landmark Designation Work Program.

Action Items

· 546-548 FILLMORE STREET, 554 FILLMORE STREET, 735 FELL STREET, 660 OAK STREET – east side of Fillmore Street, north side of Oak Street, south side of Fell Street, Assessor's Blocks/Lots 0828/021, 0828/022, 0828/022A and 0828/012 (District 5). Consideration to Recommend to the Board of Supervisors designation of the former Sacred Heart Church Complex which includes the former rectory, church, school and convent buildings pursuant to Article 10, Section 1004(c) of the Planning Code. Sacred Heart Parish Complex is significant for its association with the growth and development of the Western Addition and Catholic religious institutions in San Francisco in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries; with prominent and influential civil rights activist Father Eugene Boyle, pastor of the church from 1968 to 1972; as a distinctive and well‐executed example of a Romanesque Revival‐style Catholic parish grouping and for its association with master architect Thomas J. Welsh. 546-548 Fillmore Street is located in a RM-3 Residential-Mixed, Medium Density Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District; 554 Fillmore Street is located in a RM-1 Residential-Mixed, Low Density Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District; 735 Fell Street is located in a RM-3 Residential-Mixed, Medium Density Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District; and 660 Oak Street is located in a RM-1 Residential-Mixed, Low Density Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve


· 460 ARGUELLO BOULEVARD – east side of Arguello Blvd. between Euclid Avenue and Geary Blvd., Assessor's Block 1061, Lot 049 (District 1). Consideration to Initiate Landmark Designation of the Theodore Roosevelt Middle School as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. 460 Arguello Blvd was added to the Landmark Designation Work program on June 15, 2011. Theodore Roosevelt Middle School is architecturally significant as San Francisco's only Dutch/German Expressionist style building designed by master architect Timothy Pflueger and exhibits high artistic values in its three New Deal murals. It is located in a P - Public Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· 600 32ND AVE – east side of 32nd Avenue between Geary Blvd. and Balboa Street, Assessor's Block 1574, Lot 001 (District 1). Consideration to Initiate Landmark Designation of the George Washington High School as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. 600 32nd Avenue was added to the Landmark Designation Work program on August 17, 2016. George Washington High School is associated with significant events, as it was built largely using Public Works Administration funds. It is also architecturally significant as it embodies the characteristics of the Streamline Moderne style, represents the work of master architect Timothy Pflueger, and exhibits high artistic values in its four New Deal murals and one outdoor frieze that were all sponsored by the Federal Art Project. It is located in a P - Public Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· 2728 BRYANT STREET – west side of Bryant Street between 25th and 26th streets, Assessor's Block 4273, Lot 008 (District 8). Consideration to Initiate Landmark Designation of the Sunshine School as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. 2728 Bryant Street was added to the Landmark Designation Work program on June 15, 2011. The Sunshine School is significant for its association with events as the first public school specifically designed for children with disabilities built west of the Rockies and for its association with the Public Works Administration. It is also architecturally significant as it embodies the distinctive characteristics of the Spanish Colonial Revival style with Art Deco and Moorish accents; represents the work of four master architects - Albert A. Schroepfer, Charles F. Strothoff, Martin J. Rist, and Smith O'Brien; and exhibits high artistic values in its ingenious floorplan devised to combine two specialized schools into one campus and in its quality of materials and workmanship. It is located in a P - Public Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· 3158 MISSION STREET – on the west side of Mission Street near Precita Avenue. Assessor's Block 6574, Lot 007 (District 9). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business application. El Rio, Your Dive is a local bar and community event space founded in 1978 by Malcom Thornley and Robert Nett and is inspired by their leather motorcycle riding lifestyle and their love for Brazil and Brazilian culture. The Legacy Business Registry recognizes longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. In addition, the City intends that the Registry be a tool for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their continued viability and success. The subject business is within the NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 50-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval


· 90 WELSH STREET – on the north side of Welsh Street near 4th Street. Assessor's Block 3583, Lot 011 (District 6). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business application. Founded in 1973, Hwa Rang Kwan Martial Arts Center is believed to be the oldest Korean martial arts center on the West Coast and serves both youth and adults in the South of Market neighborhood and throughout San Francisco. The Legacy Business Registry recognizes longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. In addition, the City intends that the Registry be a tool for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their continued viability and success. The subject business is within the SLI (SOMA Service – Light Industrial) Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

Police (Wednesday, October 18, 5PM)

Discussion Only


· Presentation of the 2nd & 3rd Quarters 2017 FDRB Finding & Recommendations & OIS Investigative Summary


· Presentation of the Safe Place Initiative

· SFPD/DPA Status Report on 3rd Quarter 2017 General Orders/Policy Proposals

· Presentation by the Department and the Coalition on Homelessness on the status of responding to calls for service involving individuals with mental health issues        

Action Items

· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION:  Chief of Police - Review of findings and Chief’s decision to return or not return officers to duty following officer-involved shooting (OIS 17-005) (Closed Session)


· PERSONNEL EXCEPTION: Hearing on the Motion to Vacate Discipline and Dismiss Charges filed in regards to the Appeal of the Chief’s Suspension in Case No. OCC 0167-15, or take other action, if necessary (Closed Session)


· PERSONNEL EXCEPTION: Status and calendaring of pending disciplinary cases (Closed Session)        

Status of Women (Wednesday, October 18, 4PM)


Discussion Only 

· Resolution Recognizing Lisa James and Anna Marjavi


· Resolution Recognizing CEDAW Women’s Human Rights Awardees

· Strategic Plan Overview

Action Items

· Proposed Legislation on Increased Representation of Women in City Government and Depiction in Public Spaces:


· Administrative Code - Maya Angelou Statue at Main Library - City Policy Regarding Depiction of Women on City Property - Women’s Recognition Public Art Fund.


· Affirming San Francisco’s Commitment to 30 Percent Female Representation by 2020

Library (Thursday, October 19, 430PM) - CANCELLED

Planning (Thursday, October 19, 1PM)

Action Items – Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance

· 452 OAK STREET – north side of Oak Street between Buchanan and Laguna Streets; Lot 011 in Assessor’s Block 0830 (District 5)  Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 207 and 209.4, to allow the subdivision of a through lot with frontages on Oak Street and Hickory Street causing the existing structure on the newly-created lot fronting on Oak Street to exceed the dwelling unit density limits within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).  (Proposed for Continuance to October 26, 2017)

· 452 OAK STREET - north side of Oak Street between Buchanan and Laguna Streets; Lot 011 in Assessor’s Block 0830 (District 5) - Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134 and 140, to allow a subdivision of a through lot with frontages on Oak Street and Hickory Street causing the existing structure on the newly-created lot fronting on Oak Street to lose compliance with rear yard requirements exposure requirements for 6 of the building’s 12 units. The subject property is within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. (Proposed for Continuance to October 26, 2017)

· 1 ARDATH COURT - east side of Ingalls Street, north of Hudson Court, Lot 008 of Assessor’s Block 4712 (District 10) - Request for a modification to a Planned Unit Development-Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1, 303 and 304, with specific modifications to Planning Code requirements related to rear yard (Planning Code Section 134), to construct a new 5,659 square foot recreation center for residents of the Northridge Cooperative Homes. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed for Continuance to November 2, 2017)

· 583 47TH AVENUE - west side of 47th Avenue between Geary Boulevard and Anza Street; Lot 016E in Assessor’s Block 1497 (District 1) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2015.10.22.0473, proposing to construct a one-story 425-square foot vertical addition above the existing two-story dwelling, a roof deck above the proposed new 3rd floor as well as front and rear roof decks above the 2nd floor within a RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.  This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed for Continuance to December 7, 2017)

· 2358 FILLMORE STREET - southeast corner of Fillmore and Washington Streets; Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 0612 (District 2) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 718 to allow the establishment of a Liquor Store (dba “Verve Wine”) in a ground floor retail space in a 2-story commercial building in the Upper Fillmore Neighborhood Commercial District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed for Continuance to December 7, 2017)

· 372 7TH AVENUE - east side of 7th Avenue, between Clement Street and Geary Boulevard; Lot 023 in Assessor’s Block 1438 (District 1) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 712 to legalize a Massage Establishment use that is operating as accessory to an existing Medical Service use (dba “Tian Yun Clinic”) at the ground floor of a 3-story mixed-use building in a NC-3 Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. (Proposed for Indefinite Continuance)

Discussion Only


· 2017 TRANSPORTATION SECTOR CLIMATE ACTION STRATEGY – Informational Presentation providing an overview of the 2017 Transportation Sector Climate Action Strategy, which has been authored by the SFMTA and its city partners, including the Planning Department. The Strategy provides the framework for the reduction of emissions and transformation of the transportation sector necessary to realize San Francisco’s mid-century climate goals. The Strategy is scheduled for presentation and action at the SFMTA Board of Directors in December 2017.


Action Items


· 175 BAYSHORE BOULEVARD - east side of Bayshore Boulevard between Jerrold and Oakdale Avenues, Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 5559 (District 10) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 249.65 and 303 to demolish an existing one-story plumbing supply storage building and storage shed structure as well as to construct a new one-story automotive repair building (DBA Alioto’s Garage) within a PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution, and Repair) District, the Bayshore Home Improvement Special Use District and 65-J Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· CANNABIS REGULATION [BOARD FILE NO. 171041] - Planning Code Amendment introduced by Mayor Lee to [1] establish a local regulatory framework for the cultivation, sale, and use of adult use cannabis consistent with 2016’s Proposition 64 (The Adult Use of Marijuana Act), and [2] update regulations relating to Medical Cannabis Dispensaries (MCDs) including regulations on  allowed locations and conversions; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making a finding of public necessity, convenience, and welfare pursuant to Planning Code Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT AND THE 24TH STREET – MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT - pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Planning Commission will consider Planning Code Amendments to revise the controls in the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District (Mission NCT) to remove Administrative Services as permitted use, to limit the merging of lots, and to allow certain Production, Distribution, and Repair uses, and to revise the controls in the 24th Street – Mission Neighborhood Commercial Transit District to allow certain Production, Distribution, and Repair uses. Planning Code sections proposed for amendment include Sections 754, 763, and 121.7. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications

· 118-134 KISSLING STREET - located on the north side of Kissling Street between 11th and 12th Streets, Assessor’s Block 3516, Lots 039, 040, 041, and 042 -  Request to Initiate a Zoning Map Amendment, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 302 and 306, to amend San Francisco Zoning Map Sheet No.ZN07 to rezone Block No. 3516 and Lots Nos. 039 (118-120 Kissling Street), 040 (124 Kissling Street), 041 (130 Kissling Street), and 042 (134 Kissling Street) from RED (Residential Enclave) to RED-MX (Residential Enclave-Mixed). The subject property is currently located within the RED (Residential Enclave) Zoning District, Western SoMa Special Use District, and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) PLAN – request for Endorsement, the TDM plan is a work program comprised of strategies to support sustainable travel options for existing and future residents, tenants, employees and visitors. Four San Francisco agencies will implement this TDM work program. Planning’s lead responsibilities primarily address land use development, which includes implementing the recently adopted Planning Code section 169: TDM Ordinance. Preliminary Recommendation:  Adopt a Resolution Endorsing the Plan

· INDIA BASIN MIXED-USE PROJECT (700 INNES AVENUE, 900 INNES AVENUE, INDIA BASIN OPEN SPACE, AND INDIA BASIN SHORELINE PARK) - located on the east side of Innes Avenue between Hunters Point Boulevard and Earl Street, Assessor's Blocks/Lots 4644/ 001-018, 004, 004A, 005, 005S, 006, 006A, 007, 008, 009, 010, 010A, 010B, 010C, 011; 4631/001, 002; 4620/001, 002; 4607/024, 025; 4596/026; 4597/026; 4606/026, 100; 4621/016, 018, 021, 100, 101; 4630/002, 005, 007, 100; 4645/001, 003A, 004, 006, 007, 007A, 010, 010A, 011, 012, 013; 4629A/010, 011; 4646/001-003, 003A, 019, 020; 4629A/003-006, 012, 013; 4622/007, 008, 012, 013, 016-019; 4605/010-019; and 4645/014, 015 - Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. Through a public-private partnership between the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department and the privately owned real estate development company BUILD, the proposed project would redevelop approximately 39 acres located along the India Basin shoreline into an integrated network of new public parks, wetlands habitat, and a mixed-use urban village. The mixed-use urban village would include two options: (1) a residentially-oriented project with approximately 1,240 dwelling units, 275,330 square feet of commercial space, 50,000 square feet of institutional space, and 1,800 parking spaces; or (2) a commercially-oriented project with approximately 500 dwelling units, 1,000,000 square feet of commercial space, 50,000 square feet of institutional space, and 1,932 parking spaces. The project site is located within M-1 (Light Industrial), M-2 (Heavy Industrial), NC-2 (Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial), and P (Public Use) Zoning Districts and 40-X and OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk Districts. NOTE: Written comments will be accepted at the Planning Department until 5:00 p.m. on October 30, 2017. Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment

· 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT - south side of Market Street between Brady and 12th Streets; Lots 001, 007, 008, 027, 028, 029, 031, 031A, 032, 032A, 033, 033A, 034, and 035 in Assessor’s Block 3505 – Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. The project would demolish the existing UA Local 38 building at 1621 Market Street and the majority of the Lesser Brothers Building at 1629-1645 Market Street; rehabilitate the Civic Center Hotel at 1601 Market Street, and remove the existing on-site surface parking lots. The proposed project would construct five buildings including: a four-story, 58-foot-tall UA Local 38 building; a 10-story, 85-foot-tall addition to the Lesser Brothers Building; a 10-story, 85-foot-tall mixed-use residential building with ground-floor retail; a nine-story, 85-foot-tall mixed-use residential building with ground-floor retail; and a six-story, 68-foot-tall affordable housing building on Colton Street. The five-story, 55-foot-tall Civic Center Hotel would be rehabilitated to contain residential units and ground-floor retail. Up to 316 parking spaces would be provided in a two-level below-grade garage accessed from Stevenson and Brady Streets. The project would create a publicly-accessible open space at the northeast corner of Brady and Colton Streets as well as a publicly-accessible mid-block passage from the open space to Market Street. Overall, the project would include approximately 455,900 square feet of residential use containing 484 units, an additional 100 affordable units in the Colton Street Affordable Housing Building, 33,500 square feet of open space, 32,100 square feet of union facility use, and 13,000 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant use. The project site is located in a NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit District) and P (Public) Zoning Districts and OS (Open Space), 40-X, and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. NOTE: The public hearing on the Draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for the Draft EIR ended on June 26, 2017. Public comment will be received when the item is called during the hearing. However, comments submitted may not be included in the Final EIR. Preliminary Recommendation: Certify

· 1601-1645 MARKET STREET (AKA 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT) - located on the south side of Market Street between 12th and Brady Streets; Assessor’s Block 3505 Lots 001, 007, 008, 027, 028, 029, 031, 031A, 032, 032A, 033, 033A, 034 and 035 (District 6) - Request for Adoption of Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project.  The 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project would demolish the existing UA Local 38 building, demolish the majority of the Lesser Brothers Building, rehabilitate the Civic Center Hotel and construct five new buildings, including a 10-story addition to the Lesser Brothers Building, a new four-story union hall, a new 10-story residential building, a new nine-story residential building, and the six-story Colton Street Affordable Housing building. Overall, the Project would include construction of 455,900 square feet of residential use that would contain up to 484 residential units and up to 100 affordable units, for a total of up to 584 units. In addition, the Project would include 32,100 square feet of union facility use, 13,000 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant use, and 33,500 square feet of publicly-accessible and residential open space. As part of the Project, the Project Sponsor would develop a new privately-owned publicly-accessible open space at the northeast corner of Brady and Colton Streets. The project site is currently located within a NCT-3 (Neighborhood Commercial Transit, Moderate Scale) and P (Public) Zoning Districts, and OS (Open Space), 40-X and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations under the California Environmental Quality Act.

· 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT - Request to Adopt a Recommendation of Approval of the General Plan Amendments for the Ordinance introduced by the Planning Commission to amend Map No. 1, Map No. 3 and Policy 7.2.5 of the Market & Octavia Area Plan for the 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project & Special Use District. On September 14, 2017, the Planning Commission recommended initiation of the aforementioned General Plan Amendments, per Planning Commission Resolution No. 19994.  On October 19, 2017, the Planning Commission will consider the aforementioned General Plan Amendments pursuant to Planning Code Section 340.  The proposed amendments will be before the Planning Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors, and adopt findings, including environmental findings and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval

· 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT [BOARD FILE NO. 170938] - Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments introduced by Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Jane Kim to: establish the 1629 Market Street Special Use District (SUD); amend Zoning Use District Map No. ZN07 to realign the zoning districts to the parcel configuration of the Project amend Height and Bulk District No. HT07 to realign the height and bulk districts to the parcel configuration of the Project and increase the height and bulk district of Block 3505 Lots 027 and 028 from 40-X to 68-X; and, amend Special Use District Map No. SU07. These amendments would support the 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project. In short, the 1629 Market Street SUD would modify the Planning Code requirements for useable open space and bulk controls along narrow streets and alleys. The proposed amendments will be before the Planning Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT - located on the south side of Market Street between 12th and Brady Streets; Assessor’s Block 3505 Lots 001, 007, 008, 027, 028, 029, 031, 031A, 032, 032A, 033, 033A, 034 and 035 (District 6) - Request to Adopt a Recommendation of Approval of a Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and “Strada Brady, LLC” in association with the 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project. The proposed Development Agreement will address open space and affordable housing. The 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project would demolish the existing UA Local 38 building, demolish the majority of the Lesser Brothers Building, rehabilitate the Civic Center Hotel and construct five new buildings, including a 10-story addition to the Lesser Brothers Building, a new four-story union hall, a new 10-story residential building, a new nine-story residential building, and the six-story Colton Street Affordable Housing building. Overall, the Project would include construction of 455,900 square feet of residential use that would contain up to 484 residential units and up to 100 affordable units, for a total of up to 584 units. In addition, the Project would include 32,100 square feet of union facility use, 13,000 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant use, and 33,500 square feet of publicly-accessible and residential open space. As part of the Project, the Project Sponsor would develop a new privately-owned publicly-accessible open space at the northeast corner of Brady and Colton Streets.  Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 56.4(c), the Director of Planning has received and accepted a complete application for the amendment of the above-mentioned development agreement which is available for review by the public at the Planning Department in Planning Department Case File No. 2015-005848DVA. Preliminary Recommendation: Recommend Approval to Board of Supervisors

· 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT - located on the south side of Market Street between 12th and Brady Streets; Assessor’s Block 3505 Lots 001, 007, 008, 027, 028, 029, 031, 031A, 032, 032A, 033, 033A, 034 and 035 (District 6) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit Development (PUD), pursuant to Planning Code Section 121.1, 121.2, 207.6, 303, 304 and 752, for: 1) development on a lot larger than 10,000 square feet; 2) modification of the dwelling unit mix requirement; and, 3) establishment of a non-residential use larger than 4,000 square feet in the NCT-3 Zoning District, for the 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project. The 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project would demolish the existing UA Local 38 building, demolish the majority of the Lesser Brothers Building, rehabilitate the Civic Center Hotel and construct five new buildings, including a 10-story addition to the Lesser Brothers Building, a new four-story union hall, a new 10-story residential building, a new nine-story residential building, and the six-story Colton Street Affordable Housing building. Overall, the Project would include construction of 455,900 square feet of residential use that would contain up to 484 residential units and up to 100 affordable units, for a total of up to 584 units. In addition, the Project would include 32,100 square feet of union facility use, 13,000 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant use, and 33,500 square feet of publicly-accessible and residential open space. As part of the Project, the Project Sponsor would develop a new privately-owned publicly-accessible open space at the northeast corner of Brady and Colton Streets.  Under the PUD, the Commission must also grant modifications from the Planning Code requirements for: 1) rear yard (Planning Code Section 134); 2) permitted obstructions (Planning Code Section 136); 3) dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code Section 140); 4) street frontage (Planning Code Section 145.1); 5) off-street loading (Planning Code Section 152); and, 6) measurement of height (Planning Code Section 260). The project site is currently located within a NCT-3 (Neighborhood Commercial Transit, Moderate Scale) and P (Public) Zoning Districts, and OS (Open Space), 40-X and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 888 TENNESSEE STREET - located on the northwest corner of Tennessee & 20th Streets, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 4060 (District 10) - Request for Adoption of Findings, pursuant to Planning Code Section 295, regarding the shadow study that concluded the new construction of a four-story, 45-ft tall, mixed-use building with up to 110 dwelling units would not be adverse to the use of Espirit Park, which is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission. The subject property is located within the Dogpatch Landmark District, UMU (Urban Mixed-Use Zoning District) and a 45-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation:  Adopt Findings

· 888 TENNESSEE STREET - located on the northwest corner of Tennessee & 20th Streets, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 4060 (District 10) - Request for a Large Project Authorization (LPA), pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, to demolish the existing two-story industrial building and construct a new four-story (45-feet tall) mixed-use building (measuring approximately 88,100 sq ft) with 110 dwelling units, 5,472 square feet of ground floor commercial use, 83 off-street parking spaces, and public and private open space. Under the LPA, the project is requesting exceptions to the Planning Code requirements for rear yard (Planning Code Section 134), permitted obstructions (Planning Code Section 136), dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code Section 140), street frontage (Planning Code Section 145.1), off-street loading (Planning Code Section 152.1), and measurement of height (Planning Code Section 260). The project site is located within the Dogpatch Landmark District, UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District and 45-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· FORMULA RETAIL GROCERY STORE IN FULTON STREET GROCERY STORE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT; AMENDMENTS TO PLANNG CODE SECTION 249.35A [BOARD FILE 170514] - Planning Code Amendment to allow a grocery store that may be defined as a formula retail use in the Fulton Street Grocery Store Special Use District, and adding criteria for approval; extending the duration of the controls; and making environmental findings, findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 555 FULTON STREET - southeast corner of Fulton and Laguna Street; Lot 058 in Assessor’s Block 0794 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303(c), 303.1, 703.4, and 249.35A to establish a formula retail sales and services establishment (d.b.a. New Seasons Market) as would be permitted under Planning Code Amendments proposed under Board File No. 170514. The project is located within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) and Hayes Valley NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning Districts and 40-X/50-X Height and Bulk District, and the Fulton Street Grocery Store Special Use District. Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the environment. No CEQA review is required pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 711 VAN NESS AVENUE - northwest corner of Van Ness Avenue and Turk Street; Lot 203 in Assessor’s Block 0743 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3, 303, and 303.1, to allow the establishment of a Formula Retail pharmacy store (dba “CVS Pharmacy”) within a RC-4 Zoning District the Van Ness Special Use District and 130-V Height and Bulk District, as well as to allow a non-residential use size greater than 5,999 square feet. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 114 LYON STREET - east side of Lyon Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 1220 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the merger of four dwelling units into two dwelling units. The proposed project would legalize the merger of four dwelling units into a 3,096 sq. ft. dwelling and a 341 sq. ft. studio unit behind the garage in a four-story residential building.  The subject property is within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The Project is defined as not a project under the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (“CEQA”) Sections 15378 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the environment. Preliminary Recommendation:  Disapprove

· 114 LYON STREET - east side of Lyon Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 1220 (District 5) - Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Section 134(c), to legalize the construction of a deck and stair located the rear yard of the 4-story four-unit residential building. The subject property is within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.


· 2444 LOMBARD STREET - north side of Lombard Street between Divisadero and Scott Streets and east side of Divisadero Street between Lombard and Chestnut Streets, Lot 014 in Assessor’s Block 0936 (District 2) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 303 and 304, to allow a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for the demolition of the existing one-story commercial building and the construction of a four-story mixed-use building with 41 dwelling units above approximately 2,500 square feet of ground floor retail space and 41 off-street parking spaces within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The PUD process would allow for modifications to the rear yard and dwelling unit exposure requirements of Planning Code Sections 134 and 140. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 4046 26th STREET - north side of 26th Street, between Noe and Sanchez Streets; lot 012 in Assessor’s Block 6553 (District 8)   - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to merge two dwelling units within an existing two-story, two-family residential building into one ~1,900 square foot three-bedroom, two-bathroom dwelling unit. The project would merge a ~730 square foot one bedroom, one-bathroom dwelling unit at the first floor with an ~1,170 square foot, two-bedroom, one-bathroom dwelling unit at the second floor within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation:  Disapprove

· 100 GATESSTREET - between Eugenia and Powhattan Avenues, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 5650 (District 9) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.0805.4359, proposing a vertical addition, rear addition and interior remodel of a two-story single-family residence within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposed work also includes interior alterations as well as exterior alterations: new façade, roof deck, window replacements and new siding; the building is located. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

Rec and Park (Thursday, October 19, 10AM)


Discussion Only


· SAN FRANCISCO ZOO - Presentation and discussion only to update the Commission on operational and management issues at the San Francisco Zoo.

· NEW BUSINESS/AGENDA SETTING

· Lincoln Park Golf Course


· Golden Gate Park Stables


· Community Gardens Policy


· South End Rowing Club


· Dolphin Club


· Golden Gate Yacht Club


· West Portal Playground


· Geneva Powerhouse 

· John McLaren Park Playground


· Segway Tour Concession


· Howard and Langton Mini Park

Action Items

· SAN FRANCISCO ZOOLOGICAL SOCIETY ANIMAL TRANSACTIONS


· WEST SUNSET PLAYGROUND - Discussion and possible action to increase the base construction contract with Bauman Landscape and Construction Inc, for the West Sunset Playground Renovation Project (DPW JO# 3207V(R)) by the amount of $246,498.11 (2.5% above the base contract) and add 78 calendar days to the contract setting the new substantial completion date at October 21, 2017.


· OAK WOODLANDS TRAILS – HABITAT CONSERVATION FUND GRANT - Discussion and possible action to: 1) adopt a resolution to apply to the State of California for a Habitat Conservation Fund Grant for the Oak Woodlands Trails Improvements Project in the amount of $250,000; 2) recommend that the Board of Supervisors retroactively authorize the Recreation and Park Department to accept and expend the Grant; and 3) authorize the General Manager to enter into an agreement with the State to administer the Grant funds.


· MCLAREN PARK - OUTDOOR ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION FACILITY GRANT - Discussion and possible action to: 1) adopt a resolution to apply to the State of California for an Outdoor Environmental Education Facility Grant for McLaren Park Trails Project in the amount of $250,000; 2) recommend that the Board of Supervisors authorize the Recreation and Park Department to accept and expend the Grant; and 3) authorize the General Manager to enter into an agreement with the State to administer the Grant funds.


· CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCE AGENCY GRANTS - Discussion and possible action to: 1) adopt a resolution approving the applications for a total of $3 million in grant funds from the California Natural Resources Agency for the Golden Gate Park Dog Training Area Project ($2 million) and Lake Merced Improvements Project ($1 million); 2) recommend that the Board of Supervisors authorize the Recreation and Park Department to accept and expend the Grants; 3) authorize the General Manager to enter into agreements with the California Natural Resource Agency to administer the Grant funds; and 4) direct staff to move forward with the design and environmental review for the projects.


· JOSEPH L. ALIOTO PERFORMING ARTS PIAZZA (CIVIC CENTER PLAZA) – LICENSE TO INSTALL FOOD AND BEVERAGE KIOSK - Discussion and possible action to authorize the Department to enter into a license agreement with the Civic Center Community Benefit District for the public purpose of installing and operating a food and beverage kiosk on Joseph L. Alioto Performing Arts Piazza (Civic Center Plaza) for a period of up to 9 years with terms substantially the same as the term sheet dated September 25, 2017.


· RANDALL MUSEUM FRIENDS - FRAMEWORK AND SUPPORT AGREEMENT - Discussion and possible action to authorize the Department to enter into a framework and support agreement with the Randall Museum Friends for a period of up to 9 years that is substantially in the same form as the draft agreement dated September 25, 2017.


· ACCEPTANCE OF GRANT - JULIUS KAHN PLAYGROUND - Discussion and possible action to accept and expend a cash grant valued at up to $17,680.00 from Serena and Alec Perkins to replace the goals at the Julius Kahn Playground basketball court.


· COTTAGE ROW MINI PARK - Discussion and possible action to accept an in-kind grant valued at approximately $56,000.00 from the Japanese Cultural and Community Center of Northern California to install new landscaping in the southern, front ornamental bed in Cottage Row Mini Park to honor the Issei (first) generation of Japanese people in San Francisco. Approval of this proposed action by the Commission is the Approval Action as defined by S.F Administrative Code Chapter 31.


· OPEN SPACE CONTINGENCY RESERVE (UNDESIGNATED RESERVE) – EXPENDITURE - Discussion and possible action to authorize the expenditure of $180,000.00 from the Open Space Contingency Reserve (Undesignated Reserve) to expand the existing PUC road repair project for Middle Drive West into a project that achieves a complete repave of Middle Drive West from MLK Drive to Transverse Drive. 

· JUSTIN HERMAN PLAZA - Discussion and possible action to remove the name of Justin Herman from the plaza at The Embarcadero and Market Street, and to name the plaza the "Embarcadero Plaza" pending any further action by the Commission.

Miscellaneous

· Mayor’s Disability Council (Friday, October 20, 1PM) 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Request to Deny Conditional Use Authorization for Case Number - 2017-007658CUA
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 12:42:39 PM
Attachments: POLICY 2.pdf

Bayview_Map_1.pdf
Bayview_Map_8.pdf
liquor_store3.pdf
DRIVE BY SHOOTING REPAIRS.pdf

For an item currently scheduled for Nov. 2nd.
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 12:17 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC)
Subject: FW: Request to Deny Conditional Use Authorization for Case Number - 2017-007658CUA
 
Good Morning,
 
Can you please forward the e-mail below and attachments to the Planning Commissioners as per Mr.
Fleming’s request per our telephone conversation yesterday?
 
Regards,
Linda
 

From: Christopher Fleming [mailto:cckflmng@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 4:27 PM
To: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: Request to Deny Conditional Use Authorization for Case Number - 2017-007658CUA
 
 
Dear Ms. Hoagland,
 
Please include our request for denial of the conditional use authorization for the relocation of the Sav
Mor Market liquor store
from 4500 3rd Street to 4522 3rd Street. We think approval of the conditional use authorization is not in
compliance with
the stated goal listed in the San Francisco General Plan Redevelopment Update of 2004 which cited
the high density of liquor
stores as an obstacle to balanced growth and an unhealthy presence in the Bayview, 3rd Street
Corridor.

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=63E110352DBD4B7AA27A497D19F20843-JONAS IONIN
mailto:christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:patricia.gerber@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:cckflmng@pacbell.net



4500-4502 3rd Street Project - Executive Summary 


 


POLICY 2.3 


Restrict uses such as liquor sales establishments on Third Street. 


One of the primary conditions for revitalizing the Bayview Hunters Point community is 


the need to attract a healthier mix of retail uses on Third Street and discourage 


unhealthy uses. The most prevalent unhealthy use is the large number of retail outlets 


selling alcoholic beverages for off-premises consumption. Survey results in the 1987 


Issues Report found that Third Street, from Cesar Chavez (Army) Street to Meade 


Street, contains twice as many liquor stores as neighborhood commercial strips of a 


similar size in San Francisco. This heavy concentration of liquor stores and their related 


social problems give a negative image to Third Street. Billboards advertising alcohol or 


cigarettes, and check-cashing outlets, because of their proliferation, also degrade the 


image, health and welfare of the environment. Many of these uses attract undesirable 


loitering that deters pedestrians from walking on the street, creates traffic congestion, 


and has adverse impacts on adjacent residential uses. Rezoning actions taken 


subsequent to the 1995 edition of this Plan established the Third Street Special Use 


District (SUD), which placed restrictions on the sale of alcohol for parcels along Third 


Street. These regulations were clarified and expanded by the Board of Supervisors in 


2003. Figure 8 shows the distribution of liquor stores in the proposed Bayview Hunters 


Point Redevelopment Project area in 2004. 
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High exposure to liquor stores and the easy availability of 
alcohol in the community affects this San Pablo eighth 
grader and the public health, safety, and quality of life of 
his community. On his walk to school, he may be exposed 
to public drunkenness, harassment of passers-by, and 
criminal activities—like gambling, prostitution, and drug 
dealing—that contribute to an environment of social dis-
order around many liquor stores. At the community level, 
these stores can act as magnets for crime and violence and 
expose residents to potential harm.


A high density of liquor stores can contribute to a variety 
of health and safety problems. Studies show that neigh-
borhoods with higher concentrations of liquor stores 
also have higher rates of alcohol-related hospitalizations, 
drunk driving accidents, and pedestrian injuries.2, 3  


A recent study across all California zip codes found that 
neighborhoods with a higher density of liquor stores 
had higher numbers of childhood accidents, assaults, 
and child abuse injuries.4 Liquor stores become places 
where social controls are weaker, increasing the likeli-
hood of criminal and nuisance activities.5 A high density 
of liquor stores is linked to higher levels of crime and 
violence.6, 7, 8 A study conducted in Los Angeles found 
that each new liquor store in a neighborhood resulted 
in 3.4 more assaults per year.9 In New Jersey, researchers 
found that the number of liquor stores was the single 
most important environmental predictor of why some 
neighborhoods have higher crime rates than others—a 
stronger predictor than unemployment rate or median 
household income.10


Liquor Stores and 
Community Health


Indicators














A
n eighth grade Helms Middle School student sets out on his ten-block walk to school. He has an assignment to 


track what he sees on his walk. A block from his home, he stops at the first store to buy something to drink—


it is a liquor store. He leaves with a soda. He has barely begun drinking it before he reaches the next liquor 


store. He decides to buy a soda at every liquor store he passes as an indicator of how prevalent these stores are in his 


neighborhood. He continues his walk to school. He does not go into a few of the liquor stores because he is nervous 


about the activity happening in front of them. By the time he gets to school, he has collected six soda cans over just 


ten blocks.1


A liquor store across the street from Nystrom Elementary School in Richmond
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Since merchants often use storefronts to advertise alcohol 
products, the concentration of liquor stores also influ-
ences the amount of alcohol advertising in a community. 
This advertising can have a powerful impact over time, 
especially when the advertisements are located in areas 
where youth often congregate or pass by. Exposure to 
alcohol advertising on television has been related to youth 
having positive attitudes about the social uses of alco-
hol.11, 12 The influence of this advertisement is especially 
troubling for youth whose immediate physical and social 
environments are dominated by liquor stores and alcohol 
advertisements.


This high concentration of liquor stores and outdoor 
alcohol advertising disproportionately affects low-income 
communities of color. Research shows that black people 
face higher exposure to liquor stores in their neighbor-
hoods than do white people, and similarly nonwhite 
youth live in neighborhoods with higher concentrations 
of liquor stores than white youth.13, 14 For example, a 


study found that West Oakland—home to predominantly 
people of color—contains one liquor store for every 298 
residents, while the largely white neighborhood of Pied-
mont has one liquor store for every 3,000 residents.15 As 
a result, communities like West Oakland tend to have far 
more access to liquor stores and alcohol than to grocery 
stores and fresh produce.


A high density of liquor stores also contributes to eco-
nomic and social disintegration.16 Similar to power plants 
and refineries, alcohol outlets represent a form of locally 
unwanted land use that conflicts with desirable land uses 
such as schools, parks, and residences. The over-concen-
tration of liquor stores increases the perceived lack of 
safety and limits walkability in the community. Moreover, 
concentrations of liquor stores in a neighborhood can 
constrain economic opportunities for current and new 
businesses and therefore are both a symptom and accel-
erator of economic decline.


What Did Our Research Find?


We looked at two indicators of youth and resident 
exposure to liquor stores: 1) liquor store density and 2) 
proximity of liquor stores to schools or parks. We looked 
only at alcohol outlets that are not grocery stores and that 
sell liquor for consumption off the premises. Similar to 


most of the studies cited above, we did not look at full-
service grocery stores that sell alcohol, as these stores do 
not present the same types of risks (easy access to liquor, 
storefront advertising) as liquor stores.
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Figure 1. Number and density of alcohol outlets per city, Contra Costa County, 200617,18
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Liquor Store Density
This indicator examines the number of liquor stores in 
an area in relation to the size of the population that lives 
there. It allows us to compare the density of liquor stores 
across Contra Costa communities of varying populations 
and determine the communities that have the highest 
concentrations.


Figure 1 shows the number and density of alcohol outlets 
within each Contra Costa County city. The cities of 
Richmond, Concord, Antioch, and San Pablo have the 
most liquor stores. San Pablo and Richmond neighbor-
hoods—compromised mostly of people of color (84% and 
79% respectively)—have 12.6 and 6.5 liquor stores for 
every 10,000 residents. In contrast, neighboring Orinda 
and Lafayette—both 16% people of color—have 1.7 and 
3.3 liquor stores for every 10,000 residents, respectively. 
In fact, Richmond and San Pablo are home to a quarter 


Table 1. Cities with one or more liquor store within 1,000 feet of any park or 
school, Contra Costa County, 2006


City
Liquor stores within 
1,000 ft of a park or 


school


Total liquor stores 
in city


Median Household 
Income (Census 2000)


Percent People of 
Color (Census 2000)


Moraga 1 5 $ 98,080 22%


Pinole 2 5 $ 62,256 52%


San Ramon 2 21 $ 95,856 28%


Danville 3 17 $ 114,064 17%


El Cerrito 2 11 $ 57,253 46%


Lafayette 3 8 $ 102,107 16%


Pleasant Hill 4 23 $ 67,489 23%


Brentwood 5 19 $ 69,198 37%


Walnut Creek 5 28 $ 63,238 19%


Pittsburg 6 30 $ 50,557 69%


Antioch 7 44 $ 60,359 44%


Martinez 8 16 $ 63,010 24%


San Pablo 14 38 $ 37,184 84%


Concord 20 59 $ 55,597 39%


Richmond 25 64 $ 44,210 79%


 Contra Costa County 113 388 $ 63,675 37%


Note: Cities not listed were found to have zero liquor stores near schools or parks.


Richmond and San Pablo have 25% of 
Contra Costa County’s liquor stores, but 


less than 14% of its population.


(25%) of Contra Costa County’s liquor stores, but repre-
sent less than 14% of the county population.


Proximity of Liquor Stores to Schools and Parks
Land-use compatibility is an important component of the 
well-being and health of communities. Liquor stores in 
close proximity to schools and parks expose youth to the 
negative effects of alcohol outlets and advertising. This 
indicator measures the number of liquor stores within 
1,000 feet of a school or park.19


Figure 2 shows the proximity of liquor stores to schools 
and parks in West County neighborhoods. Each school 
and park is encircled by a 1,000-foot radius (or buffer) to 
determine whether liquor stores are located within short 
walking distance.  Almost 60% of West County schools 
and parks are within 1,000 feet of a liquor store. In fact, 
roughly 30% of parks and schools in West County are 
within 1,000 feet of two or more liquor stores.


Table 1 shows, for each city in Contra Costa County 
(excluding the cities with zero liquor stores), the number 
of liquor stores located within 1,000 feet of any park or 
school, along with the median household income and the 
percentage of residents of color.
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Figure 2. Proximity of liquor stores to schools or parks in West County  
neighborhoods, 2006
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What Does This Mean For West County?


In California, like many others states, the rules on issuing 
and revoking licenses to sell alcohol are set by the State; 
however, local governments have authority to regulate 
land use to protect the health, welfare, and safety of 
citizens. Many municipalities, including the cities of San 
Pablo20 and Richmond,21 have zoning ordinances in place 
that restrict the development of new liquor stores by 
enforcing minimum distance requirements either between 
outlets or between liquor stores and schools or parks. 
While these ordinances are successful at preventing the 


establishment of new liquor stores, they do not address 
the health and safety problems associated with exist-
ing ones. Below are successful approaches carried out by 
other cities across the state designed to address existing 
liquor stores in their communities:


Enforce property maintenance and environmental 
design guidelines of liquor stores, particularly those in 
close proximity of schools and parks. 
Environmental Prevention in Communities (EPIC) car-
ried out a youth-driven survey of liquor stores in the city 
of Oakland. The survey assessed the number of outlets 
that were not in compliance with environmental design 
guidelines of the city. Results provided evidence for en-
forcement of design standards, including restrictions on 
storefront liquor advertising.22


Assist with conversion of liquor stores to other retail that 
meets community needs, such as access to healthy food. 
Because many liquor stores are also independently owned 
corner stores, they can transition to other forms of retail 
that are greater assets to the neighborhood. To facilitate 
this transition, cities and counties could provide redevelop-
ment dollars, credit for repair and loans, and business plan 
development assistance.23


Enforce ordinances to restrict nuisance activities 
around liquor stores. 
Both the City of Oakland and the City of San Francisco 
passed legislation that strengthens local control and holds 
liquor store owners accountable for addressing nuisance 
and crime issues connected to their stores, such as litter, 
loitering and graffiti, assault, and prostitution.24 Liquor 
store permits are revoked if proof of serious issues is  
obtained and violations persist.


When we step back and compare the cities of Richmond 
and San Pablo to the surrounding county, we find that 
an unusually high number of schools and parks in these 
cities are within a short walking distance of a liquor store. 
The five cities with the highest numbers of liquor stores 
near parks and schools all have median household income 
below the county median of $63,675.


It is evident that West County youth have far more liquor 
stores within their immediate environment compared to 
the rest of the county. In fact, 39 of the 113 (35%) liquor 
stores within 1,000 feet of a school or park in Contra 
Costa County are located within the cities of Richmond 
and San Pablo—the two cities in Contra Costa County 
with the highest percentage of nonwhite residents.


What Can We Do?


Students walk home from Peres Elementary School in 
Richmond.
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California Department of Alcohol Beverage  
Control
www.abc.ca.gov
The Department of Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC) is 
the state agency responsible for “the protection of the 
safety, welfare, health, peace, and morals of the people 
of the State, to eliminate the evils of unlicensed and 
unlawful manufacture, selling, and disposing of alcoholic 
beverages, and to promote temperance in the use and 
consumption of alcoholic beverages… (for) the eco-
nomic, social, and moral well-being and the safety of the 
State and of all its people.”


City of Richmond City Council Meetings
www.ci.richmond.ca.us/index.asp?NID=29
Meetings are held on the first and third Tuesday of every 
month at City Hall, 1401 Marina Way South, Richmond 
CA 94804.


City of Richmond Neighborhood Council  
Meetings
Richmond Neighborhood Council meetings are 
typically held monthly in a community center in each 


neighborhood. For a particular neighborhood council 
meeting time and location, visit:  
www.ci.richmond.ca.us/DocumentView.asp?DID=306.


San Pablo City Council Meetings
www.ci.san-pablo.ca.us/main/citycouncil.htm
Meetings are held on the first and third Mondays of each 
month at 7:00 p.m. in the City Hall Council Chambers 
located at 13831 San Pablo Avenue.


The Marin Institute
24 Belvedere Street
San Rafael, CA 94901
415.456.5692
info@marininstitute.org
www.marininstitute.org
The Marin Institute works to protect the public from the 
impact of the alcohol industry’s negative practices. The 
Institute serves as a resource for solutions to community  
alcohol problems by helping develop environmental 
prevention strategies, alcohol policy, and media advocacy. 
Access to fact sheets, community success stories, and other 
tools for success are also available through their website.


Community Resources for Information and Change


Research Methods
Accessing Liquor Store Data


Information on the locations of businesses with licenses 
to sell alcohol comes from the California Department 
of Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC). To access a list of 
the current alcohol licenses in your city, go to the ABC 
website: www.abc.ca.gov/datport/SubscrMenu.asp. At 
this website, you may choose the type of information 
you would like to view by selecting from a list of reports 
available. For a list of the alcohol licenses in your city, 
select the “Query by City and License Type informa-
tion” ad-hoc report near the bottom of the page. On the 
next page, you can select your city and the type of al-
cohol license you are interested in. For our research, we 
focused on “Active Off-Sale Retail Licenses,” or busi-
nesses that sell alcohol to be consumed off the business 
property. If you select Active Off-Sale Retail Licenses, 
the next page will provide a full list of the businesses in 
your city with this type of license, including the ad-
dresses and owner name. By clicking on the license 
number of a specific store, you may also view detailed 
information about that business, including past viola-
tions of relevant laws. The laws and penalties related to 


alcohol businesses are available on the ABC webpage: 
www.abc.ca.gov/LawsRulesReg.html.


The information on the density of liquor stores per 
10,000 city residents was produced using the alcohol 
license data from ABC along with Census data on the 
number of residents per city. To obtain Census data on 
the total population per city and town in your county, 
follow the steps described in the Demographics Research 
Methods section on page 105. To calculate the number 
of liquor stores per 10,000 residents, use the following 
formula: number of liquor stores in the city, divided by 
the city’s total population, multiplied by 10,000.


For our research on the number of liquor stores near 
parks and schools per city, we used the computer map-
ping software ArcGIS. The ArcGIS buffer analysis tool 
was used to identify the parks and schools within 1,000 
feet of liquor stores. For detailed methods for our analysis 
with ArcGIS, please contact the Pacific Institute: 
info@pacinst.org; 510.251.1600.
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  1 Story is adapted from a conversation on June 19, 2008, with 
Antonio Medrano, a retired community college and high school 
teacher. The original mapping exercise, designed by Medrano, 
was actually carried out with teachers at Helms Middle School 
to understand the surrounding environments their students 
were exposed to on their daily walk to and from school. Helms 
Middle School is located in the city of San Pablo.


  2 Rabow, J., and R.Watts. (1983). Alcohol availability and 
alcohol-related problems in 213 California cities. Alcoholism, 
Clinical and Experimental Reserach. 7:47–58.
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DRIVE BY SHOOTING REPAIRS – 4500 3rd Street August 2015 


 


 


       







 
We own the property at 4500 3rd Street, where Sav Mor Market is currently doing business. Sav
Mor's lease was
terminated to make room for a more productive use of the space at 4500 3rd Street. The new occupant
will be the
Urban Ed Academy of San Francisco, which will provide computer coding and familiarization training to
children
and youth in the neighborhood in the new Hacker Hub operating out of 4500 3rd Street.
 
The presence of the liquor store within 200 feet of the Hacker Hub is unhealthy and detrimental to the
safety and security
of children and families who will be attending and learning at the Hacker Hub.
 
Presently, the liquor store at 4500 3rd Street has a continual problem with litter and discarded plastic
and glass liquor
containers which are left behind by store patrons on a daily basis. (See attached photo) 
In addition, loitering and hanging out of homeless and vagrant individuals is a continuing problem
caused by the presence of the readily accessible liquor store.
 
In an attached photo an individual is seen urinating against a home adjacent to Sav Mor Market.
 
In August 2015 the store was riddled with bullets in a drive by shooting. Please see the
attached photos which show
repairs made following the drive by shooting.
 
The issuance of a Conditional Use Authorization for 4522 3rd Street in San Francisco is out of
compliance with the
City and County of San Francisco General Plan Redevelopment Update of 2004 which aimed to reduce
the number of
liquor stores in the Bayview Corridor due to the unhealthy aspects of liquor store density in the
Bayview 3rd Street neighborhood.
(See Plan Information attached).
 
We respectfully request that Conditional Use Authorization Case Number 2017-007658CUA be denied
in the interest of
the safety and security of children and families who will be present at the 4500 3rd Street location
Hacker Hub and beyond that
in the spirit and letter of the 2004 recommendation by the City and County of San Francisco to bring
relief from liquor store
concentration to a community unfairly burdened with the problems liquor density create.
 
Respectfully Submitted,
Christopher and Cynthia Fleming
Property Owners of 4500 3rd Street
Future Home of the Urban Ed Academy Hacker Hub
 
 
 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Planning Commission meeting Oct 19, 2017 - 1629 Market Street Case No: 2015-005848ENV
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 2:12:11 PM

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Dennis Hong [mailto:dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 1:12 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Cc: Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Kim, Jane (BOS); Lewis, Donald (CPC); Lee, Mayor (MYR); Chiu, David (BOS)
Subject: SF Planning Commission meeting Oct 19, 2017 - 1629 Market Street Case No: 2015-
005848ENV
 
Good afternoon Honorable Members of the Planning
Commission. I'm sorry that I will be unable to attend
tomorrows 1PM meeting of October 19, 2017. I have
been having problems with my internet and tried to
access the Planning Departments OnLine (Support
Documents) to see if my comments of March 4, 2017
were included for the 1629 Market Street project. Only
because it did not show up in the Projects RTC. Another
project that is very dear to my heart. I have supported
this project since the DEIR's IS was issued. It was
suggested that I follow up with this email. I hope this
email works and makes some sense. Please use this
when certifying this EIR. Especially my support.
 
SUBJECT: Meeting agenda; October 19, 2017, under
Regular Calendar items F; 17, 18A, 18B, 18C, 18D and
18E – Case number 2015-005848ENV.

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=758B40F664D1448D90E8FD5A6F699D2C-COMMISSIONS
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My name is Dennis Hong, I have been a resident of this
city for over 70+ years, now retired. I worked in this Van
Ness Market hub/corridor for more than fifteen years
and know of this area. I grew up at One South Van
Ness (OSVN), 30 Van Ness Ave and at 1455 Market
Street-Project Manager (BoA Data Center). I hope this
qualifies me to make a few comments. Incidentally I
also commented in favor of the One Oak Project and
1500 Mission Street project. Currently working on the 10
South Van Ness project as well.
 
Excuse me if my comments are repeated, however, after
reviewing the Projects RTC of Octobr 4, 2017, I did not
see my letter of March 4, 2017 listed in TableRTC-1. My
comments may have been addressed during the IS
period. Only because my letter of support was made just
prior to the DEIR comment period of May 11, 2017 thru
June 26, 2017.
 
With that said, here are my brief recap comments in my
letter with some additional comments:
 
1. My support of the project, did not show up - Section
C.6 PM of the RTC
2. Construction: I still find the Construction work,
debris, noise and etc difficult to enforce. Otherwise it will
impact the small business in the area. A number of
ongoing projects impact the locals. i.e., Ricon Hill,
Central Subway Project and many others. I have
thoughts on this, but it won't get resolved here.



3. Housing/Relocation: What provisions are being
made to relocate the current occupants on this site?
4. List of Foreseeable projects in the area were not
addressed. Can this be included?
5. Traffic-Vision 0 – I was not comfortable with the
RTC in this area, over the many years I too almost
became a casualty and to this day still do worry about
the traffic.
6. Parking for scooters, motor cycles. Traffic entry to
the garage at Stevenson St. and electric charging for
elec cars.
7. Nice job: From what I have seen and heard, both the
Planning Department and the Sponsor has done a good
job with the community out reach, including the
preparation of the DEIR.
8. This project and the 10 Van Ness will work well
together, especially with the open space.
9. Would like to see this Project be placed on fast track
– or use parts of the Mayors' September 27, 2017(?)
Executive Directive to Create More Homes in SF and to
reduce the time lines to speed the process up.Was
unable to get this number for this Directive.
10. This Projects additional housing units will add to the
City's housing shortage. Not sure how this will dove tail
with the States recent housing bills.
11. The additional retail space will add the greatly need
foot traffic to the area.
 
As requested, I appreciate the opportunity to continue to
review and comment on these Projects/Documents. I
can be reached at this email if anyone has any question



with this subject. I too look forward to your support and
final certification.
 
Regards, Dennis Hong



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Office Development Annual Limitation Program - Update
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 2:12:59 PM
Attachments: Office Allocation Stats (2017_10_18).pdf
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Teague, Corey (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 1:21 PM
To: Teague, Corey (CPC)
Subject: SF Office Development Annual Limitation Program - Update
 
All Interested Parties,
The SF Office Development Annual Limitation Program tracking sheet, as of October 18, 2017, is
attached. It will be available on our website shortly (http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?
page=3254). Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Corey A. Teague, AICP, LEED AP
Assistant Zoning Administrator
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9081 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: corey.teague@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

              
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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Current Availability 1,015,880 gsf Pending Availability 769,272 gsf Pipeline Availability 578,151 gsf


Current Availability 2,032,886 gsf Pending Availability -2,069,010 gsf Pipeline Availability -7,668,985 gsf


* A 'pending project' is one for which an office allocation application has been submitted but not yet acted upon.


Currently available square footage less 
4,101,896 gsf of pending* projects.


Currently available square footage less 246,608 
gsf of pending* projects and 191,121 gsf of pre-
application** projects.


Currently available square footage less 
4,101,896 gsf of pending* projects and 
5,599,975 gsf of pre-application** projects.


** A 'pre-application' project is one for which an environmental review application, preliminary project assessment application, or other similar application has been submitted but for which no
office allocation application has yet been submitted.


Office Development Annual Limitation ("Annual Limit") Program
The Office Development Annual Limit (Annual Limit) Program became effective in 1985 with the adoption of the Downtown Plan Amendments to the Planning Code (Sections 320–325) and was 
subsequently amended by Propositions M (1986) and C (1987). The Program defines and regulates the allocation of any office development project that exceeds 25,000 gross square feet (gsf) 
in area. However, pursuant to Proposition O (2016), office development within the Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 and Candlestick Point areas is not subject to this Program. 


A total of 950,000 gsf of office development potential becomes available for allocation in each approval period, which begins on October 17th every year.  Of the total new available space, 
75,000 gsf is reserved for Small Allocation projects (projects with between 25,000 and 49,999 gsf of office space), and the remaining 875,000 gsf is available for Large Allocation projects 
(projects with at least 50,000 gsf of office space).  Any available office space not allocated in a given year is carried over to subsequent years.


This document reflects the status of the Annual Limit Program, including current availability and summaries of previously approved and pending projects.


Information in this document was last updated on October 18, 2017. Inquiries should be directed to Corey Teague at (415) 575-9081 or corey.teague@sfgov.org. 


Summary of Key Figures


Small Allocation Projects
(<50,000 gsf of office space)


Large Allocation Projects
(>50,000 gsf of office space)


Current total square footage available for 
allocation.


Current total square footage available for 
allocation.


Currently available square footage less 246,608 
gsf of pending* projects.
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PENDING OFFICE PROJECTS*


Case No. Address Sq. Ft. Status Staff Comments
2009.0065 3433 Third Street 49,229 B filed 1/27/09 Kimberly 


Durandet
New 5-story office building for Carpenter's Union on vacant lot. 


2015-010219 462 Bryant Street 49,990 OFA filed on 12/20/16 Daniel Sirois 5-story addition to existing 1-story building.
2016-004392 531-535 Bryant Street 47,810 OFA filed on 3/2/17 Doug Vu Demo existing commercial building and construct new 65-ft, six-


story office and  retail sales/food service building. 


2017-001690 345 4th Street 49,580 OFA filed on 8/8/17
Kimberly 
Durandet


Demo two-story retail building and adjacent parking lot and 
construct new seven-story commercial bldg. with grade-level 
retail space and six levels of office space. 


2016-016161 120 Stockton Street / 
50 O'Farrell Street


49,999 OFA filed on 10/5/17 Eiliesh Tuffy Conversion of a single-tenant retail building into a multi-tenant 
building, with conversion of up to 49,999 sf of existing upper 
floor area inot office use. Further review and confirmation 
needed for pre-existing, legal or nonconforming office use. 


Subtotal 246,608


Large Office 
Case No. Address Sq. Ft. Status Staff Comments
2012.0640 598 Brannan Street 911,870 B filed on 10/24/12 Rich Sucre Demo of 2 industrial buildings; 2 new office buildings (Central 


SoMa Project).
2013.1593 2 Henry Adams 245,697 B filed on 2/6/14 Rich Sucre Owner-initiated Article 10 Landmark designation and an Office 


Allocation. Eligible area limited by recent legislation.


2014.0154 1800 Mission Street 119,599 OFA filed on 1/27/15
Natalia 
Kwiatkowska Conversion in the Armory.


2012.1384 400 2nd Street 421,000 OFA filed on 4/29/16 Doug Vu
Proposed 350' office building within a three-building project 
including a 325' residential building and 200' tall hotel.  


2017-000663
610-698 Brannan
Street 2,030,560 OFA filed on 1/17/17


Ella 
Samonsky


Demo existing Flower Mart warehouse buildings and replace 
with new development, including a new Flower Mart (Central 
SoMa Project). 


2016-013312


542-550 Howard
Street - Transbay
Parcel F 288,677 OFA filed on 3/14/17 Tina Chang


New 61-story, approximately 800-ft mixed-use tower with 10 
hotel floors containing approximately 220 guest rooms, 16 floors 
of office, 26 residential floors with 175 units, seven floors of 
shared amenity space. 


Small Office Cap


*Projects that have submitted an application (B or OFA) pursuant to Planning Code Section 321 (Office Development Annual Limit) but on which no Commission action has yet ocurred.
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2015-015010
552 Berry Street & 1 
De Haro Street 84,493 OFA filed on 5/25/17 Doug Vu


Demo of existing sheds and supply storage structures and 
construction of a four-story PDR/Office mixed-use building.


Subtotal 4,101,896
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PRE-APPLICATION OFFICE PROJECTS*
*Projects that have submitted a pre-application (PPA or ENV) but on which no Office Allocation (OFA) entitlement application has been yet submitted
Small Office Cap
Case No. Address Sq. Ft. Status Staff Comments
2014.1616 1200 Van Ness Ave 27,000 EE filed on 9/21/15. Mary Woods Exact office square footage TBD.
2016-000346 Pier 70 (Orton) 40,000 CEQA clearance issued 7/6/17. Don Lewis Conversion of existing buildings to office.
2016-010589 2300 Harrison Street 26,600 EE submitted 3/27/17. Rich Sucre Veritical addition to existing 3-story office 


building via new construciton of a 5-story; 
new addition will be constructed over 
existing surface parking lot. 


2017-008051 30 Van Ness Avenue 49,999 EE submitted 6/23/17. Alana Callagy Project would expand office use of existing 
five-story office/retail building and add a 
residential tower; project would amend 
Zoning Map and Code to increase permitted 
height to 520' and permit general office use 
above the 4th floor. 


2017-011465 945 Market Street 47,522 EE filed on 8/31/17. Christopher 
Thomas


Change of Use on portion of 3rd and 4th 
floor from retail to office. All other uses in 
property will remain as-is.


Subtotal 191,121


Large Office Cap
Case No. Address Sq. Ft. Status Staff Comments
2005.0759 725-735 Harrison 907,300 PPA letter issued 5/16/2013. Revised 


EE pending. New PPA submitted on 
10/8/15 and new PPA letter issued 
1/6/16. 


Melinda Hue "Harrison Gardens" (Central SoMa Project). 
Original proposal changed to office per 
2/21/13 application amendment.


2014-001272 Pier 70 (Forest City Only) 1,810,000 EE filed on 11/10/14 Melinda Hue SF Port project
2013.0208 SWL 337 ("Mission Rock") 1,300,000 EE filed on 6/4/13 Tania Sheyner Large mixed-use project on Port property.
2015-009704 505 Brannan Street 168,820 EE filed on 11/23/15. Alana Callagy "Phase II" addition (165', 11 stories) of 


office space onto an approved 85' "Phase I" 
office building approved by the Planning 
Commission on 12/11/14. With this newly 
planned addition, total building height would 
now be 250' and contain a total of 306,266 
sf. (Central SoMa Project)


2015-012490 88 Bluxome Street 823,500 EE filed on 5/6/16. . Jenny Delumo Demolition of existing SF Tennis Club 
building. Construction of new office space, 
with publically-accessible fitness club, retail 
space and underground parking / loading. 
(Central SoMa Project)
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2017-011878 1201A Illinois Street 590,355 EE filed on 9/15/17. Melinda Hue Proposed project would involve construction 
of up to approximately 5.3 million gross 
square feet in a mixed commercial office, 
laboratory, PDR, and hotel use. Most new 
buildings would range in height of 65-180 ft, 
with one building at 300-ft. 


Subtotal 5,599,975
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ANNUAL LIMIT FOR "SMALL" SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE DEVELOPMENT


Amount Currently Available: 1,015,880


Approval 
Period1 Unallocated Sq. Ft.2


"Small" Office 
Annual Limit


Adjusted 
Annual Limit Project Address Case No. Project 


Allocation
Total 


Allocated Comments


1985-1986 0 75,000 75,000 No Projects N/A 0 0
1986-1987 75,000 75,000 150,000 1199 Bush 1985.244 46,645 46,645
1987-1988 103,355 75,000 178,355 3235-18th Street 1988.349 45,350 45,350 aka 2180 Harrison Street
1988-1989 133,005 75,000 208,005 2601 Mariposa 1988.568 49,850 49,850
1989-1990 158,155 75,000 233,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1990-1991 233,155 75,000 308,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1991-1992 308,155 75,000 383,155 1075 Front 1990.568 32,000 32,000
1992-1993 351,155 75,000 426,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1993-1994 426,155 75,000 501,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1994-1995 501,155 75,000 576,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1995-1996 576,155 75,000 651,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1996-1997 651,155 75,000 726,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1997-1998 726,155 75,000 801,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1998-1999 801,155 75,000 876,155 1301 Sansome 1998.362 31,606 31,606
1999-2000 844,549 75,000 919,549 435 Pacific 1998.369 32,500


2801 Leavenworth 200.459 40,000
215 Fremont 1998.497 47,950
845 Market 1998.090 49,100 169,550


2000-2001 749,999 75,000 824,999 530 Folsom 2000.987 45,944
35 Stanford 2000.1162 48,000


2800 Leavenworth 2000.774 34,945
500 Pine 2000.539 44,450 173,339 See also 350 Bush Street - Large


2001-2002 651,660 75,000 726,660 No Projects N/A 0 0
2002-2003 726,660 75,000 801,660 501 Folsom 2002.0223 32,000 32,000
2003-2004 769,660 75,000 844,660 No Projects N/A 0 0
2004-2005 844,660 75,000 919,660 185 Berry Street 2005.0106 49,000 49,000
2005-2006 870,660 75,000 945,660 No Projects N/A 0 0
2006-2007 945,660 75,000 1,020,660 No Projects N/A 0 0
2007-2008 1,020,660 75,000 1,095,660 654 Minnesota no case number 43,939 0 UCSF
2008-2009 1,095,660 75,000 1,170,660 No Projects N/A 0 0
2009-2010 1,170,660 75,000 1,245,660 660 Alabama Street 2009.0847 39,691 39,691
2010-2011 1,205,969 75,000 1,280,969 No Projects N/A 0 0
2011-2012 1,280,969 75,000 1,355,969 208 Utah / 201 Potrero 2011.0468 48,732 EN Legitimization


808 Brannan Street 2012.0014 43,881 EN Legitimization
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ANNUAL LIMIT FOR "SMALL" SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE DEVELOPMENT


Amount Currently Available: 1,015,880


Approval 
Period1 Unallocated Sq. Ft.2


"Small" Office 
Annual Limit


Adjusted 
Annual Limit Project Address Case No. Project 


Allocation
Total 


Allocated Comments


275 Brannan Street 2011.1410 48,500
385 7th/1098 Harrison 2011.1049 42,039 EN Legitimization
375 Alabama Street 2012.0128 48,189 231,341 EN Legitimization


2012-2013 1,124,628 75,000 1,199,628 No Projects N/A 0 0
2013-2014 1,199,628 75,000 1,274,628 3130 20th Street 2013.0992 32,081


660 3rd Street 2013.0627 40,000 72,081
2014-2015 1,202,547 75,000 1,277,547 340 Bryant Street 2013.1600 47,536


101 Townsend Street 2014-002385 41,206
2101 Mission Street 2014.0567 46,660 135,402


2015-2016 1,142,145 75,000 1,217,145 135 Townsend Street 2014.1315 49,995
360 Spear Street 2013.1511 49,992 aka 100 Harrison St


1125 Mission Street 2015-000509 35,842 135,829 Approved 12/17/15, Motion No. 19538
2016-2017 1,081,316 75,000 1,156,316 300 Grant Avenue 2015-000878 29,703 Motion No. 19813


2525 16th Street 2015-011529 43,569 Motion No. 19799
144 Townsend Street 2015-017998 42,510 Motion No. 19846


1088-1090 Sansome Street 2016-010294 49,814 Motion No. 19889
77-85 Federal Street 2012.1410B 49,840 215,436 Motion No. 19996


2017-2018 940,880 75,000 1,015,880
Total 1,503,059


1  Each approval period begins on October 17
2  Carried over from previous year
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ANNUAL LIMIT FOR "LARGE" SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE DEVELOPMENT


Amount Currently Available: 2,032,886


Approval 
Period1 Unallocated Sq. Ft.2


"Large" Office 
Annual Limit3


Reduction per 
Section 321.1


Adjusted Annual 
Limit Project Address Case No. Project 


Allocation
Total 


Allocated Comments


1985-1986 0 875,000 (475,000) 400,000 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1986-1987 400,000 875,000 (475,000) 800,000 600 California 1986.085 318,030 


235 Pine 1984.432 147,500 
343 Sansome 1985.079 160,449 625,979 


1987-1988 174,021 875,000 (475,000) 574,021 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1988-1989 574,021 875,000 (475,000) 974,021 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1989-1990 974,021 875,000 (475,000) 1,374,021 150 California 1987.613 195,503 195,503 
1990-1991 1,178,518 875,000 (475,000) 1,578,518 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1991-1992 1,578,518 875,000 (475,000) 1,978,518 300 Howard 1989.589 382,582 382,582 aka 199 Fremont Street
1992-1993 1,595,936 875,000 (475,000) 1,995,936 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1993-1994 1,995,936 875,000 (475,000) 2,395,936 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1994-1995 2,395,936 875,000 (475,000) 2,795,936 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1995-1996 2,795,936 875,000 (475,000) 3,195,936 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1996-1997 3,195,936 875,000 (475,000) 3,595,936 101 Second 1997.484 368,800 368,800 
1997-1998 3,227,136 875,000 (37,582) 4,064,554 55 Second Street 1997.215 283,301 aka One Second Street


244-256 Front 1996.643 58,650 aka 275 Saramento Street
650 Townsend 1997.787 269,680 aka 699-08th Street


455 Golden Gate 1997.478 420,000 State office building - see also Case No. 
1993.707


945 Battery 1997.674 52,715 
475 Brannan 1997.470 61,000 
250 Steuart 1998.144 540,000 1,685,346 aka 2 Folsom/250 Embarcadero


1998-1999 2,379,208 875,000 0 3,254,208 One Market 1998.135 51,822 
Pier One 1998.646 88,350 Port office building


554 Mission 1998.321 645,000 aka 560/584 Mission Street
700 Seventh 1999.167 273,650 aka 625 Townsend Street


475 Brannan 1999.566 2,500 1,061,322 addition to previous approval - 1997.470


1999-2000 2,192,886 875,000 0 3,067,886 670 Second 1999.106 60,000 
160 King 1999.027 176,000 


350 Rhode Island 1998.714 250,000 


First & Howard 1998.902 854,000 First & Howard bldg #2 (405 Howard), 
#3 (505-525 Howard) & #4 (500 Howard)


235 Second 1999.176 180,000 
500 Terry Francois 2000.127 280,000 Mission Bay 26a
550 Terry Francois 2000.329 225,004 Mission Bay 28


899 Howard 1999.583 153,500 2,178,504 


2000-2001 889,382 875,000 0 1,764,382 First & Howard 1998.902 295,000 First & Howard bldg #1 (400 Howard)
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ANNUAL LIMIT FOR "LARGE" SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE DEVELOPMENT


Amount Currently Available: 2,032,886


Approval 
Period1 Unallocated Sq. Ft.2


"Large" Office 
Annual Limit3


Reduction per 
Section 321.1


Adjusted Annual 
Limit Project Address Case No. Project 


Allocation
Total 


Allocated Comments


550 Terry Francois 2000.1293 60,150 355,150 Additional allocation (see also 2000.329)


2001-2002 1,409,232 875,000 0 2,284,232 350 Bush 2000.541 344,500 See also 500 Pine Street - Small
38-44 Tehama 2001.0444 75,000 


235 Second 2000.319 64,000 modify 1999.176
250 Brannan 2001.0689 113,540 
555 Mission 2001.0798 549,000 


1700 Owens 2002.0300 0 1,146,040 Alexandria District - West Campus 
(160,100)


2002-2003 1,138,192 875,000 0 2,013,192 7th & Mission GSA No Case 514,727 514,727 Federal Building
2003-2004 1,498,465 875,000 0 2,373,465 Presidio Dig Arts No Case 839,301 839,301 Presidio Trust
2004-2005 1,534,164 875,000 0 2,409,164 No Projects N/A 0 0 
2005-2006 2,409,164 875,000 0 3,284,164 201 16th Street 2006.0384 430,000 430,000 aka 409/499 Illinois


2006-2007 2,854,164 875,000 0 3,729,164 1500 Owens 2006.1212 0 Alexandria District - West Campus 
(158,500)


1600 Owens 2006.1216 0 Alexandria District - West Campus 
(228,000)


1455 Third Street/455 
Mission Bay South 


Blvd/450 South Street
2006.1509 0 Alexandria District - North Campus 


(373,487)


1515 Third Street 2006.1536 0 Alexandria District - North Campus 
(202,893)


650 Townsend 2005.1062 375,151
120 Howard 2006.0616 67,931
535 Mission 2006.1273 293,750 736,832 


2007-2008 2,992,332 875,000 0 3,867,332 100 California 2006.0660 76,500 


505-525 Howard 2008.0001 74,500 Additional allocation for First & Howard 
Building #3


680 Folsom Street No Case 117,000 Redevelopment - Yerba Buena


Alexandria District 2008.0850 1,122,980 


Establishes Alexandria Mission Bay Life 
Sciences and Technology Development 
District ("Alexandria District") for which 


previously allocated office space and 
future allocations would be limited to 
1,350,000 gsf to be distributed among 
designated buildings within district.


600 Terry Francois 2008.0484 0 Alexandria District - East Campus 
(312,932)


650 Terry Francois 2008.0483 0 Alexandria District - East Campus 
(291,367)


1450 Owens 2008.0690 0 1,390,980 Alexandria District - West Campus 
(61,581)
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ANNUAL LIMIT FOR "LARGE" SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE DEVELOPMENT


Amount Currently Available: 2,032,886


Approval 
Period1 Unallocated Sq. Ft.2


"Large" Office 
Annual Limit3


Reduction per 
Section 321.1


Adjusted Annual 
Limit Project Address Case No. Project 


Allocation
Total 


Allocated Comments


2008-2009 2,476,352 875,000 0 3,351,352 No Projects N/A 0 0 
2009-2010 3,351,352 875,000 0 4,226,352 850-870 Brannan Street 2009.1026 138,580 aka 888 Brannan Street


222 Second Street 2006.1106 430,650 569,230 LEED
2010-2011 3,657,122 875,000 0 4,532,122 350 Mission Street 2006.1524 340,320 


Alexandria District n/a 200,000 under terms of Motion 17709
Treasure Island 2007.0903 0 540,320 Priority Resolution Only


2011-2012 3,991,802 875,000 0 4,866,802 Alexandria District n/a 27,020 under terms of Motion 17709
850-870 Brannan St 2011.0583 113,753  aka 888 Brannan Street


444 DeHaro St 2012.0041 90,500 
460-462 Bryant St 2011.0895 59,475 


185 Berry St 2012.0409 101,982 aka China Basin Landing
100 Potrero Ave. 2012.0371 70,070 EN Legitimization


601 Townsend Street 2011.1147 72,600 535,400 EN Legitimization
2012-2013 4,331,402 875,000 0 5,206,402 101 1st Street 2012.0257 1,370,577 Transbay Tower; aka 425 Mission


181 Fremont Street 2007.0456 404,000 new office/residential building
1550 Bryant Street 2012.1046 108,399 EN Legitimization
1100 Van Ness Ave 2009.0885 242,987 CPMC Cathedral Hill MOB
3615 Cesar Chavez 2009.0886 94,799 CPMC St. Luke's MOB
345 Brannan Street 2007.0385 102,285 
270 Brannan Street 2012.0799 189,000 
333 Brannan Street 2012.0906 175,450 
350 Mission Street 2013.0276 79,680 Salesforce (No. 2)
999 Brannan Street 2013.0585 143,292 EN Legitimization - Dolby
1800 Owens Street 2012.1482 700,000 3,610,469 Mission Bay Block 40


2013-2014 1,595,933 875,000 0 2,470,933 300 California Street 2012.0605 56,459
665 3rd Street 2013.0226 123,700 


410 Townsend Street 2013.0544 76,000 
888 Brannan Street 2013.0493 10,000 AirBnB - See Also 2011.0583B


81-85 Bluxome Street 2013.0007 55,000 321,159 
2014-2015 2,149,774 875,000 0 3,024,774 501-505 Brannan Street 2012.1187 137,446


100 Hooper Street 2012.0203 284,471
390 Main Street 2012.0722 137,286 MTC Project - Verified on 4/14/15


250 Howard Street 2014-002085 766,745 aka Transbay Block 5 (195 Beale St)


510 Townsend Street 2014.0679 269,063
901-925 Mission Street 2011.0409 633,500 2,228,511 5M (Motions 19467 & 19468)


2015-2016 796,263 875,000 0 1,671,263 MBS Blocks 29 & 31 2014-002701 0 GSW Event Center (Design Only)
645 Harrison Street 2013.1545 98,964 
1455 & 1515 3rd St 2008.0850 0 Uber/Alexandria (Design Only)


50 1st St 2006.1523 1,057,549 Motion No. 19636
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ANNUAL LIMIT FOR "LARGE" SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE DEVELOPMENT


Amount Currently Available: 2,032,886


Approval 
Period1 Unallocated Sq. Ft.2


"Large" Office 
Annual Limit3


Reduction per 
Section 321.1


Adjusted Annual 
Limit Project Address Case No. Project 


Allocation
Total 


Allocated Comments


875 Howard St 2015-009141 70,881 1,227,394 Motion No. 19700
2016-2017 443,869 875,000 0 1,318,869 630 Folsom St 2014.1063 90,102


1500 Mission Street 2014-000362
0 160,983 


Motion No. 19887 - DNX Approval (City 
Gov't. Office Bldg. - Approx. 464,000 


GSF)
2017-2018 1,157,886 875,000 0 2,032,886 


Total 21,033,651
1  Each approval period begins on October 17
2  Carried over from previous year
3  Excludes 75,000 gsf dedicated to "small" projects per Section 321(b)(4)
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SMALL OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments
1986-1987 1985.244 1199 Bush 0280-031 46,645 11026 complete 1991 St. Francis Hospital
1987-1988 1988.349 3235-18th Street 001/030 45,350 11451 complete PG&E, aka 2180 Harrison Street
1988-1989 1988.568 2601 Mariposa 4016-001 49,850 11598 complete 1991 KQED


1988.287 1501 Sloat 7255-002 39,000 11567 doesn't count n/a revoked 12/00
1989-1990
1990-1991 1990.238 350 Pacific 0165-006 45,718 13114 doesn't count n/a revoked 12/00
1991-1992 1990.568 1075 Front 0111-001 32,000 13381 complete 1993


1987.847 601 Duboce 3539-001 36,000 13254 doesn't count n/a revoked 12/00
1992-1993 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1993-1994 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1994-1995 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1995-1996 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1996-1997 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1997-1998 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1998-1999 1998.362 1301 Sansome 0085-005 31,606 14784 complete 1999
1999-2000 1998.369 435 Pacific 0175-028 32,500 14971 complete 2003


2000.459 2801 Leavenworth 0010-001 40,000 15922 complete 2001 The Cannery


1998.497 215 Fremont 3738-012 47,950 15939 complete 2002
1999.668 38-44 Tehama 3736-111 49,950 15967 doesn't count n/a reapproved as large project


1998.090 845 Market
3705-09:18 


into 3705-049 49,100 15949 complete 2006 Bloomingdale's


2000-2001 1999.821 178 Townsend 3788-012 49,002 16025 doesn't count n/a


18mos exp 5/2/02; 2005.0470 new E & K appl for residential, 
building permit application no.200608290851 for residential 
submitted on 8/29/07; 9/4/08 CPC approves conversion to 
Residential (M17688) - Revoked on 1/23/09


2000.987 530 Folsom 3736-017 45,944 16023 complete 2006


1999.300 272 Main 3739-006 46,500 16049 doesn't count n/a


18mos exp 6/7/02; permit 200502185810 filed 2/05. 12/15/08 -
Building Permit Application No. 200811136470 issued for 
demolition of two buildings on property.  To be used for temp 
Transbay facility. REVOCATION LETTER ISSUED 3/16/09


2000.1162 35 Stanford 3788-038 48,000 16070 complete 2007
2000.774 2800 Leavenworth 007/008 34,945 16071 complete 2001 The Anchorage
2000.552 199 New Montgomery 3722-021 49,345 16104 doesn't count n/a revoked 1/6/05


2000.1269 3433 Third 5203-23 42,000 16107 doesn't count n/a
building permit application no. 200011014657 withdrawn on 
11/9/06.  REVOCATION LETTER ISSUED 9/25/07


1999.795 177 Townsend 3794-4,7 46,775 16122 doesn't count n/a revoked 1/6/05


2000.539 500 Pine
258-4 to


9/033 44450 16113 complete n/a BPA No. 200011024683 complete as of 3/22/17. 
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SMALL OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


2000.986 150 Powell 327-22 39,174
16118/164


23 doesn't count n/a
time limit for construction extended (see Case No. 2002.0363B). 
Project converted to residential use (see Case No. 2006.1299)


1998.281 185 Berry 3803-005 49,500 16143 doesn't count n/a new approval 2005


2000.190 201 Second 3736-097 44,500 16148 doesn't count n/a converted to residential use


2000.660 35 Hawthorne 3735-047 40,350 16174 doesn't count n/a
converted to residential use - see 2004.0852 and building permit 
application no. 200509082369


2000.122 48 Tehama
3736-


084/085 49,300 16235 doesn't count n/a revoked at Planning Commission hearing on 6/9/11


2000.723 639 Second
3789-


005/857:971 49,500 16241 doesn't count n/a revoked 1/6/05


1999.423 699 Second
3789-


004/857:971 49,500 16240 doesn't count n/a revoked 1/10/05


2001-2002 2001.0050 3251 18th Street 3591-018 49,500 16451 doesn't count n/a


6/28/07 - building permit application no. 200706285450 submitted 
to revise project and reduce office space to approx. 10,000 gsf. - 
REVOCATION LETTER ISSUED 8/16/07


2002-2003 2002.0223 501 Folsom Street 3749-001 32,000 16516 complete 2006
2003-2004 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
2004-2005 2005.0106 185 Berry Street 3803-005 49,000 17070 complete 2008
2005-2006 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period


2006-2007 No Case 654 Minnesota 4042-003 & 004 43,939 none complete 2009
Confirmed by UCSF via 7/13/2007 letter from UCSF and 
associated LoD


2007-2008 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period


2008-2009 2006.1294 110 The Embarcadero 3715-002 41,940 17804 doesn't count n/a
18mos exp 7/14/10 - E appealed to BoS and overturned on 
3/17/09.  Application withdrawn and case closed on 12/30/09.


2009-2010 2009.0847 660 Alabama Street 4020-002 39,691 17973 complete 2011
CFC for building permit application no. 201001144798 issued on 
3/23/11


2010-2011 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
2011-2012 2011.0468 208 Utah / 201 Potrero 3932-017 48,732 18608 complete 2012 BPA No. 201205090093


2012.0014 808 Brannan Street 3780-004D 43,881 18559 complete 2013 BPA No. 201201031584
2012.0128 375 Alabama Street 3966-002 48,189 18574 complete 2013 BPA No. 201209210308
2011.1049 385 7th / 1098 Harrison 3754-017 42,039 18700 complete 2013 BPA No. 201212115895
2011.1410 275 Brannan Street 3789-009 48,500 18672 complete 2013 BPA No. 201207164925


2012-2013 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
2013-1014 2013.0992 3130 20th Street 4083-002 32,081 19188 complete n/a BPA No. 201409297604 issued 10/28/16. 


2013.0627 660 3rd Street 3788-008 40000 19234 complete 2015 BPA No. 201411252480 issued on 2/24/15.
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SMALL OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments
2014-2015 2013.1600 340 Bryant Street 3764-061 47536 19311 complete n/a BPA 201305177189 issued 7/15/15.


2014-002385 101 Townsend Street 3794-015 41,206 19338 complete 2015 BPA No. 201505055374  for change of use completed 9/10/15. 


2014.0567 2101 Mission Street 3575-091 46,660 19445
under 


construction n/a BPA No. 201312033192  issued 11/3/15. 
2015-2016 2014.1315 135 Townsend Street 3794-022 49995 19517 complete 2017 BPA No. 201601086717  complete 3/10/17. 


2013.1511 360 Spear Street 3745-009 49,992 19515 approved n/a No building permit filed for change of use. 
2015-000509 1125 Mission Street 3727-091 35842 19538 complete 2017 BPA No. 201511021472 complete 3/14/17.


2016-2017 2015-000878 300 Grant Avenue 0287-014 29,703 19813 approved n/a BPA No. 201612275920 approved by Planning on 4/14/17.
2015-011529 2525 16th Street 3966-001 43,569 19799 approved n/a BPA No. 201604185006 approved 6/6/17. 
2016-010294 1088-1090 Sansome Street 0135-009 49,814 19889 approved n/a
2015-017998 144 Townsend Street 3788-009A 42,510 19846 approved n/a


2012.1410 77-85 Federal Street 3774-444 49,840 19996 under review n/a BPA No. 201306200082 filed 6/20/17. 
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments
1986-1987 1986.085 600 California 0241-003 into 0241-027 318,030 11077 complete 1992


1984.432 235 Pine 0267-015 147,500 11075 complete 1991
1984.274 33 Columbus 0195-004 81,300 11070 doesn't count n/a revoked 12/00
1985.079 343 Sansome 0239-002 160,449 11076 complete 1991


1987-1988 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1988-1989 1984.199 524 Howard 3721-013 199,965 11683 doesn't count n/a reapproved in 1998 under Case No. 1998.843.


1989-1990 1987.613 150 California 0236-003 into 0236-019 195,503 11828 complete 2001


1990-1991 1989.589 300 Howard 3719-005 into 3719-018 382,582 13218 complete 2001 aka 199 Fremont Street
1991-1992 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1992-1993 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1993-1994 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1994-1995 1994.105 101 Second Street 3721-072 386,655 13886 doesn't count n/a Reapproved in 1997 under Case No. 1997.484.
1995-1996 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period


1996-1997 1997.484 101 Second Street
3721-72:75 into 3721-


089 368,800 14454 complete 2000


1997-1998 1997.215 55 Second Street
3708-019A/033/034 into 


3708-096 283,301 14542 complete 2002 aka One Second Street


1996.643 244-256 Front 0236-018 58,650 14601 complete 2001 aka 275 Sacramento Street
1997.787 650 Townsend 3783-009 269,680 14520 complete 2001 aka 699-08th Street
No Case 455 Golden Gate 0765-002/003 420,000 none complete 1998 State office building.  See also case no. 1993.707.
1997.674 945 Battery 0135-001 52,715 14672 complete 1998
1997.470 475 Brannan 3787-031 61,000 14685 complete 2001
1998.144 250 Steuart 3741-028 into 3741-035 540,000 14604 complete 2002 aka 2 Folsom/250 Embarcadero


1998-1999 1998.135 One Market 3713-006 51,822 14756 complete 2000
1998.843 524 Howard 3721-013 201,989 14801 doesn't count n/a revoked 6/11 under Case No. 2011.0503
1998.646 Pier One 9900-001 88,350 none complete 2003 Port office building
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


1998.321 554 Mission
3708-015/017/018 into  


3708-095 645,000 14893 complete 2003 aka 560/584 Mission
1999.167 700 Seventh 3799-001 into 3799-008 273,650 14895 complete 2006 aka 625 Townsend
1999.566 475 Brannan 3787-031 2,500 14884 complete 2001 addition to previous approval - 1997.470


1998.268 631 Folsom 3750-090 170,000 14750 doesn't count n/a
project converted to residential - allocation revoked 
12/00.


1999-2000 1999.106 670 Second 3788-043/044 60,000 14907 complete 2001
1999.027 160 King 3794-025 176,000 14956 complete 2002
1998.714 350 Rhode Island 3957-001 250,000 14988 complete 2004


1998.902 First & Howard 3721; 3736; 3737 854,000 15006 complete/approved


405 Howard - 
2005; 505-


525 Howard - 
under review; 
500 Howard - 


2003


18 mos exp 9/2/01. Includes 3 of 4 buildings at First & 
Howard (see bldg #1  - 400 Howard - below): bldg #2 - 
405 Howard (3737-030) - 460,000 gsf office - 
200002172133 - complete); bldg #3 - 505-525 Howard  
(3736-121/114) - 178,000 gsf office - 200610316514 
currently (8/4/08) under review by Planning (see also 
2008.0001 for additional allocation); bldg #4 -500 
Howard  (3721-119) - 216,000 gsf office - 
200006172952 - complete).


1999.176 235 Second 3736-061 into 3736-123 180,000 15004 complete 2002


2000.127 500 Terry Francois
3838; 3839 into 8721-


001/010 280,000 15010 complete 2008 MB 26a
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


1998.766 535 Mission 3721-068 252,000 15027 doesn't count n/a revoked and reapproved as residential


1998.635 2101 Bryant 4080-007 148,000 15044 doesn't count n/a
project converted to residential - allocation revoked 
1/10/05


2000.329 550 Terry Francois
3839; 3840 into 8721-


001/011 225,004 15055 complete 2002 MB 28
1999.583 899 Howard 3733-079 153,500 15062 complete 2005


2000-2001 1998.902 First & Howard 3720-008 295,000 16069 complete 2008 First & Howard - Building #1 (400 Howard)


2000.1293 550 Terry Francois
3839: 3840 into 8721-


001/011 60,150 16110 complete 2002 addition to 2000.329.


2000.1295 Mission Bay 26/2
3840; 3841 into 8721-


001-012 145,750 16111 doesn't count n/a
AKA MB 26 East. returned to cap for approval of 
2002.0301


1999.603 555 Mission 3721-69,70,78… 499,000 16130 doesn't count n/a
project revised - allocation revoked and reapproved 
under Case No. 2007.0798.


2000.277 801 Market 3705-48 112,750 16140 doesn't count n/a project abandoned per letter from sponsor


2001-2002 2000.541 350 Bush 269-2,2a,3,22… 344,500 16273 under construction n/a
Building permit application no. 200708078938 issued 
12/19/14. 


2001.0444 38-44 Tehama 3736-111 75,000 16280 complete 2003


2000.319 235 Second 3736-61,62,64-67 64,000 16279 complete 2002
modify 1999.176 - convert warehouse from PDR to 
office.


2001.0689 250 Brannan 3774-25 113,540 16285 complete 2002
2001.0798 555 Mission 3721-69,70,78-81, 120 549,000 16302 complete 2008
2002.0301 Mission Bay 42/4 8709-10 80,922 16397 doesn't count n/a revoked and reapproved as 2002.1216 (1600 Owens)
2002.0300 1700 Owens 8709-007 0* 16398 complete 2007 Alexandria District (160,100). West Campus. 164,828


2002-2003 No Case 7th/Mission GSA 3702-15 … 514,727 none complete 2007 Federal Building


2002.0691
499 Illinois/201-16th 
Street 3940-001 429,542 16483 doesn't count n/a


revoked and reapproved as 2006.0384 (201 16th 
Street)  MB Block X4


2003-2004 2001.1039 55 9th Street 3701-063 268,000 16760 doesn't count n/a


200408111247 issued 5/19/05 - Authorization 
REVOKED by Planning Commission Motion Nos. 
17521 and 17522 for proposal to convert project to 
residential use. 
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


2000.1229 Pier 30-32 3770-001 370,000 none doesn't count n/a


E, K & ! Cases created, no B case created.  BCDC 
permit approved in 2003 and allocation made for 
accounting purposes, but permit never acted upon. 
2/09 - 370,000 added back to cap because project 
does not appear to be moving forward. 


No Case
Presidio - Letterman 
Digital Arts 839,301 none complete 2006


2004-2005 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period


2005-2006 2006.0384 201-16th Street 3940-001 430,000 17223 complete 2008
aka 1409-1499 Illinois/MB Block X-4. 18 mos exp 
10/6/07.  Project (200607186938) complete 11/19/08


2006-2007 2006.1212 1500 Owens 8709-006 0* 17333 complete 2009


Alexandria District - West Campus (158,500);
200611298694 issued 5/24/07 (aka MBS Blk 41-43, 
Parcel 5). Under construction. Estimated completion in 
March 2009. 


2006.1216 1600 Owens 8709-004/010 0* 17332 complete n/a BPA 200711097802 completed 2/4/16. 


2006.1509


Alexandria District - 
North Campus (MB 26/1-
3; 1455 Third Street/455 
Mission Bay South 
Blvd/450 South Street)


8721-012/8720-
011/016/017 0* 17401


complete/under 
construction n/a


Alexandria District - North Campus (373,487); aka 
MBS Blk 26, Parcels 1-3, project proposes 3 buildings - 
building permit application no. 200704279921 (455 
Mission Bay South Blvd.) COMPLETE on 11/17/09 for 
5 story office/lab; 200705090778 (450 South Street) 
COMPLETE on 10/23/09 for "parking garage with 7 
stories new building."  BPA 201508245071 for 12-story 
office issued 11/2/16 and 201508245062 issued 
11/3/16 for 7 story office/retail building. 


2006.1536 1515 Third Street 8721-012 0* 17400 under construction n/a


Alexandria District - North Campus (202,893); aka 
MBS Blk 27, Parcel 1  see also 2006.1509. BPA 
200806265407 withdrawn 11/3/16; new BPA 
201508245062 issued 11/3/16 for 7 story office/retail 
building. 


2005.1062 650 Townsend 3783-009 375,151 17440 complete 2009


18 mos exp 12/7/08.  200705151356 issued 2/20/08 -
Conversion of existing structure into office - no major 
construction required. Final Inspection (3/16/09)


2006.0616 120 Howard 3717-019 67931 17466 complete n/a Construction completed in 2012
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


2006.1273 535 Mission 3721-068, 083 293750 17470 complete n/a


18 mos exp 2/2/09; 2/12/08 - 200508049463 issued by 
CPB on 8/21/08.  Appealed to Board of Permit Appeals 
on 8/29/08 (Appeal No. 08-137) - appeal withdrawn and 
permit reinstated on 8/29/08.  Separate permits issued 
for pile indicators, site cleanup and fencing. 10/24/08 - 
Construction started in early 2013.


2007-2008 2006.0660 100 California 0236-017 76,500 17544 approved n/a


18 mos exp 7/31/09. No building permit on file as of 
5/18/11. Beacon Capital started the process and then 
allegedly sold to Broadway Partners, who are reputed 
to be current owners- no current status


6/16/14 update - Broadway Partners website lists the 
property as theirs. No building permits relating to 
project on file. Site visit on 6/17/14 shows no signs of 
upcoming construction activity.  


2008.0001 505-525 Howard 3736-001:004/114/121 74,500 17641 complete n/a


18 mos exp 12/26/09.  200610316514 for new
construction COMPLETED on 3/11/14. "First & 
Howard"  bldg 3 - see 1998.902. 2005.0733 on file to 
legalize existing surface parking lot.


No Case 680 Folsom Street 3735-013 117,000 none complete n/a Redevelopment (Yerba Buena)


2008.0850 Alexandria District various 1122980 17709 approved n/a


Establishes Alexandria Mission Bay Life Sciences and 
Technology Development District ("Alexandria District") 
to consolidate previous and future allocations.


2008.0484 600 Terry Francois 8722-001 0* 17710 approved n/a
Alexandria District - East Campus (312,932) - 
schematic design.


2008.0483 650 Terry Francois 8722-001 0* 17711 approved n/a
Alexandria District - East Campus (291,367) - 
schematic design.


2008.0690 1450 Owens 8709-006 0* 17712 approved n/a
Alexandria District - West Campus (61,581) - 
schematic design as of 4/2011


2008-2009 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period


2009-2010 2009.1026 850-870 Brannan Street 3780-006/007/007A/072 138,580 18095 complete 2013 aka 888 Brannan Street


2007.0946
Candlestick Point - 
Hunter's Point


Candlestick Point and 
Hunter's Point Shipyard 800000 18102 approved n/a


NO ALLOCATION GRANTED YET. First  800,000 gsf
of office development within the Candlestick Point - 
Hunter's Point Project Area to receive priority office 
allocation over all projects except the Transbay Transit 
Tower or those within Mission Bay South.


2006.1106 222 Second Street 3735-063 430650 18170 complete n/a BPA No. 200711309386
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


2010-2011 No Case Alexandria District various 200000 17709 approved n/a
additional allocation per terms of Motion 17709 by 
Letter of  Determination


2006.1524 350 Mission Street 3710-017 335000 18268 complete n/a
2007.0903 Treasure Island 1939-001/002 0 18332 approved n/a Priority Resolution Only for 100,000gsf.


2011-2012 No Case Alexandria District various 27020 17709 approved n/a
additional allocation per terms of Motion 17709 by 
Letter of  Determination


2011.0583 850-870 Brannan Street 3780-006, 007, 007A, 
and 072 113,753 18527 approved 2013 aka 888 Brannan Street


2011.1147 601 Townsend Street 3799-001 72,600 18619 approved n/a
BPA No. 201408063120 approved by Planning on 
8/8/14, but not yet issued by DBI. Project sponsor 
proposed to withdraw on 8/3/16.


2009.0885 1100 Van Ness Ave 0694-010 242,987 18599 doesn't count n/a
CPMC - Cat Hill MOB; rescinded & reallocated in 2013 
cycle


2011.0895 460-462 Bryant St 3763-015A 59475 18685 complete n/a BPA No. 201312194664 issued on 5/22/14.
2012.0041 444 DeHaro St 3979-001 90500 18653 complete 2013 BPA No. 201312194626 issued on 12/31/13.
2012.0409 185 Berry St 3803-005 101982 18690 complete n/a aka China Basin Landing. 


2012.0371 100 Potrero Ave. 3920-001 70070 18704 complete 2013
EN Legitimization. BPA No. 201212286973 issued 
5/6/13.


2009.0886 3615 Cesar Chavez 6576-021 99,848 18595 doesn't count n/a
CPMC - St. Luke's MOB; rescinded & reallocated in 
2013 cycle


2012-2013 2012.0257 101 1st Street 3720-001 1,370,577 18725 under construction n/a
Transbay Tower; aka 425 Mission St. BPA No. 
201303132080.


2007.0456 181 Fremont Street 0308-001 361038 18764 under construction n/a BPA No. 201305015894 issued 12/26/13. 
2012.1046 1550 Bryant Street 3923-006 108,399 18732 complete 2013 EN Legitimization. BPA No. 201302069627


2012.1482 1800 Owens 8727-005 700,000 18807 complete 2017
Mission Bay Block 40. BPA No. 201409045458 issued 
11/12/15.


2009.0885 1100 Van Ness Ave 0694-010 242987 18890 under construction n/a CPMC - Cat Hill MOB;  BPA 201112090400
2009.0886 3615 Cesar Chavez 6576-021 94799 18886 under construction n/a CPMC - St. Luke's MOB


2007.0385 345 Brannan Street 3788-039 102285 19000 complete 2015
BPA 200810275193 completed and CFC issued 
10/14/15


2012.0799 270 Brannan Street 3774-026 189000 18988 complete 2016


BPA No. 201312174402 issued on 4/25/14. Foundation 
and Superstructure Addendum approved. Architectural 
Addendum under review by DBI/DPW/PUC. 
"Groundbreaking" in August 2014.


2012.0906 333 Brannan Street 3788-042 175,450 18952 complete 2015
BPA No. 201306280744 completed and CFC issued 
10/14/15. 


2013.0276 350 Mission Street 3710-017 79,680 18956 complete 2017
Salesforce (No. 2). BPA No. 201108011461 complete 
3/23/17. 


2013.0585 999 Brannan Street 3782-003 143292 18950 complete 2014
EN Legitimization. BPA No. 201306280728 issued 
4/28/14.
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments
2013-2014 2012.0605 300 California Street 0238-002 56459 19034 approved n/a Approved 12/5/13. No BPA filed.


2013.0226 665 3rd Street 3788-041 123,700 19012 complete 2013
BPA No. 201311222636 issued on 12/31/13 to legalize 
office space.


2013.0544 410 Townsend Street 3785-002A 76,000 19062 complete 2015 BPA No. 201306260587 issued on10/29/15. 


2013.0493 888 Brannan Street
3780-006, 007, 007A, 


and 072 10000 19049 complete 2014 AirBnB (No. 2) to convert GF parking to office.


2013.0007 81-85 Bluxome Street 3786-018 55,000 19088 complete 2016
BPA No. 201404072588 completed and CFC issued on 
12/1/16.


2014-2015 2012.1187 501-505 Brannan Street 3786-038 137446 19295 under construction n/a BPA No. 201508285498 issued on 2/8/16.


2012.0203 100 Hooper Street 3808-003 284471 19315 under construction n/a
BPA Nos. 201410239755 and 201410209377 issued 
12/17/15.


2012.0722 390 Main Street 3746-002 n/a complete 2017 Conversion of former gov. agencies to office space. 
2014-002085 250 Howard Street 3718-012, 025, 027 766,745 19413 under construction n/a BPA No. 201504274732 issued on 10/28/15. 


2014.0679 510 Townsend Street 3784-007, 080 269,063 19440  under construction n/a BPA No. 201503050110 issued on 2/11/16.


2011.0409 901-925 Mission Street
3725-005, 006, 008, 
009, 012, 098, 093 633,500


19467, 
19468 approved n/a 5M Project; No building permit filed.


2015-2016 2013.1545 645 Harrison Street 3763-105 98,964 19524  under construction n/a BPA No. 201703101213 issued on 4/3/2017.


2014-002701 MBS Blocks 29 & 31 8722-001 0 19502
 under construction n/a


GSW Event Center (Design Only); BPA No. 
201606149952 (11-story office bldg.) issued on 
4/11/17. 


2008.0850 1455 & 1515 3rd St 8721-029, 033 0 19619  under construction n/a


Uber/Alexandria (Design Only); BPA No.
201508245071 (12-story office bldg.) issued 11/2/16; 
BPA No. 201508245062 (7-story office/retail bldg.) 
issued 11/3/16. 


2006.1523 50 1st St 3708/055 1,057,549 19636  under construction n/a BPA No. 201510301303 issued 7/5/17. 


2015-009141 875 Howard St 3733/079 70,881 19700 approved n/a
BPA No. 201707182101 issued on 9/27/17. Second 
BPA to be filed later.


2016-2017 2014.1063 630 Folsom St 3750/079 90,102 19815 approved n/a
BPA No. 201706018184 approved by Planning on 
10/2/17. 
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC)
Subject: FW: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 2:15:15 PM

FYI
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Mary Miles [mailto:page364@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 11:47 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: FW: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST
 
FROM:
Mary Miles (SB #230395)
Attorney at Law
364 Page St., #36
San Francisco, CA 94102
 
Jonas Ionin, Commission Secretary
San Francisco Planning Commission
Director of Commission Affairs
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Ionin:
 
Please distribute the following email correspondence to the Planning Commission and place it
in all applicable files on the “TDM” Project at Item 15 of the Planning Commission’s
October 19, 2017 Agenda.
 
Thank you.
 
Sincerely,
Mary Miles
 
From: Mary Miles [mailto:page364@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 10:59 AM
To: 'Silva, Christine (CPC)' <christine.l.silva@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=63E110352DBD4B7AA27A497D19F20843-JONAS IONIN
mailto:christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
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mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:patricia.gerber@sfgov.org
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mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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Ms. Silva:
 
The Planning Commission, must consider your “environmental review” or
lack of it at their hearing tomorrow, Agenda Item 15.  The public has the right
to meaningfully participate in this matter.  If you want the public to wait for
your “environmental” materials, you need to assure that the Planning
Commission postpones that Item until you have made that information
available.  Will you give me that assurance? 
 
Mary Miles
 
 
From: Silva, Christine (CPC) [mailto:christine.l.silva@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 10:33 AM
To: Mary Miles <page364@earthlink.net>
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST
 
Ms. Miles,
 
We are not denying your request.
 
As explained, we are invoking an extension to collect electronic records/data pursuant to (CA Govt
Code Section 6253). While the extension allows up to 10 additional days, we are working to provide
you the responsive records as soon as they are available. We understand that the item you are
interested in, the TDM Plan, is scheduled to be heard tomorrow at Planning Commission and will do
our best to get you the responsive records before then.
 
 
Thank you,
 
Christine Lamorena Silva
Manager of Commission Affairs

 

From: Mary Miles [mailto:page364@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 10:23 AM
To: Silva, Christine (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: RE: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST
 

Ms. Silva:
I regard your response and unjustifiable delay as a denial of my IMMEDIATE
DISCLOSURE REQUEST, and will take further action if I do not receive

mailto:christine.l.silva@sfgov.org
mailto:page364@earthlink.net
mailto:john.rahaim@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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ALL of the responsive records by close of business today. 
Thank you.
Mary Miles
 
From: Silva, Christine (CPC) [mailto:christine.l.silva@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 10:15 AM
To: page364@earthlink.net
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; CPC-
RecordRequest <CPC-RecordRequest@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST
 
Ms. Miles,
 
This is the first I’m seeing this request as it appears that your first email was incorrectly sent to
Christine.Silva@sfgov.org. That email address does not exist and you likely received a bounced
message indicating such. My correct email address is Christine.L.Silva@sfgov.org.
 
In the future, please send Immediate Disclosure Requests and general records requests to CPC-
RecordRequest@sfgov.org.
 
That said, we received your request and are invoking an extension of up to 10 days due to the
compilation of electronic records/data (CA Govt Code Section 6253). We will contact you as soon as
the responsive records are ready.
 
 
Sincerely,
 
Christine Lamorena Silva
Manager of Commission Affairs

 

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 9:17 AM
To: Silva, Christine (CPC)
Subject: FW: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST
 
?
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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From: Mary Miles [mailto:page364@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 8:30 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: FW: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST
 
Dear Mr. Ionin:
 
I sent the IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST below to you and others on October 16,
2017.  I have received  no response.  Will someone in the Planning Department respond to
this Request?  This is another instance where the failure to respond makes informed public
comment on the “TDM Plan” impossible, which violates CEQA, because Plannning has
placed this “Plan” on the October 19, 2017 Planning Commission Agenda.  Therefore, if I
don’t receive a complete response immediately, I will consider that a deliberate denial of my
October 16, 2017 IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST. 
 
Sincerely,
Mary Miles
 
From: Mary Miles [mailto:page364@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 11:21 AM
To: John Rahaim (john.rahaim@sfgov.org) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org;
Christine Silva (Christine.Silva@sfgov.org) <Christine.Silva@sfgov.org>
Subject: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST
 
FROM:
Mary Miles (SB #230395)
Attorney at Law
364 Page St., #36
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 863-2310
 
TO:
John Rahaim, Director
Jonas Ionin, Records Custodian
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
DATE:  October 16, 2017
 
IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST PURSUANT TO THE SAN FRANCISCO
SUNSHINE ORDINANCE AND THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC RECORDS ACT
 
This is an IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST pursuant to the San Francisco Sunshine
Ordinance on the “Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan” Project (“the Project”)
proposed for approval at the October 19, 2017 Planning Commission Hearing.  Please provide
copies of the following:
 
            1.  Records showing the conclusion that the TDM Plan Project is “not a project”
under CEQA; and

mailto:page364@earthlink.net
mailto:page364@earthlink.net
mailto:john.rahaim@sfgov.org
mailto:john.rahaim@sfgov.org
mailto:Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Christine.Silva@sfgov.org
mailto:Christine.Silva@sfgov.org


 
            2.  Records of all materials, including staff emails, memoranda, and other records
supporting the conclusion that the Project is “not a project” under CEQA. 
  
In your response to this Request, please provide the full name and contact information of any
person responding to this Request.  If these records are available electronically, please
provide them on a disc.
In all responses to this Request, including on any disc provided, please refer to the specific
Item numbers above.  Please do not send internet links or sites as a response to this Request,
since I will deem that a denial of this Request.  Please advise me in advance if the cost of
copies of these records will exceed $5.  If any of the above records will not be immediately
provided, please state what records will and will not be immediately provided, referring to the
above Item numbers, provide the exact date when you will provide any records not
immediately provided, and do not delay providing the records that are immediately available,
referring in all responses to the Item numbers above.  If I have not received a response to this
Request by 5:00 p.m. on October 17, 2017, I shall deem this Request denied. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST. 
 
Sincerely,
Mary Miles
 
 
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter regarding Draft Cannabis Ordinances
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 10:27:27 AM
Attachments: CMAC - Letter re Draft Regulations 101817 FINAL.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Jeremy Siegel [mailto:jsiegel@beveragelaw.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 9:05 PM
To: Breed, London (BOS); Roxas, Samantha (BOS); Lloyd, Kayleigh (BOS); Howerton, Michael (BOS);
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Karunaratne, Kanishka (BOS); Kelly, Margaux (BOS); Montejano, Jess (BOS); Kim,
Jane (BOS); Duong, Noelle (BOS); Lopez, Barbara (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Goossen, Carolyn (BOS);
Morales, Carolina (BOS); Allbee, Nate; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Jones, Justin (BOS); Spero, David (BOS);
Barnes, Bill (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Choy, Jarlene (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS);
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Chan, Yoyo (BOS); Chicuata, Brittni (BOS); Kittler, Sophia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra
(BOS); Boilard, Chelsea (BOS); Pagoulatos, Nick (BOS); Yu, Angelina (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS);
Angulo, Sunny (BOS); Hepner, Lee (BOS); Rubenstein, Beth (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Lee, Judy
(BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Summers, Ashley (BOS);
Law, Ray (BOS); Lee, Mayor (MYR); Rahaim, John (CPC); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Ionin, Jonas (CPC);
DPH Cannabis Taskforce; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR); richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); Elliott, Nicole (ADM); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
Cc: Starr, Aaron (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Letter regarding Draft Cannabis Ordinances
 
Greetings,
 
Attached please find a letter commenting on the draft ordinances on cannabis regulation from the
California Music and Culture Association, with support from the Golden Gate Restaurant
Association. 
 
Regards,
 
Jeremy Siegel
Executive Director
California Music and Culture Association
 
 
Jeremy Siegel
Associate | Hinman & Carmichael LLP
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October 18, 2017 


 


Mayor Edwin M. Lee 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 200 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 
 
 


Subject:  Draft Ordinances on Cannabis 


 


Dear Mayor Lee, Director Elliot, Supervisors, and Planning Commissioners, 


The California Music and Culture Association (“CMAC”) advocates for nightlife, 
the arts, and responsible social consumption of cannabis in San Francisco.  As a trade 
organization based in San Francisco and made up venue owners and operators, many of 
whom have been actively watching the City’s efforts to regulate adult use cannabis sales 
and consumption, CMAC would like to raise a number of concerns its members have with 
the draft cannabis ordinances.   


1. Consumption Limitations 


The draft ordinances make it very difficult to safely consume cannabis in San 
Francisco. It is already illegal to smoke in parks, on most sidewalks, in a car, and in many 
apartments. San Francisco’s many public housing residents, some of the City’s most 
vulnerable citizens, are not allowed to consume in their homes by federal law. Tourists to 
San Francisco are foreclosed from consuming in their hotels and in public spaces.   


In the ordinances’ draft form, only currently-operating medical cannabis 
dispensaries that have previously received authorization for on-site consumption will be 
permitted to allow on-site consumption. This, plus the  requirement that all consumption 
take place in areas that are not visible to the public means that cannabis is still being 
relegated to dark back rooms.  If San Francisco is going to embrace the cannabis 
industry, these consumption restrictions will stand firmly in the way of normalization.   


Absent more permitted locations for consumption, San Francisco residents and 
visitors will either consume in public, or be forced to hide in their homes.  If San Francisco 
is committed to being a destination for responsible consumption of regulated cannabis, 
those that wish to partake should not have to struggle to find a place to do so.  


 CMAC is not calling for consumption in public, as that will only exacerbate 
concerns about youth exposure and likely perpetuate the disproportionate police 
enforcement against people of color. Rather, CMAC hopes that San Francisco can instead 
establish rational regulations that will begin to remove the stigma that surrounds cannabis 
consumption.  Possible avenues would be loosening the restrictions on where cannabis can 
be consumed on licensed premises, or the creation of a consumption-only permit for 
businesses that do no sell cannabis but operate the types of establishments that cater to 


San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
 
Nicole Elliott, Director 
San Francisco Office of Cannabis 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
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consumers who might be interested in consuming cannabis on-site.  Denver’s pilot program 
is a potential route.  CMAC is eager to play an active role in helping determine the best 
path forward for San Francisco. Without more consumption lounges or accessory use 
consumption permits, legalization will be illusory at best.   


 


2. Adult Use Permits in place in time for Canna-tourism 


January 1, 2018 is fast approaching, and with it, millions of tourists to San Francisco 
are going to be expecting convenient access to legal adult-use cannabis.  With no clear 
guidance on when adult-use permits will be issued, and the requirement that a business be 
an already-operating medical retailer prior to applying for an adult-use permit, San 
Francisco is poised to start the year with no licensed adult-use retailers. Instead of leading 
California’s regulated cannabis industry, San Francisco will instead be viewed as a 
restrictive and unwelcoming city, and will push investment,  tax, and tourism dollars 
elsewhere.  


CMAC is also concerned that without sufficient licensed adult-use cannabis 
retailers, tourists who travel to San Francisco expecting to purchase (and consume) 
cannabis will simply look elsewhere.  This means that the black market, the segment of the 
industry that regulation is striving to abolish, will instead thrive.  San Francisco should 
have a clear plan to ensure that come January 1, 2018, consumers will have safe and 
regulated options for adult-use cannabis. CMAC would recommend the creation of a 
temporary adult-use permit for currently-operating medical cannabis retailers.  A 
temporary permit such as this would not guarantee permanent privileges, but would 
guarantee that San Francisco will be in the position to support a safe, regulated adult-use 
market from the outset.  


We are eager to work with you to refine the proposed cannabis regulations and 
prepare San Francisco for what will hopefully be a positive addition to the economy and 
culture of this great city.  


 


Thank you for your leadership in supporting San Francisco’s neighborhoods and small 
businesses. 


 
Very truly yours,  
 
   
      
Ben Bleiman      Duncan Ley 
Co-Chair      Co-Chair 
CMAC      CMAC    
 


 Co-signing organizations: 
 


 
 
Gwyneth Borden, Executive Director 
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260 California Street, Suite 700, San Francisco, CA 94111
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Click here to subscribe to our Booze Rules Blog
Get on my calendar! Schedule a meeting or call here
 
NOTICE: This email and all attachments are CONFIDENTIAL and intended SOLELY for the recipients as
identified in the "To," "Cc" and "Bcc" lines of this email. If you are not an intended recipient, your
receipt of this email and its attachments is the result of an inadvertent disclosure or unauthorized
transmittal. Sender reserves and asserts all rights to confidentiality, including all privileges that may
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attorney. You are encouraged to retain counsel of your choice if you desire to do so. All rights of the
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC)
Subject: FW: Public Comment : Agenda Oct 19, 2017 at 1:00pm
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 10:34:55 AM

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: alix hadley [mailto:alliphant@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 19, 2017 9:08 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Public Comment : Agenda Oct 19, 2017 at 1:00pm
 
PUBLIC COMMENT FOR: 
            Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

 
 

Thursday, October 19, 2017
1:00 p.m.

 
My comment is in regards to SanFrancisco NOT allowing Cannabis Businesses housed
outside of the city to be able to continue to serve our patients via delivery.
 
My name is Alix Hadley. I am a licensed Delivery Dispensary Operator from Berkeley and
Oakland. C.R.A.F.T. Delivery service specializes in Clean Green Certified Cannabis and has
been serving thousands of terminally ill patients in SanFrancisco for the last 5 years.  We
cultivate 80% of the medicine we provide which allows us to provide the same strains to
patients in need consistently.  Many patients rely on knowing that we will have the same
strain provided by the same cultivator with the same potency and profiles everytime they
order.  Please understand medical patients need consistency and stability to help with quality
of life and general happiness.  
 
In addition, With the current path towards regulation within the State, POS systems for
cannabis sales now house the ability to track postal codes for where the delivery transaction
occurs.  This should assure the Commission that in the future if the plan to tax such
businesses is required, the mechanism to do so is in place and can be achieved. I currently
pay business tax to multiple municipalities, including Berkeley and Oakland. 
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Thank you for your time and consideration, 
 

Alix Hadley
CEO 
707 234 1500
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Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC)
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Letter regarding Draft Cannabis Ordinances

		From

		Jeremy Siegel

		To

		Breed, London (BOS); Roxas, Samantha (BOS); Lloyd, Kayleigh (BOS); Howerton, Michael (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Karunaratne, Kanishka (BOS); Kelly, Margaux (BOS); Montejano, Jess (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Duong, Noelle (BOS); Lopez, Barbara (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Goossen, Carolyn (BOS); Morales, Carolina (BOS); Allbee, Nate; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Jones, Justin (BOS); Spero, David (BOS); Barnes, Bill (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Choy, Jarlene (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Chan, Yoyo (BOS); Chicuata, Brittni (BOS); Kittler, Sophia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Boilard, Chelsea (BOS); Pagoulatos, Nick (BOS); Yu, Angelina (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Angulo, Sunny (BOS); Hepner, Lee (BOS); Rubenstein, Beth (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Lee, Judy (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Summers, Ashley (BOS); Law, Ray (BOS); Lee, Mayor (MYR); Rahaim, John (CPC); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); DPH Cannabis Taskforce; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR); richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Elliott, Nicole (ADM); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)

		Cc

		Starr, Aaron (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		london.breed@sfgov.org; samantha.roxas@sfgov.org; kayleigh.lloyd@sfgov.org; michael.howerton@sfgov.org; mark.farrell@sfgov.org; kanishka.karunaratne@sfgov.org; margaux.kelly@sfgov.org; jess.montejano@sfgov.org; jane.kim@sfgov.org; noelle.duong@sfgov.org; barbara.lopez@sfgov.org; hillary.ronen@sfgov.org; carolyn.goossen@sfgov.org; carolina.morales@sfgov.org; nate.allbee@sfgov.org; jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org; justin.jones@sfgov.org; david.spero@sfgov.org; bill.barnes@sfgov.org; norman.yee@sfgov.org; erica.maybaum@sfgov.org; jarlene.choy@sfgov.org; jen.low@sfgov.org; malia.cohen@sfgov.org; yoyo.chan@sfgov.org; brittni.chicuata@sfgov.org; sophia.kittler@sfgov.org; sandra.fewer@sfgov.org; chelsea.boilard@sfgov.org; nick.pagoulatos@sfgov.org; angelina.yu@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; sunny.angulo@sfgov.org; lee.hepner@sfgov.org; beth.rubenstein@sfgov.org; ahsha.safai@sfgov.org; judy.lee@sfgov.org; cathy.mulkeymeyer@sfgov.org; suhagey.sandoval@sfgov.org; katy.tang@sfgov.org; ashley.summers@sfgov.org; ray.law@sfgov.org; mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; angela.calvillo@sfgov.org; jonas.ionin@sfgov.org; Cannabis.Taskforce@sfdph.org; mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; nicole.elliott@sfgov.org; anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org; aaron.starr@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Greetings, 



 



Attached please find a letter commenting on the draft ordinances on cannabis regulation from the California Music and Culture Association, with support from the Golden Gate Restaurant Association.  



 



Regards,



 



Jeremy Siegel



Executive Director



California Music and Culture Association



 



 



Jeremy Siegel
Associate | Hinman & Carmichael LLP
260 California Street, Suite 700, San Francisco, CA 94111
P: 415.362.1215 x111 | F: 415.362.1494 | jsiegel@beveragelaw.com



www.beveragelaw.com | @boozerules



Click here to subscribe to our Booze Rules Blog



Get on my calendar! Schedule a meeting or call here



 



NOTICE: This email and all attachments are CONFIDENTIAL and intended SOLELY for the recipients as identified in the "To," "Cc" and "Bcc" lines of this email. If you are not an intended recipient, your receipt of this email and its attachments is the result of an inadvertent disclosure or unauthorized transmittal. Sender reserves and asserts all rights to confidentiality, including all privileges that may apply. Pursuant to those rights and privileges, immediately DELETE and DESTROY all copies of the email and its attachments, in whatever form, and immediately NOTIFY the sender of your receipt of this email. DO NOT review, copy, forward, or rely on the email and its attachments in any way. NOTICE: NO DUTIES ARE ASSUMED, INTENDED, OR CREATED BY THIS COMMUNICATION. If you have not executed a fee contract or an engagement letter, this firm does NOT represent you as your attorney. You are encouraged to retain counsel of your choice if you desire to do so. All rights of the sender for violations of the confidentiality and privileges applicable to this email and any attachments are expressly reserved.
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October 18, 2017 



 



Mayor Edwin M. Lee 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 200 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 
 
 



Subject:  Draft Ordinances on Cannabis 



 



Dear Mayor Lee, Director Elliot, Supervisors, and Planning Commissioners, 



The California Music and Culture Association (“CMAC”) advocates for nightlife, 
the arts, and responsible social consumption of cannabis in San Francisco.  As a trade 
organization based in San Francisco and made up venue owners and operators, many of 
whom have been actively watching the City’s efforts to regulate adult use cannabis sales 
and consumption, CMAC would like to raise a number of concerns its members have with 
the draft cannabis ordinances.   



1. Consumption Limitations 



The draft ordinances make it very difficult to safely consume cannabis in San 
Francisco. It is already illegal to smoke in parks, on most sidewalks, in a car, and in many 
apartments. San Francisco’s many public housing residents, some of the City’s most 
vulnerable citizens, are not allowed to consume in their homes by federal law. Tourists to 
San Francisco are foreclosed from consuming in their hotels and in public spaces.   



In the ordinances’ draft form, only currently-operating medical cannabis 
dispensaries that have previously received authorization for on-site consumption will be 
permitted to allow on-site consumption. This, plus the  requirement that all consumption 
take place in areas that are not visible to the public means that cannabis is still being 
relegated to dark back rooms.  If San Francisco is going to embrace the cannabis 
industry, these consumption restrictions will stand firmly in the way of normalization.   



Absent more permitted locations for consumption, San Francisco residents and 
visitors will either consume in public, or be forced to hide in their homes.  If San Francisco 
is committed to being a destination for responsible consumption of regulated cannabis, 
those that wish to partake should not have to struggle to find a place to do so.  



 CMAC is not calling for consumption in public, as that will only exacerbate 
concerns about youth exposure and likely perpetuate the disproportionate police 
enforcement against people of color. Rather, CMAC hopes that San Francisco can instead 
establish rational regulations that will begin to remove the stigma that surrounds cannabis 
consumption.  Possible avenues would be loosening the restrictions on where cannabis can 
be consumed on licensed premises, or the creation of a consumption-only permit for 
businesses that do no sell cannabis but operate the types of establishments that cater to 



San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
 
Nicole Elliott, Director 
San Francisco Office of Cannabis 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
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consumers who might be interested in consuming cannabis on-site.  Denver’s pilot program 
is a potential route.  CMAC is eager to play an active role in helping determine the best 
path forward for San Francisco. Without more consumption lounges or accessory use 
consumption permits, legalization will be illusory at best.   



 



2. Adult Use Permits in place in time for Canna-tourism 



January 1, 2018 is fast approaching, and with it, millions of tourists to San Francisco 
are going to be expecting convenient access to legal adult-use cannabis.  With no clear 
guidance on when adult-use permits will be issued, and the requirement that a business be 
an already-operating medical retailer prior to applying for an adult-use permit, San 
Francisco is poised to start the year with no licensed adult-use retailers. Instead of leading 
California’s regulated cannabis industry, San Francisco will instead be viewed as a 
restrictive and unwelcoming city, and will push investment,  tax, and tourism dollars 
elsewhere.  



CMAC is also concerned that without sufficient licensed adult-use cannabis 
retailers, tourists who travel to San Francisco expecting to purchase (and consume) 
cannabis will simply look elsewhere.  This means that the black market, the segment of the 
industry that regulation is striving to abolish, will instead thrive.  San Francisco should 
have a clear plan to ensure that come January 1, 2018, consumers will have safe and 
regulated options for adult-use cannabis. CMAC would recommend the creation of a 
temporary adult-use permit for currently-operating medical cannabis retailers.  A 
temporary permit such as this would not guarantee permanent privileges, but would 
guarantee that San Francisco will be in the position to support a safe, regulated adult-use 
market from the outset.  



We are eager to work with you to refine the proposed cannabis regulations and 
prepare San Francisco for what will hopefully be a positive addition to the economy and 
culture of this great city.  



 



Thank you for your leadership in supporting San Francisco’s neighborhoods and small 
businesses. 



 
Very truly yours,  
 
   
      
Ben Bleiman      Duncan Ley 
Co-Chair      Co-Chair 
CMAC      CMAC    
 



 Co-signing organizations: 
 



 
 
Gwyneth Borden, Executive Director 








			Subject:  Draft Ordinances on Cannabis


			Dear Mayor Lee, Director Elliot, Supervisors, and Planning Commissioners,


			The California Music and Culture Association (“CMAC”) advocates for nightlife, the arts, and responsible social consumption of cannabis in San Francisco.  As a trade organization based in San Francisco and made up venue owners and operators, many of w...


			1. Consumption Limitations


			The draft ordinances make it very difficult to safely consume cannabis in San Francisco. It is already illegal to smoke in parks, on most sidewalks, in a car, and in many apartments. San Francisco’s many public housing residents, some of the City’s mo...


			In the ordinances’ draft form, only currently-operating medical cannabis dispensaries that have previously received authorization for on-site consumption will be permitted to allow on-site consumption. This, plus the  requirement that all consumption ...


			Absent more permitted locations for consumption, San Francisco residents and visitors will either consume in public, or be forced to hide in their homes.  If San Francisco is committed to being a destination for responsible consumption of regulated ca...


			CMAC is not calling for consumption in public, as that will only exacerbate concerns about youth exposure and likely perpetuate the disproportionate police enforcement against people of color. Rather, CMAC hopes that San Francisco can instead establi...


			2. Adult Use Permits in place in time for Canna-tourism


			January 1, 2018 is fast approaching, and with it, millions of tourists to San Francisco are going to be expecting convenient access to legal adult-use cannabis.  With no clear guidance on when adult-use permits will be issued, and the requirement that...


			We are eager to work with you to refine the proposed cannabis regulations and prepare San Francisco for what will hopefully be a positive addition to the economy and culture of this great city.


			Thank you for your leadership in supporting San Francisco’s neighborhoods and small businesses.


			Very truly yours,


			Ben Bleiman      Duncan Ley








Comment to Item 2017-010365PCA: Cannabis Regulations

		From

		John Delaplane

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)

		Cc

		Starr, Aaron (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Elliott, Nicole (ADM)

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; aaron.starr@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; nicole.elliott@sfgov.org



Clarification of Comments from the San Francisco Cannabis Retailers Alliance-SFCRA



1.  Downtown and SoMa districts can both convert to adult use "as of right" but currently, SoMa districts will be required to notice, which could trigger DR, while Downtown is not required to notice. 



If both Downtown and SoMa districts allow adult use Cannabis Retail "as of right", then neither should require noticing.

 

Lets stay consistent here and avoid the potential of additional DRs.





Thank you.



Sincerely,



Johnny Delaplane

Leadership, SFCRA







The SFCRA is a trade group composed of 

established MCD operators and pipeline MCD applicants in San Francisco.

​














SFCRA logo Final.png

San Francisco Cannabis Retailers Alliance







SF Chamber letter on Cannabis Regulations

		From

		Alexander Mitra

		To

		richhillissf@yahoo.com

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR); Elliott, Nicole (ADM)

		Recipients

		richhillissf@yahoo.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; angela.calvillo@sfgov.org; mark.farrell@sfgov.org; sandra.fewer@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; katy.tang@sfgov.org; london.breed@sfgov.org; jane.kim@sfgov.org; norman.yee@sfgov.org; jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org; malia.cohen@sfgov.org; ahsha.safai@sfgov.org; hillary.ronen@sfgov.org; mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org; nicole.elliott@sfgov.org



Dear President Hills,



 



Please see the attached letter from the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce regarding the draft cannabis regulations at the Planning Commission this week.   



 



Thank you, 



 



https://sfchamber.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/sfcc-website.png



Alex Mitra



Manager, Public Policy



San Francisco Chamber of Commerce



235 Montgomery St., Ste. 760, San Francisco, CA 94104



(O) 415-352-8808 • (E) amitra@sfchamber.com



https://sfchamber.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/sfcc-email-fbbutton3.pnghttps://sfchamber.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/sfcc-email-twbutton4.pnghttps://sfchamber.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/sfcc-email-libutton2.png
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October 18, 2017 



 



Mr. Rich Hills 



President, San Francisco Planning Commission 



1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 



San Francisco, CA  94103 



 



RE: Cannabis Regulations 2017-010365PCA 



 



Dear President Hills: 



 



The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing over 2,500 local businesses from throughout the 



city, is writing to urge the Planning Commission to consider a number of issues arising out of the current 



drafts of both the Planning Code and Police Code amendments regarding the regulation of adult-use 



cannabis. 



 



While we recognize the huge effort that has gone into the draft legislation and, until very recently, a lack 



of timely and clear direction from the State of California, the Chamber believes the legislation as drafted 



is problematic for existing local cannabis businesses, unnecessarily delays reasonable access to cannabis 



for adult use and will not meet the expectations of the influx of visitors to the city seeking cannabis. As 



was stated in a recent letter to the Commission by the California Music and Culture Association (CMAC); 



“San Francisco should have a clear plan to ensure that come January 1, 2018, consumers will have safe 



and regulated options for adult-use cannabis.”   



 



We urge the Planning Commission to recommend the following changes to the draft legislation: 



 



1) Any transition provisions impacting current medical dispensary permits should be drafted to 



ensure that the issuance of temporary permits is a ministerial and not discretionary action by 



city government. To do otherwise, puts at risk the continued operation of lawfully operating 



businesses. 



 



2) Zoning laws must recognize that much of the cannabis industry is comprised of small businesses, 



operating “below the radar” in locations that current ordinances or the draft legislation do not 



authorize for such uses. These “cottage businesses” may actually co-exist in some, if not all 



neighborhoods, and the Planning Commission should consider a “non-conforming use” process 



for these locations.   











 



3) New permits under the yet to be drafted equity program, should include the right of existing 



small businesses to apply for such permits.  



 



4) Rather than prohibiting existing medical cannabis dispensaries from selling adult-use cannabis in 



January of 2018, the draft legislation should specifically allow such businesses to receive a 



temporary business permit to sell cannabis products as anticipated under Proposition 64. These 



handful of local businesses should be encouraged to meet thel demand for what will be a legal 



product next year.   



 



5) While the buffering of cannabis retail uses to minimize impacts in neighborhood commercial 



districts is an appropriate legislative objective, using a 300 foot radius standard may not be the 



best solution. Your staff has recommended a number of alternative mechanisms. The “orbit 



option” set forth in the staff report is worthy of serious consideration by the Commission and 



Board of Supervisors. 



 



6) The draft legislation makes consumption, especially by visitors, almost impossible. Again, as was 



pointed out the CMAC letter of October 16, the city needs to loosen restrictions on consumption 



at licensed premises and create a consumption-only and special event permit. In addition, 



accessory use permits must be developed both for sale and consumption of cannabis. 



 



7) The draft legislation restricts the delivery of cannabis to businesses that are only located within 



San Francisco. On our initial read, this restriction may violate the commerce clause of the U.S. 



Constitution. Additionally, if followed by other communities, it may prevent San Francisco-based 



businesses from delivering into adjacent cities and counties, which is a disservice to our local 



businesses. It appears that the solution is permitting and business licensing, not a ban. 



 



The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce looks forward to working with the Commission, the Board of 



Supervisors, city departments and the cannabis industry to insure we meet the expectations of our 



residents and visitors for the safe, lawful and timely implementation of state law for the adult use of 



cannabis and establishment of related businesses in San Francisco.    



   



Sincerely, 



 
Jim Lazarus 



Senior Vice President of Public Policy 



 



cc. Each member of the Planning Commission, clerk of the Board of Supervisors, to be distributed to all 



Supervisors, Mayor Ed Lee, Nicole Elliott 











Proposed Modifications to the Draft Regulatory Ordinance on Cannabis

		From

		Chelley Crusto-Osorio

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC)

		Cc

		Starr, Aaron (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; aaron.starr@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Hello San Francisco Planning Commission,



See below the attached document regarding Barbary Coast proposed modifications to the Draft Regulatory Ordinance on Cannabis. 

 

Thank you,

Chelley Crusto-Osorio

Hallinan & Hallinan Law

345 Franklin Street 

San Francisco, Ca 94102

(415)863-1520 Phone

(415)863-1519 Fax



	support@hallinan-law.com
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October 17, 2017



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



Re: Proposed Modifications to the Draft Regulatory Ordinance on Cannabis



Dear Commissioners,



With the City going through the process of regulating commercial cannabis, we believe
our experience in, operating a medical cannabis business in San Francisco for the past 4 years
puts us in a unique position to provide some insight into the proposed new regulations. To that
end, we have prepared the following recommendations primarily focused on the key retail
provisions contained in the proposed Ordinance. Please let me know if you would like any
clarification or would care to discuss any of these items further. Thank you for your leadership
and contribution on this important issue.



RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO SAN FRANCISCO CANNABIS ORDINANCE



* Approval Process for New Dispensaries. Large swaths of the City will allow Retail
Storefront Dispensaries to be permitted as of right under the proposed ordinance.
Cannabis is still a Schedule 1 controlled substance and retail facilities need to be subject
to fornial review from Planning (Conditional Use or Discretionary Review) in addition to
the Office of Cannabis to allow for neighborhood input and insure responsible operations
that work with the community. AVe also recommend a 100()-foot distance between
retailers. This will encourage an equal distribution of dispensaries across the City and



. prevent further clustering.



• Planned Growth of Dispensaries. A soft cap on retail dispensaries to allow for managed
growth. To compare, liquor licenses are restricted based on a population ratio formula. A
similar cap on cannabis dispensaries would help avoid the "boom and bust" cycle
suffered by Denver, an4 prevent the unnecessary loss of essential local businesses due to
a cannabis "land rush." A. ratio of dispensaries to population increasing by 5% to 10% per
year to provide ongoing .flexibility. The ''green rash" needs to be managed to avoid
displacing essential local services permanently. An unfettered green rush will only
worsen already difficult relationships with neighborhood groups. Based on the size.
population, and unique geography of the City; we recommend roughly doubling the
amount for Medical and/oi; A(JuJt Use to 60 then, instituting an annual increase of 5% to
10% based on need and demand as determined by the BOS:
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Delivery Services. App-based delivery services/platforms need to be clearly included in
the definition of "Delivery-only Retail" which will require them to get a physical facility
in the City and a permit from the Office of Cannabis like any other Delivery-only
Retailer to ensure they are properly regulated. They must be prevented from gaming the
system, and from free-loading on the proposed regulatory scheme.



Adult Use Transition. Existing MCDs in commercial districts that do not have a history
of complaints or violations should receive priority application status in the Adult Use
licensing scheme. Aduit Use sales should begin on January 1, 2017. Existing MCDs in
commercial/retail, zones should be granted temporary permits to begin Adult Use Sales on
January 13 2017and should be allowed to continue Adult Use sales until the new
Ordinance is adopted and implemented. The City of Berkeley just passed similar
legislation (See Attachment 1).



Equity Permits. A "Second Chance'' equity incubator program based on BPC 26070.5;



the part of Prop. 64 that allows for licenses under purely local control. This would allow
San Francisco to decide on its own which victims of the drug war get to participate in the
industry and prioritize those applicants. These licenses would be uncapped, and would
allow drug war victims to get a track record (See Attachment 2).



Sine*



Jesse Henry,/President
Barbarv Coast Collective
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ATTACHMENT 1
CITY OF BERKELEY



TEMPORARY ADULT USE LICENSING











ORDINANCE NO. -N.S.



RECREATIONAL CANNABIS: ORDINANCE AMENDING BERKELEY MUNICIPAL



CODE CHAPTER 12.26



BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the City of Berkeley as follows:



Section 1. That Berkeley Municipal Code Section 12.26.035 is amended to read as



follows:



Section 12.26.035 Recreational Cannabis



No recreational cannabis use may be approved in the. City of Berkeley until the City



Council adopts zoning regulations, a licensing process, and standards for such uses.



(a) Notwithstanding Section 12.26.035, medical cannabis Dispensaries
authorized under 12.26.130 may also conduct adult-use Cannabis sales if
they meet the following requirements: compiy with all requirements set forth
in Sections 12.26 and 12.27 of the Berkeley Municipal Code; obtain State
licenses (temporary) for both Medical and Adult Use cammergial sale.s;
obtain a City of Berkeley Temporary License. Temporary Adult Use
Cannabis licenses are valid until such time as the City of Berkeley adopts
comprehensive Cannabis regulations in compliance with State law,



Section 2. Copies of this Ordinance shall be posted for two days prior to adoption in the



display cass located near the walkway in front of Council Chambers, 2134 Martin Luther



King Jr. Way. Within 15 days of adoption, copies of this Ordinance snail be filed at each



branch of the Berkeley Public Library and the title shall be published in a newspaper of



general circulation.











ATTACHMENT 2
BUSINESS & PROFESSIONS CODE



NON-PROFIT LICENSES
EQUITY APPLICANT START UPS











Sf~W STATE OF CALIFORNIA



«S'1 AUTHENTICATED
BtJRfW EUCTHGNIC LEGAL MME1UAI.



State of California



BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE



Section 260705



26070.5, (a) The bureau shall, by January 1, 2020, investigate the feasibility of
creating one or more classifications of nonprofit licenses under this section. The
feasibility determination shall be made in consultation with the relevant licensing
agencies and representatives of local jurisdictions which issue temporary licenses
pursuant to subdivision (b). The bureau shall consider factors including, but not limited
to, the following:



(1) Should nonprofit licensees be exempted from any or al] state taxes, licensing
fees and regulatory proyisipns applicable to other licenses in this division?



(2) Should funding incentives be created to encourage others licensed under this
division to provide professional services at reduced or no cost to nonprofit licensees?



(3) Should nonprofit licenses be limited to, or prioritize those, entities previously
operating on a not-for-profit basis primarily providing whole-plant cannabis and
cannabis products and a diversity of cannabis strains and seed stock to low-income
persons?



(b) Any local jurisdiction may issue temporary local licenses to nonprofit entities
primarily providing whole-plant cannabis and. cannabis products and a diversity of
cannabis strains and seed stock to low-income persons so long as the local jurisdiction
does al! of the following:



(1) Confirms the license applicant's status as a nonprofit entity registered with the
California Attorney General's Registry of Charitable Trusts and that the applicant is
in good standing with all state requirements governing nonprofit entities.



(2) Licenses and regulates any such entity to protect public health and safety, and
so as to require compliance with all environmental requirements in this division,



(3) Provides notice to the- bureau of any such local licenses issued, including the
name and location of any such licensed entity and all local regulations governing the
licensed entity's operation.



(4) Certifies to the bureau that any such licensed entity will not generate annual
gross revenues in excess of two million dollars ($2,000,000).



(c) Temporary local licenses authorized uncjer subdivision (b) shall expire after
12 months unless renewed by the local jurisdiction.



(d) The bureau, may impose reasonable additional requirements on the local licenses
authorized under subdivision (b).



(e) (1) No new temporary local licenses shall be issued pursuant to this section
after the date the bureau determines that creation of nonprofit licenses under this
division is not feasible, or if the bureau determines such licenses are feasible, after
the date a licensing agency commences issuing state nonprofit licenses.











(2) If the bureau determines such licenses are feasible, no temporary license issued
under subdivision (b) shall be renewed or extended after the date on which a licensing
agency commences issuing state nonprofit licenses.



(3) If the bureau determines that creation of nonprofit licenses under this division
is not feasible, the bureau shall provide notice of this determination to ail local
jurisdictions that have issued temporary licenses under subdivision (b). The bureau
may, in its discretion, permit any such iocal jurisdiction to renew or extend on an
annual basis any temporary license previously issued under subdivision (b).



(Amended by Stats. 2017, Ch. 27, Sec. $1. (SB 94) Effective June 27,2017. Note: This section was
added on Nov. S, 2016, by initiative Prop, 64.)
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October 17, 2017



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



Re: Proposed Modifications to the Draft Regulatory Ordinance on Cannabis



Dear Commissioners,



With the City going through the process of regulating commercial cannabis, we believe
our experience in, operating a medical cannabis business in San Francisco for the past 4 years
puts us in a unique position to provide some insight into the proposed new regulations. To that
end, we have prepared the following recommendations primarily focused on the key retail
provisions contained in the proposed Ordinance. Please let me know if you would like any
clarification or would care to discuss any of these items further. Thank you for your leadership
and contribution on this important issue.



RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO SAN FRANCISCO CANNABIS ORDINANCE



* Approval Process for New Dispensaries. Large swaths of the City will allow Retail
Storefront Dispensaries to be permitted as of right under the proposed ordinance.
Cannabis is still a Schedule 1 controlled substance and retail facilities need to be subject
to fornial review from Planning (Conditional Use or Discretionary Review) in addition to
the Office of Cannabis to allow for neighborhood input and insure responsible operations
that work with the community. AVe also recommend a 100()-foot distance between
retailers. This will encourage an equal distribution of dispensaries across the City and



. prevent further clustering.



• Planned Growth of Dispensaries. A soft cap on retail dispensaries to allow for managed
growth. To compare, liquor licenses are restricted based on a population ratio formula. A
similar cap on cannabis dispensaries would help avoid the "boom and bust" cycle
suffered by Denver, an4 prevent the unnecessary loss of essential local businesses due to
a cannabis "land rush." A. ratio of dispensaries to population increasing by 5% to 10% per
year to provide ongoing .flexibility. The ''green rash" needs to be managed to avoid
displacing essential local services permanently. An unfettered green rush will only
worsen already difficult relationships with neighborhood groups. Based on the size.
population, and unique geography of the City; we recommend roughly doubling the
amount for Medical and/oi; A(JuJt Use to 60 then, instituting an annual increase of 5% to
10% based on need and demand as determined by the BOS:



952 Mission Street San Francisco, CA 94103 p: 415-243-^4400 w: www.barbarycoastsf.org











Delivery Services. App-based delivery services/platforms need to be clearly included in
the definition of "Delivery-only Retail" which will require them to get a physical facility
in the City and a permit from the Office of Cannabis like any other Delivery-only
Retailer to ensure they are properly regulated. They must be prevented from gaming the
system, and from free-loading on the proposed regulatory scheme.



Adult Use Transition. Existing MCDs in commercial districts that do not have a history
of complaints or violations should receive priority application status in the Adult Use
licensing scheme. Aduit Use sales should begin on January 1, 2017. Existing MCDs in
commercial/retail, zones should be granted temporary permits to begin Adult Use Sales on
January 13 2017and should be allowed to continue Adult Use sales until the new
Ordinance is adopted and implemented. The City of Berkeley just passed similar
legislation (See Attachment 1).



Equity Permits. A "Second Chance'' equity incubator program based on BPC 26070.5;



the part of Prop. 64 that allows for licenses under purely local control. This would allow
San Francisco to decide on its own which victims of the drug war get to participate in the
industry and prioritize those applicants. These licenses would be uncapped, and would
allow drug war victims to get a track record (See Attachment 2).



Sine*



Jesse Henry,/President
Barbarv Coast Collective
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ATTACHMENT 1
CITY OF BERKELEY



TEMPORARY ADULT USE LICENSING











ORDINANCE NO. -N.S.



RECREATIONAL CANNABIS: ORDINANCE AMENDING BERKELEY MUNICIPAL



CODE CHAPTER 12.26



BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the City of Berkeley as follows:



Section 1. That Berkeley Municipal Code Section 12.26.035 is amended to read as



follows:



Section 12.26.035 Recreational Cannabis



No recreational cannabis use may be approved in the. City of Berkeley until the City



Council adopts zoning regulations, a licensing process, and standards for such uses.



(a) Notwithstanding Section 12.26.035, medical cannabis Dispensaries
authorized under 12.26.130 may also conduct adult-use Cannabis sales if
they meet the following requirements: compiy with all requirements set forth
in Sections 12.26 and 12.27 of the Berkeley Municipal Code; obtain State
licenses (temporary) for both Medical and Adult Use cammergial sale.s;
obtain a City of Berkeley Temporary License. Temporary Adult Use
Cannabis licenses are valid until such time as the City of Berkeley adopts
comprehensive Cannabis regulations in compliance with State law,



Section 2. Copies of this Ordinance shall be posted for two days prior to adoption in the



display cass located near the walkway in front of Council Chambers, 2134 Martin Luther



King Jr. Way. Within 15 days of adoption, copies of this Ordinance snail be filed at each



branch of the Berkeley Public Library and the title shall be published in a newspaper of



general circulation.
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EQUITY APPLICANT START UPS











Sf~W STATE OF CALIFORNIA



«S'1 AUTHENTICATED
BtJRfW EUCTHGNIC LEGAL MME1UAI.



State of California



BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE



Section 260705



26070.5, (a) The bureau shall, by January 1, 2020, investigate the feasibility of
creating one or more classifications of nonprofit licenses under this section. The
feasibility determination shall be made in consultation with the relevant licensing
agencies and representatives of local jurisdictions which issue temporary licenses
pursuant to subdivision (b). The bureau shall consider factors including, but not limited
to, the following:



(1) Should nonprofit licensees be exempted from any or al] state taxes, licensing
fees and regulatory proyisipns applicable to other licenses in this division?



(2) Should funding incentives be created to encourage others licensed under this
division to provide professional services at reduced or no cost to nonprofit licensees?



(3) Should nonprofit licenses be limited to, or prioritize those, entities previously
operating on a not-for-profit basis primarily providing whole-plant cannabis and
cannabis products and a diversity of cannabis strains and seed stock to low-income
persons?



(b) Any local jurisdiction may issue temporary local licenses to nonprofit entities
primarily providing whole-plant cannabis and. cannabis products and a diversity of
cannabis strains and seed stock to low-income persons so long as the local jurisdiction
does al! of the following:



(1) Confirms the license applicant's status as a nonprofit entity registered with the
California Attorney General's Registry of Charitable Trusts and that the applicant is
in good standing with all state requirements governing nonprofit entities.



(2) Licenses and regulates any such entity to protect public health and safety, and
so as to require compliance with all environmental requirements in this division,



(3) Provides notice to the- bureau of any such local licenses issued, including the
name and location of any such licensed entity and all local regulations governing the
licensed entity's operation.



(4) Certifies to the bureau that any such licensed entity will not generate annual
gross revenues in excess of two million dollars ($2,000,000).



(c) Temporary local licenses authorized uncjer subdivision (b) shall expire after
12 months unless renewed by the local jurisdiction.



(d) The bureau, may impose reasonable additional requirements on the local licenses
authorized under subdivision (b).



(e) (1) No new temporary local licenses shall be issued pursuant to this section
after the date the bureau determines that creation of nonprofit licenses under this
division is not feasible, or if the bureau determines such licenses are feasible, after
the date a licensing agency commences issuing state nonprofit licenses.











(2) If the bureau determines such licenses are feasible, no temporary license issued
under subdivision (b) shall be renewed or extended after the date on which a licensing
agency commences issuing state nonprofit licenses.



(3) If the bureau determines that creation of nonprofit licenses under this division
is not feasible, the bureau shall provide notice of this determination to ail local
jurisdictions that have issued temporary licenses under subdivision (b). The bureau
may, in its discretion, permit any such iocal jurisdiction to renew or extend on an
annual basis any temporary license previously issued under subdivision (b).



(Amended by Stats. 2017, Ch. 27, Sec. $1. (SB 94) Effective June 27,2017. Note: This section was
added on Nov. S, 2016, by initiative Prop, 64.)
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October 17, 2017



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



Re: Proposed Modifications to the Draft Regulatory Ordinance on Cannabis



Dear Commissioners,



With the City going through the process of regulating commercial cannabis, we believe
our experience in, operating a medical cannabis business in San Francisco for the past 4 years
puts us in a unique position to provide some insight into the proposed new regulations. To that
end, we have prepared the following recommendations primarily focused on the key retail
provisions contained in the proposed Ordinance. Please let me know if you would like any
clarification or would care to discuss any of these items further. Thank you for your leadership
and contribution on this important issue.



RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO SAN FRANCISCO CANNABIS ORDINANCE



* Approval Process for New Dispensaries. Large swaths of the City will allow Retail
Storefront Dispensaries to be permitted as of right under the proposed ordinance.
Cannabis is still a Schedule 1 controlled substance and retail facilities need to be subject
to fornial review from Planning (Conditional Use or Discretionary Review) in addition to
the Office of Cannabis to allow for neighborhood input and insure responsible operations
that work with the community. AVe also recommend a 100()-foot distance between
retailers. This will encourage an equal distribution of dispensaries across the City and



. prevent further clustering.



• Planned Growth of Dispensaries. A soft cap on retail dispensaries to allow for managed
growth. To compare, liquor licenses are restricted based on a population ratio formula. A
similar cap on cannabis dispensaries would help avoid the "boom and bust" cycle
suffered by Denver, an4 prevent the unnecessary loss of essential local businesses due to
a cannabis "land rush." A. ratio of dispensaries to population increasing by 5% to 10% per
year to provide ongoing .flexibility. The ''green rash" needs to be managed to avoid
displacing essential local services permanently. An unfettered green rush will only
worsen already difficult relationships with neighborhood groups. Based on the size.
population, and unique geography of the City; we recommend roughly doubling the
amount for Medical and/oi; A(JuJt Use to 60 then, instituting an annual increase of 5% to
10% based on need and demand as determined by the BOS:
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Delivery Services. App-based delivery services/platforms need to be clearly included in
the definition of "Delivery-only Retail" which will require them to get a physical facility
in the City and a permit from the Office of Cannabis like any other Delivery-only
Retailer to ensure they are properly regulated. They must be prevented from gaming the
system, and from free-loading on the proposed regulatory scheme.



Adult Use Transition. Existing MCDs in commercial districts that do not have a history
of complaints or violations should receive priority application status in the Adult Use
licensing scheme. Aduit Use sales should begin on January 1, 2017. Existing MCDs in
commercial/retail, zones should be granted temporary permits to begin Adult Use Sales on
January 13 2017and should be allowed to continue Adult Use sales until the new
Ordinance is adopted and implemented. The City of Berkeley just passed similar
legislation (See Attachment 1).



Equity Permits. A "Second Chance'' equity incubator program based on BPC 26070.5;



the part of Prop. 64 that allows for licenses under purely local control. This would allow
San Francisco to decide on its own which victims of the drug war get to participate in the
industry and prioritize those applicants. These licenses would be uncapped, and would
allow drug war victims to get a track record (See Attachment 2).



Sine*



Jesse Henry,/President
Barbarv Coast Collective
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ATTACHMENT 1
CITY OF BERKELEY



TEMPORARY ADULT USE LICENSING











ORDINANCE NO. -N.S.



RECREATIONAL CANNABIS: ORDINANCE AMENDING BERKELEY MUNICIPAL



CODE CHAPTER 12.26



BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the City of Berkeley as follows:



Section 1. That Berkeley Municipal Code Section 12.26.035 is amended to read as



follows:



Section 12.26.035 Recreational Cannabis



No recreational cannabis use may be approved in the. City of Berkeley until the City



Council adopts zoning regulations, a licensing process, and standards for such uses.



(a) Notwithstanding Section 12.26.035, medical cannabis Dispensaries
authorized under 12.26.130 may also conduct adult-use Cannabis sales if
they meet the following requirements: compiy with all requirements set forth
in Sections 12.26 and 12.27 of the Berkeley Municipal Code; obtain State
licenses (temporary) for both Medical and Adult Use cammergial sale.s;
obtain a City of Berkeley Temporary License. Temporary Adult Use
Cannabis licenses are valid until such time as the City of Berkeley adopts
comprehensive Cannabis regulations in compliance with State law,



Section 2. Copies of this Ordinance shall be posted for two days prior to adoption in the



display cass located near the walkway in front of Council Chambers, 2134 Martin Luther



King Jr. Way. Within 15 days of adoption, copies of this Ordinance snail be filed at each



branch of the Berkeley Public Library and the title shall be published in a newspaper of



general circulation.
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Sf~W STATE OF CALIFORNIA



«S'1 AUTHENTICATED
BtJRfW EUCTHGNIC LEGAL MME1UAI.



State of California



BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE



Section 260705



26070.5, (a) The bureau shall, by January 1, 2020, investigate the feasibility of
creating one or more classifications of nonprofit licenses under this section. The
feasibility determination shall be made in consultation with the relevant licensing
agencies and representatives of local jurisdictions which issue temporary licenses
pursuant to subdivision (b). The bureau shall consider factors including, but not limited
to, the following:



(1) Should nonprofit licensees be exempted from any or al] state taxes, licensing
fees and regulatory proyisipns applicable to other licenses in this division?



(2) Should funding incentives be created to encourage others licensed under this
division to provide professional services at reduced or no cost to nonprofit licensees?



(3) Should nonprofit licenses be limited to, or prioritize those, entities previously
operating on a not-for-profit basis primarily providing whole-plant cannabis and
cannabis products and a diversity of cannabis strains and seed stock to low-income
persons?



(b) Any local jurisdiction may issue temporary local licenses to nonprofit entities
primarily providing whole-plant cannabis and. cannabis products and a diversity of
cannabis strains and seed stock to low-income persons so long as the local jurisdiction
does al! of the following:



(1) Confirms the license applicant's status as a nonprofit entity registered with the
California Attorney General's Registry of Charitable Trusts and that the applicant is
in good standing with all state requirements governing nonprofit entities.



(2) Licenses and regulates any such entity to protect public health and safety, and
so as to require compliance with all environmental requirements in this division,



(3) Provides notice to the- bureau of any such local licenses issued, including the
name and location of any such licensed entity and all local regulations governing the
licensed entity's operation.



(4) Certifies to the bureau that any such licensed entity will not generate annual
gross revenues in excess of two million dollars ($2,000,000).



(c) Temporary local licenses authorized uncjer subdivision (b) shall expire after
12 months unless renewed by the local jurisdiction.



(d) The bureau, may impose reasonable additional requirements on the local licenses
authorized under subdivision (b).



(e) (1) No new temporary local licenses shall be issued pursuant to this section
after the date the bureau determines that creation of nonprofit licenses under this
division is not feasible, or if the bureau determines such licenses are feasible, after
the date a licensing agency commences issuing state nonprofit licenses.











(2) If the bureau determines such licenses are feasible, no temporary license issued
under subdivision (b) shall be renewed or extended after the date on which a licensing
agency commences issuing state nonprofit licenses.



(3) If the bureau determines that creation of nonprofit licenses under this division
is not feasible, the bureau shall provide notice of this determination to ail local
jurisdictions that have issued temporary licenses under subdivision (b). The bureau
may, in its discretion, permit any such iocal jurisdiction to renew or extend on an
annual basis any temporary license previously issued under subdivision (b).



(Amended by Stats. 2017, Ch. 27, Sec. $1. (SB 94) Effective June 27,2017. Note: This section was
added on Nov. S, 2016, by initiative Prop, 64.)











Planning Commission Agenda Mailings
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		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Hello.  I have been meaning to send this e-mail but have not remembered.  I am currently on the mailing list for printed copies of the Planning Commission agenda.  However, now that I receive the agenda via e-mail link, I no longer need to receive the hard copies, so you may remove me from the mailing list.



 



Thank you.



 



Karl F. Heisler



Senior Managing Associate



ESA | Environmental Science Associates



550 Kearny Street, Suite 800



San Francisco, CA  94108-2512



phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332



 






PROPOSED SF CANNABIS ORDINANCE

		From

		Burke Hansen

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Please enter this into the record at tomorrow's meeting. Thank you for your time and assistance.



Regards,



Burke Hansen

CEO, Coalition for Common Sense Regulation, dba the Retail Cannabis Association




-- 




Coalition for Common Sense Regulation Inc., dba the Retail Cannabis Association


333 Franklin St.

San Francisco, CA 94102

Contact@CommonSenseRegs.org 

P: (415) 745-8509

F: (415) 863-1519





CCSR - SMALL TAKE TWO.png

=

CCSR"






RCA - LETTER RE PROPOSED SF CANNABIS ORDINANCE.pdf




THE RETAIL CANNABIS ASSOCIATION



333 Franklin St.
San Francisco, CA 94 102



contact@CommonSenseRegs.org



October 18th, 2017



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Re: October 191'1 line item 11 - proposed San Francisco Cannabis Ordinance



To the Planning Commission:



We represent a group of dispensaries - including Barbary Coast, the Green Door, and the various
delivery dispensaries at 214 California - distinct from the Cannabis Retailers Association. As
such, our organization would like to weigh in on the proposed ordinance.



Delivery:



The requirement that "delivery dispensaries" maintain a "brick and rnortar" delivery hub within
San Francisco subject to inspection by the Office of Cannabis is an excellent idea. Doing
otherwise would simply encourage forum shopping and a race to the regulatory bottom - a
delivery service would set up shop in the cheapest location possible outside of San Francisco
jurisdiction and local regulators would be effectively neutered. This is the Uber problem.
Maintaining local jurisdiction is essential, and the OOC will easily be able to cross-check
WeedmapS to determine which delivery services are operating in the city without permits, and
even conduct sting operations with the Police Department to shut down unlicensed operators.



Uniform Discretionary Review process:



One area of disagreement with the proposed ordinance is the varying levels of scrutiny
dispensaries will undergo. It ranges from "as of right" to "conditional use" without any clear
criteria for why. A uniform discretionary review process would level the playing field for
entrants and discourage clustering in neighborhoods such as South of Market or Fisherman's
Wharf which are currently proposed to be permitted "as of right." That designation will ensure
an intense backlash from neighbors, which will be terrible for the entire industry.











Consumption lounges:



Consumption lounge appear to be non-transferable when a dispensary is sold. Again, there
doesn't seem to be any clear rationale behind this policy. Cannabis tourism has enormous
potential for San Francisco, and since smoking or vaping cannabis is also prohibited in tourist
hotels and in public, the obvious question is: where are tourists supposed to consume cannabis?



Transferability:



Although the ordinance as written permits the transfer of ownership interests, it doesn't seem to
allow for a change in location. Business owners should be able to move to other suitable
locations; anything else is yet another windfall for San Francisco landlords.



We appreciate your valuable time and input on this important matter.



Sincere!



Burke Hansen f
CEO, Retail Cannabis Association
333 Franklin St.
San Francisco, CA 94102











