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: Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: 214 States Street: Opposing Conditional Use (2015-0416-3876)

Date: Thursday, December 07, 2017 9:46:08 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: Dirk Aguilar [mailto:daguilar@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2017 9:42 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)

Cc: Gary Weiss

Subject: 214 States Street: Opposing Conditional Use (2015-0416-3876)

Dear Planning Commission,

My neighbors and | have actively worked with Supervisors Wiener and Sheehy to protect the
character and open space of Corona Heights, all the while increasing its housing stock.

I oppose the current proposal at 214 States Street, because it gives the project sponsors the
option of adding a second building to the Museum Way frontage of the same lot in the future,

using the argument that they will be creating housing at that time.

The same result can be accomplished today by adding a second unit to the current project.
This pragmatic approach delivers a new housing unit sooner, we only have one and not two
construction projects, open space will be preserved and our zoning legislation could support
such a project scope. Everybody wins.

I respectfully ask the Planning Commission to please direct the project sponsors to work with
their neighbors, add a second housing unit and resubmit the project for review. Thank you.

Best regards,

Dirk Aguilar

30 Ord Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
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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: Perry, Andrew (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: Mayes Oyster House

Date: Thursday, December 07, 2017 8:57:04 AM

Attachments: SKM_C55817120516470.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: Larry Mazzola Jr. [mailto:larryjr@ualocal38.org]
Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 9:56 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Mayes Oyster House

Please see the attached letter in support of Mayes Oyster House for your December 14t Agenda.
Thank you

Larry Mazzola Jr.
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Larry Mazzola

December 5, 2017

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

Honorable Planning Commissioners,

As a born and raised San Franciscan, I recognize the important contributions made by the
nightlife and entertainment community to San Francisco’s economy.

I am familiar with Mayes Oyster House and I know the management staff to be responsible and
hard-working business people and employers. Please help keep S.F. the vibrant and lively city that draws
millions of visitors from around the world.

Please grant this conditional use permit and support the work that Mayes has done to improve the
lower Polk district.

Respectfully,

£~—\\AA%

LARRY MAZZOLA, JR.






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: Boxcar Theater Check-in Reminder
Date: Thursday, December 07, 2017 8:56:57 AM
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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: M N [mailto:cityevents2000@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 11:50 AM

To: Perry, Andrew (CPC)

Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com
Subject: Re: Boxcar Theater Check-in Reminder

Hi Andrew and all commissioner:

8:30pm stop to use the alley for 644 Broadway just a story, 24/7
whenever their business open they don't care is early morning or midnight
12, 2am, 3am...there's attendants pick up and send to the alley attendant
block the way, people talking, throwing empty bottle, slam gate...noise,
employees come out smoking and talking on the phone, making
joking...all kind of noise we couldn't sleep...the peace and quiet is no any
more, the alley is their, they do whatever they like, they change the alley
gate lock without any notice, the lock didn't install right, later on the gate
is hard to open, we contact with them didn't fix a week later, some of the
neighbor work locked out at midnight couldn't get in, the peace and quiet
and alley no any more!

According from DPW many years ago, this narrow is not a public
street,their back door is for emergence use only, why since 644 Broadway
change owner ship and every thing change? Their business from safe and
health are big hurt for us, If their front door couldn't handle the business,
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it's about time to stop the business right?
Enclose some of pictures, hope can help. we have more if you need.

Thank you

Mike

From: "Perry, Andrew (CPC)" <andrew.perry@sfgov.org>
To: "Perry, Andrew (CPC)" <andrew.perry@sfgov.org>
Cc: Rae Owen <raeowen@gmail.com>; "russellwolking@yahoo.com” <russellwolkin ahoo.com>;

David Copperman <david.copperman@gmail.com>; Trista Yu <tracyyu88@yahoo.com>; Lam McNulty
<Imcnulty@flad.com>; "celiawu1997 @gmail.com" <celiawu1997@gmail.com>; Pei Wong Yan
<peiwongyan@yahoo.com>; Joe Mastrelli <jamastrelli@gmail.com>; Mandy

<mandyyul11ll@gmail.com>; M N <cityevents2000@yahoo.com>; Jennifer Yu <jnncyu@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 4, 2017 1:14 PM

Subject: Boxcar Theater Check-in Reminder
Hello everyone,

This email is simply to serve as a reminder that the final, 1-year check-in hearing for
Boxcar Theater is set to occur at the Planning Commission hearing next Thursday,
12/14. Like the last check-in hearing, this item is informational only, and not to
expressly consider authorization of a new conditional use or expansion of what was
previously authorized, nor to consider revocation of that previous authorization. |
have received little, if any, comment over the last few months in regard to this matter.
Comments provided to me before 12:00 noon, this Wednesday (12/6) can be included
as attachments to the staff memo to the Commission; comments made after this point
will be submitted to the Commission and entered into the public record at the hearing
date, but would not otherwise appear with the memo delivered to the Commission the
week prior to the hearing. There is no other notification that is required for this
informational check-in, so please feel free to forward this email to others as
appropriate, and please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Andrew Perry
Planner, NE Quadrant, Current Planning

Direct: 415-575-9017 | Fax: 415-558-6409

San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
SF Planning San Francisco, CA 94103
Department

Hours of Operation | Property Information Map
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: 214 States St. OPPOSITION

Date: Thursday, December 07, 2017 8:50:10 AM

Attachments: 214 States.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: CHN IMAP [mailto:gary@corbettheights.org]
Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 12:36 PM

To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 214 States St. OPPOSITION
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CORBETT HEIGHTS NEIGHBORS
Corbett Heights Neighbors was formed in July 2004 for the purpose of providing a forum for the residents to
discuss common issues and concerns, develop solutions, and guide the direction of the neighborhood. The
goals of the organization are to beautify, maintain and improve the character of the neighborhood, protect

historic architectural resources, ensure that new construction/development is compatible with the
neighborhood, maintain its pocket parks, increase security, provide community outreach and an educational
forum, and encourage friendly association among the neighbors. www.corbettheights.org

December 6, 2017

San Francisco Planning Commission
Jeffrey Horn, Planner

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 214 States Street: Case #: 2014.1459CUA

Dear Commissioners:

This property falls within the Corona Heights Special Use District. Three key parts
of the legislation are: protecting neighborhood context; increasing housing stock;
and saving or creating affordable dwellings.

This project provides one single dwelling on a property zoned RH-2. By doing this
they are creating a large home that exceeds affordability levels of the neighboring
homes on the block.

As stated in the legislation:

When acting on a CUA application, The Planning Commission shall make the
determination based on whether the project meets at least one of the following:
(1) Promotes housing affordability by increasing housing supply,

(2) Maintains affordability of existing housing unit,

(3) Project is compatible with existing development.

We must oppose this CU application based on the above. If a second unit were
added within the same envelope, we would vote otherwise.

Thank you,

Gary Weiss, President
Corbett Heights Neighbors






From: lonin, 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: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON SIGNING LEGISLATION FOR ADULT-USE CANNABIS IN SAN
FRANCISCO

Date: Thursday, December 07, 2017 8:50:02 AM

Attachments: 12.6.17 Cannabis Leqislation.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 12:47 PM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON SIGNING LEGISLATION FOR ADULT-USE CANNABIS IN
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, December 6, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LEE ON SIGNING LEGISLATION FOR ADULT-USE
CANNABISIN SAN FRANCISCO

“Today, | signed legidlation that establishes comprehensive regulations for commercial
cannabis activity in San Francisco and allows for the sale of adult-use cannabis in our city.

Thislegidlation strikes the right balance for San Francisco residents and businesses. It brings
the cannabis industry out of the shadows, addresses safety and public health concerns and
takes a substantive approach to atoning for the harmful effects of the War on Drugs by
establishing an equity program.

This has been a contentious issue, but we have developed a system that will allow for a
measured rollout of these new rules while ensuring input and feedback from the community.
Aswith any emerging industry, we will be continuously evaluating the impacts of this
legislation and remain flexible and open to adaptation as necessary.”

HiHH
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Office of the Mayor

City & County of San Francisco

Edwin M. Lee

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, December 6, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*xx STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LEE ON SIGNING LEGISLATION FOR ADULT-USE CANNABIS
IN SAN FRANCISCO

“Today, | signed legislation that establishes comprehensive regulations for commercial cannabis activity in San
Francisco and allows for the sale of adult-use cannabis in our city.

This legislation strikes the right balance for San Francisco residents and businesses. It brings the cannabis
industry out of the shadows, addresses safety and public health concerns and takes a substantive approach to
atoning for the harmful effects of the War on Drugs by establishing an equity program.

This has been a contentious issue, but we have developed a system that will allow for a measured rollout of
these new rules while ensuring input and feedback from the community. As with any emerging industry, we
will be continuously evaluating the impacts of this legislation and remain flexible and open to adaptation as
necessary.”

HEH

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200, San Francisco, California 94102-4641
(415) 554-6141






From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Reaction to Withdrawl of RET

Date: Thursday, December 07, 2017 8:45:32 AM
Attachments: Reaction to Withdrawl of RET.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Thomas Schuttish [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 3:44 PM

To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson,
Christine (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com

Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC);
Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Butkus, Audrey (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC)

Subject: Reaction to Withdrawl of RET

Dear President Hillis and Fellow Members of the Planning Commission,
Good afternoon.

| was really surprised about the withdrawal of the RET. Shocked is probably a better word.
| want to thank you and especially the Staff for the work and time spent.

Even though | was consistent in my concerns about jettisoning Section 317 and Tantamount to
Demoalition, | recognized the decent intentions of the proposal and the effort put into it by the
Staff.

However, | am attaching a five page pdf that includes another copy of my October 2016
proposal to you for aqualitative definition of Tantamount to Demolition that | think has merit,
particularly if quanitative definitions are a problem. Thisis pages 1-2 of the pdf.

Pages 3-4 concern adjustments that the Commission can make to the numerical criteria of the
Demo Calcs that do not require alegidlative adjustment. Y ou could schedule them for afuture
calendar tomorrow, | would think? | don’t know what is going to happen with Section 317
but it seems logical that an adjustment should be made in an attempt to preserve existing
affordable housing and perhaps this would help in the interim....plus you have the ability to do
it per the Planning Code and the numbers have not been adjusted since Section 317 was
implemented.

Page 5 is another suggestion. | believe thiswould be similar to the criteriafor Historic
Preservation which uses “or” instead of “and”.

| hope that the Residential Flat Policy can be maintained asit isavery good step in preserving
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October 27,2016
To: Planning Commissien and Staff
Re: Residential Expansion Threshold Informationa! Hearing

Dear Commissioners and Staff:

Here is my proposal for new language to deal with Tantamountto &
Demolition in Section 317 and the loss of residential housing:

"If any or all sections of the front or rear facade or wall of a
structure are proposed for removal, then the project is considered
Tantamount to a Demolition and must have a Conditional Use
Authorization hearing. However, if a project is determined during
Intake and Design Review to remove any or all sections of only the
rear facade or wall of the structure for only a horizontal addition, and
this horizontal addition does not exceed the rear yard requirements
under Sections 134 and 136 of the Planning Code, this project will-
not be considered Tantamount to a Demolition, but an alteration. If
vertical addition is proposed that adds square footage, a project will
be considered Tantamount to a Demolition and a CUA hearing will be
required. A roof deck is considered a vertical addition. Skylights or
clerestory will not trigger a CUA hearing. If any portion of the front
facade is altered at any time during the construction of a project,
other than replacement windows per the Planning and Building Code,
a project would be considered Tantamount to a Demolition and would
be subject to penalties under the Planning Code and Building Code.
If a Project Sponsor wishes to add only a garage to a structure that
does not currently have a garage, such an addition could be
considered under the Soft Story Program and the ADU provision or a
Project Sponsor may seek a Variance from the Zoning Administrator.
If a Project Sponsor needs to repair a front or rear facade due to
deteriorating conditions, a special Building Permit must be applied
for and will be issued. This special Building Permit would require
serutiny from both the Buiiding Department and the Enforcement
Division of the Planning Department at the time of application.”





I do not think you need to get rid of Section 317. The point of the revised

language proposed above, is to tighten up the Tantamount to a Demolition
definitions.

t has been sai t the threshol tamount to a Demolition do not

work as intended, Currently they are thresholds of what can be removed. The
proposed RET is a threshold of what can be added.

What is the difference in getting to the goal of preserving existing housing if
resholdsare t lem? What thres o vou land on und ew

proposal? _GSF, FAR, a Fixed number, Neighborhood Ai/erages, etc, etc?

Tightening up Tantamount to a Demolition as [ propose above, brings
certainty to the process. If a project sponsor wants to do a project that would
trigger Tantamount to a Demolition they know from the get-go that there will
be a Conditional Use Hearing.

Also, please remove the language in Section 317 (b) (7). Itis a problem
because it adds to loss of housing and basically allows a unit merger.

On a personal note, Commissioners and Staff. 1 have been talking about this for
nearly three years now. Iwrote my first letter on this in fanuary 2014. There
have been many good conversations about this and I greatly appreciate the
Staff’s work and concern as well as the Commission's concern and interest.

This needs quick attention. We need a better way to try and preserve existing
housing. Devising a new Planning Code Section and new Review Procedures
will be laborious and contentious. Please revise the definition of Tantamount
to a Demolition either as I proposed above or something very similar. There is
no reason it cannot be fairly simple.

Sincerely,

Georgia Schuttish
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I Removal of Dwelling Units

e

e Periodic Adjustment
to Numerical Criteria

PLANNING
DEPARTMENT

The values associated wath the following criteria are subject to administrative updates and shall be adpsted
periadically by the Zoning Administrator based on established economic real estate and construction indicators.

CRITERION INTIAL VALUE:

1. 80th Percensie of San Francisco single-famidy home values (siructure & kand) $1.630,000.00 2015 City Assessor's .

" l T Data

|

2. Acplacement Cost per square foot for all occuped, tnishad spacas . $240.00 DRI Index ,
e S A SRR R TN AN r R ErTGhES S !
3. Replacement Cost per square foat for unfinished space with fat oeling & >7-6° | — D8 Index .
| of headroom (e.g., basemenls, garagas) | ) |
} . I —— - ' ! . -
4. Replaosment Cost per square foot for unfnizhed spaca vath sloping caling & i 260.00 D8I Index |
>5"0" of headroorn (e.g,, attic space balow pitched roof) ; ’ |
| |
i §. Replacement Cast per square foot for non-occupable spaca vethout bagal i $15.00 DAl Index I
: headrooen (e.g., 30" high crast space beiow raised floor) | L |
| - ! f
| 6. Replacement Cost per square fool for site work {e.q., walks, drivevanys, land- , $0.00 (cost excluded) §

i SCEEING, retaining wale not pan of the building foundasion, oic.)

The following values are subject 1o non-legisiative updates and may be adjusted periodically by the Planning
Commission to further the efficacy of Section 317, in order to promote the objectives of the General Plan and

Planning Code.
1. Definition B of Demalition re: removal of the frent and reer buildng walis . =~ 50% policy eficacy
2. Definition B of Damalition re: remeval of all exaeror wals, | > 65% pobcy effcacy
3. Definition C of Demoltion re: remaoval, replacemant, relocation of the defining = 50% | polbcy efficacy |

clements of the existing buikdng envelope and wolume (Mmeasured n square feat) . |

4, Defnition of (Tantamcunt 10) Merger re: reduction of an exicting Resdential Unit's | > 25% : pobicy efficacy
foor araa (measured in square leat) !

5. Lelnition of (Tantamount 10) Conwversion re: reciuction of an exsSng Resdential > 25% policy effcacy
Un's lloor area (measured n square fest)
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density and existing housing and | also hope that the exemption for the RH-1 districts can be
eliminated as proposed by the RET.......or at least the number raised from the current $1.63
million.

But | do hope that you will do what you can do, as you did with the Residential Flat Policy
and adjust the numerical criteria.

Thank you again and have a nice evening.
Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposition to CUA for 214 States Street PA # 2015-0416-3876

Date: Thursday, December 07, 2017 8:45:10 AM

Jonas P. lonin,

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: Goldman, Rick [mailto:rick.goldman@navis.com]

Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 4:02 PM

To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Opposition to CUA for 214 States Street PA # 2015-0416-3876

Dear Commissioners:
| oppose the CU application as currently proposed.

Asaresident of this neighborhood, | have fought very hard with other neighbors to protect the
rear yards of through lots like 214 States. Initially, protection for rear yards on through lots
were put in place as interim controls by Supervisor Weiner. Recently, these interim controls
became permanent, thanks to the help of Supervisor Sheehy. These controls should be
respected.

Although the current CUA does keep the rear yard fronting Museum Way, the current CU
does leave open the possibility of a project sponsor coming back at alater date to add an
additional unit fronting Museum Way. | am concerned that a project sponsor will argue that it
would not be feasible to add a second unit to the new house fronting States Street, and thus
would seek permission to build the second unit on Museum Way. By doing the devel opment
in two stages, a project sponsor will be able to subvert the intent of the permanent controls to
protect rear yards on through lots.  Given the misrepresentations about the project that the
current project sponsor has aready made (documented in other correspondences), | do not
think we can rely on the word of the project sponsor not to be considering such an option.

Therefore, | request that the commissioners do what isin their power to ensure that the rear
yard facing Museum Way is protected in the future. There are afew options available to the
commission that would be acceptable, including:

1. Rgject the CU and have the project sponsor come back with a design for a 2 unit building
on States Street to max out the density on the through lot. This would support the goal of
increasing the housing supply. If another unit was added within the same envelope, | would
support the project.


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
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mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
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mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

2. Regject the CU and have the project sponsor come back with a design where it would be
feasible to add a unit at alater date to the already developed States Street frontage of the lot.
3. Add a stipulation to the CU (or some other appropriate document) that approval of the CU
would prevent any development on Museum Way for at least 20 years (preferably longer).

Thank you for your consideration on this matter.
Respectfully yours,

Rick Goldman
230 States Street



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: Watty. Elizabeth (CPC); Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Floor Area Ratios

Date: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 9:06:35 AM

Attachments: 120117 Planning - FAR.pdf

120117 FAR numbers.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

commi ssions.secretary @sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

----- Original Message-----

From: ddippel @pacific.net [mailto:ddippel @pacific.net]

Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 7:28 PM

To: Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC)

Cc: Editor Richmond Review; matierandross@sfchronicle.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Lee, Mayor
(MYR)

Subject: Floor Area Ratios

Dear Supervisor Fewer:
The attached is for your files. | sincerely hope that this issue will never see the light of day.

David.
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336-15th Avenue
336- 15th Ave., San Francisco, GCA-94118-2807 (Fhonel FAX 415/356-1345)

David W. (Z)Jppe/

To: Sandra Lee Fewer, District 1 Supervisor

FR: D.W. Dippel
Subject: Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and Demolition Definitjon,
Date: December 1, 2017

First, based on the meeting at the Richmond District Recreation Center on Thursday, November
30", I have to say that-

1) 1am totally against stripping a definition of “Demolition” from the SF Planning Code, and
would like to see it enhanced to stop further manipulation or sharp practice intended to
skirt the intention to restrict or strongly review all demolitions- including de facto
demolitions arrived at through “the same as demolition”.

2) The concept of “Floor Area Ratios”, as proposed, would have the effect of creating de
facto urban renewal by appealing to owners and real estate investors to demolish RH1
and RH2 single family homes to create larger 2-unit buildings whose potential sale or
rental income would motivate rapid turnover transactions spurred on by the desire to
make huge increases in income or profit. The steamroller effect would most certainly
change the livability and character of the Richmond District, but not increase affordable
housing. In fact, FAR numbers greater than 1:1 would increase the prices for purchase or
rentals, eliminate rent control, and further drive out working class families- or any
concept of diversity in San Francisco.

Secondly, | have come to the above conclusions based not only on the presentations made by
Richard Shrieve, a private citizen, and Liz Watty, SF Planning Dept., but also upon further
thought reflected in what follows.

Definition of Demolition

Having seen numerous examples of remnant facades or sidewalls during remodel projects in
the Richmond District, | finally recognized that San Francisco has achieved a world standard of
thin slicing coding that rivals that | first saw in Cairo, the Arab Republic of Egypt, in 1988. Bravo!

Somewhere, the concept of reality in definitions in San Francisco has reached absurd lows. The
concepts of remodeling and demolition are distinctly different and mutually exclusive terms or
activities. Remodeling is to demolition like an organ transplant is to Dr. Frankenstein. One is
upgrading, the other is borrowing parts to create something new- hopefully not a monster
dwelling!





Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and Demolition Definition,
December 1, 2017
Page 2

| believe | know something about monsters as | ran as quick as | could from forensic
anthropology for fear others would think | was shopping for parts- Johann Konrad Dippel was
the real Herr Doctor Frankenstein. Definitions mean a lot when defining work, and
archaeologists elicit more interest and fewer Halloween jokes.

The one thing that should never be done is to pull the definition of demolition from the SF
Planning Department Codes and administrative procedures. If you think of it in simple terms
without trying to split hairs or allow others to do so for the purpose of evasion or avoidance of
process, oversight or required fees, the two concepts are quite easy to understand-

Remodeling = enhancing or improving that which is already there. Removing or resituating
partitions, even shifting load bearing walls, as well as upgrading bathrooms and kitchens, and
extending existing floors to enhance an existing living space represent remodeling. During
remodeling, there is a recognizable remnant living space that is being enhanced.

Demolition = destroying the integrity of the envelope that encloses a habitation site as well the
connective, the divisible partitions and supportive flooring deck of a structure. If there is no
enclosing envelope, no floor decking, no dividing partitions a structure has been demolished.
Leaving a facade or a pair of sidewalls is a gross insult to the concept of “remodeling”, and goes
beyond any reasonable excuse that the structure has been gutted, only. Leaving non-viable,
braced remnants of a preexisting structure is a gross canard, used only for an absurd
justification to work-around procedural requirements needed to build a new structure.
Remnants of a previous building are now used to avoid complicated application processes,
longer wait times, and greater fees.

Floor Area Ratios (FAR)

The concept of linking the square footage of a structure to the square footage of a lot in a ratio
for RH1, RH2 and RH3 neighborhoods (Residential Housing, 1, 2, or 3 units) is, potentially,
another useful tool to control the size of structures in proportion to existing neighborhood
standards- that is in a given neighborhood, all of the housing would occupy a similar footprint,
leaving a central, open space panorama shared by all back yards on a given block.

The concept of FAR can be used as another tool to restrict any property owner from expanding
their home backwards into their backyard space and fill their lot with a building that covers the
majority of or their entire lot- a “monster home”. The problem is in ratios- what numbers
represent an acceptable standard.

In March of 2015, former Supervisor Scott Wiener felt that a monster home in San Francisco
was any house or rental unit that exceeded 3,000 square feet of floor area. The existing lot size
plays into this, too. If you have an existing 3,000 square foot house, the 2015 legislation
allowed a 75% increase in size for expansion, as long as 45% of the lot was left open as yard and
front setback. in the Richmond District, there are two, typical lot sizes, 25’ x 100’, and 25’ x 125.
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Taking the larger lot size, the square footage of the 25’ x 125 lot is 3,125-square feet. With a
3,000-square foot building with 2 levels over the garage, exactly 1,500-square feet would be
used for the building’s footprint, and 1,625 square feet would be for a back yard and front
setback, an area roughly 25’ wide and 65’ deep- 55’ deep if there is a 10’ front setback from the
sidewalk.

The amount of expansion allowed, reserving 45% of the lot for open space (1,406.25), would be
55% of the total lot, or 1,718.75 —square feet, minus the footprint of the building, 1,500-square
feet, or 218.75-square feet. That means the area of expansion of the footprint would be an
additional area of 25’ wide x 8.75’ deep.

A comparison of results would give the following-

Original Expanded Increase Sq. Ft
Building footprint 1,500-square ft. 1,718.75 —square ft. 218.75-square ft.

Original Expanded Increase Sq. Ft
Footprint (lineal) 25'x60’ 25’'x68.75’ 8.75’

Original Expanded Decrease Sq. Ft
Open Space 1,625-square ft. 1,406.25-square ft.  218.75-square ft.
(backyard/setback)

Original Expanded Decrease Lineal Ft
Open Space (lineal) 25'x65’ 25'x56.25 8.75

What is interesting is that the 2015 legislation allowed up to a 75% increase in floor area for an
existing building, or 75% of 3,000-square feet, resulting in 2,250 more square ft. If each of two
218.75 square ft. of allowable bump outs is added together (437.75 —square ft.) and subtracted
from the 75% allowable increase (2,250-square ft.) an additional 1812.25-square ft. is
allowable, more than enough to add a 3" |evel to the existing 2 levels over the garage. The total
square footage of 3 levels each at 1,718.75-square ft. is 5,156.25-square feet.

What is surprising is that in 2015, former Supervisor Weiner opined that a 3,000-square ft.
building on a 3,125-square ft. lot was a monster house, yet his legislation with successful work-
around would likely have created a 5,156.25-square ft. monster of a monster house!

Clearly, without a clear understanding of the difference between intent with yet another
numeric formula and how numbers actually play out, revamping the Planning Codes further
with a similar desire to play with “Floor Area Ratio” numbers could easily result in a more
disastrous result.

Attached is an Excel chart (120117 FAR numbers) for RH1, RH2 and RH3 zoning, and the impact
of Floor Area Ratios on each of the aforementioned zoning categories. Even a preliminary
review of how FAR plays out demonstrates that what ratios are chosen ought to be in the hands
of the community that has a stake in how this concept would play out- a point of view that is
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committed to keeping a middle of each block vista for open space, not the appearance of
crowded tenements. Planners or those not stakeholders would view middle block open space
as underutilized land for development. Residents would view this area as quality of life.

Initially, the following is noted:

A ratio of 1:1 preserves the nature and character of the Richmond District.

Employing these ratios has a built-in bias against single family homes in both RH1 and
RH2 areas as more units can be built and sold and/or rented for a greater profit.

3-level building (above the garage) in RH3 areas use the lots more efficiently and insure
greater backyard space. But such buildings are out of character in RH1 and RH2 areas.
As the FAR ratio number increases, backyard space decreases, with the worst case being
the 1.4:1 number. This is also notable in 3 level buildings (above garage) in RH3 areas.

Conclusions

1)

2)

3)

The worst-case scenario for the residential neighborhoods would be the deletion of the
definition for demolition in the Planning Code. This definition must be refined to reflect
the negative things that were accelerated due to the 2015 attempt to stop “Monster
Homes”.

Coupled with the deletion of the demolition definition, the use of expanded floor area
ratios above 1:1 must be avoided. The 1:1 ratio can be used as part of a concerted effort
to stop the disjointed process that is enabling the construction of monster homes.

The combined demolition definition deletion and FAR above 1:1 will excite a money
driven urban renewal in residential neighborhoods with single family homes in RH1 and
RH2 offering the greatest profit incentive.

4) The Planning Department will become a partner in this money driven environment

being both an enabler for the process and a beneficiary through growing staff and
programs to support and promote construction. It becomes an issue of jobs and
programs- justification for bigger budgets.

Attachment: FAR Numbers (file 120117 Far numbers)

cc:

Mayor Edwin M. Lee

San Francisco Planning Commission

Elizabeth Watty, SF Planning Department (Elizabeth.Watty@sfgov.org)
Friends and Neighbors

Editor, Richmond Review & Sunset Beacon

Matier & Ross, San Francisco Chronicle






FLOOR AREA RATIOS: Changes in Gross Square Footage and Decreases in Backyards

X2 Foot X2 Foot X2 Foot Backyard | Backyard
FAR . Lot Lot Lot Square | FAR Ratio | Allowable ootage ootage ootage ackyar ackyar
. Zoning Width | Denth | Footage |Adiustment! Blde Sq Ft One Level + [each Level + Front w/o Front | w/Front
Ratio P & J 83AFY | Lwr Garage | Lwr Garage | Setback Setbk Setback
FAR 1:1
| level + .
RH1 25 125 3125 0 3125 3125 0 0 0 Fills Lot
garage
2 level +
RH1 25 125 3125 0 3125 0 1562.5 250 1562.50 : 1312.50
garage
Depth = 10 62.5 52.5
2 level +
RH2 25 125 3125 0 3125 0 1562.5 250 1562.50 : 1312.50
garage
Depth = 10 62.5 52.5
3 level +
RH3 25 125 3125 0 3125 0 1041.67 250.00 : 2083.33 : 1833.33
garage
Depth = 10.00 83.33 73.33
FAR
1.2:1
2 level +
RH1 25 125 3125 625 3750 0 1875 250 1250.00 i 1000.00
garage
Depth = 10 50 40
Page 1 of 2

December 5, 2017.






FLOOR AREA RATIOS: Changes in Gross Square Footage and Decreases in Backyards

X2 Foot X2 Foot X2 Foot Backyard | Backyard
FAR . Lot Lot Lot Square | FAR Ratio | Allowable ootage ootage ootage ackyar ackyar
. Zoning Width | Denth | Footage |Adiustment! Blde Sq Ft One Level + [each Level + Front w/o Front | w/Front
Ratio P & J 83AFY | Lwr Garage | Lwr Garage | Setback Setbk Setback
FAR
Cont.
1.2:1
2 level +
RH2 25 125 3125 625 3750 0 1875 250 1250.00 : 1000.00
garage
Depth = 10 50 40
3 level +
RH3 25 125 3125 625 3750 0 1250 250 1875 1625
garage
Depth = 10 75 65
FAR
1.4:1
2 level +
RH1 25 125 3125 1250 4375 0 2187.5 250 937.50 687.50
garage
Depth = 10 37.5 27.5
2 level +
RH2 25 125 3125 1250 4375 0 2187.5 250 937.50 687.50
garage
Depth = 10 37.5 27.5
3 level +
RH3 25 125 3125 1250 4375 0 1458.33 250.00 { 1666.67 | 1416.67
garage
Page 2 of 2 Depth = 10.00 66.67 56.67

December 5, 2017.







From: Secretary. Commissions (CPC)

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Project Proposed for 1979 Mission Street by Maximus Real Estate Partners
Date: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 9:05:56 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: Jean Lindgren [mailto:lindgren.b8@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 1:02 AM

To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Lee, Mayor (MYR); Ronen, Hillary; Allbee, Nate; Rahaim, John (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Dwyer,
Debra (CPC); andy@plazal6.org

Subject: Project Proposed for 1979 Mission Street by Maximus Real Estate Partners

I'm very strongly opposed to the project proposed for 1979 Mission Street by Maximus Real Estate
Partners, known widely asthe “Monster in the Mission.” Due to your actions, the Mission District is
facing adire crisis of community and cultural displacement. To addressthis crisis, it's long past time
to prioritize deeply affordable housing at this site, not a project of mostly luxury-priced housing that
will further accelerate gentrification and the displacement of the existing residents, SRO hotels, mom
and pop businesses, nonprofit organizations, arts and cultural spaces, PDR spaces etc. Face up to the
urgent crisis facing the neighborhood, acknowledge the impact of the current massive and
unsustainable imbal ance of market-rate vs. affordable devel opment in the neighborhood, and
REJECT THIS PROJECT OUTRIGHT!!!

With the overwhelming influx of market-rate development across the Mission, | expect you to
prioritize affordable housing at al remaining building sites. 16th and Mission is one of the City’s
busiest public transportation hubs, affordable housing there is even more essential. Recent

research confirms that low income households use public transit at much higher rates than higher
income households that drive and/or use car shares at much higher rates. Therefore, building deeply
affordable versus market-rate housing at 16th and Mission will benefit the environment and our city
with reduced greenhouse emissions and less street congestion.

Instead of the Monster, | join with fellow Mission residents in support of aplan for the site, such as
the“Marvel,” the community serving project envisioned and created with input from over 300
community members via a grassroots year-long process anchored by the Plaza 16 Coalition.

| strongly urge you to fulfill your duty as city planners and use your power to reject an unaffordable,
community-harming Monster in the Mission and instead advocate for an affordable, community-
serving Marvel.

Thanks for your consideration,

Jean Lindgren
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San Francisco, CA

lindgren.b8@agmail.com

| | Virus-free. www.avast.com
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From: Secretary. Commissions (CPC)
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Boxcar Theater Check-in Reminder
Date: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 9:05:52 AM
Attachments: imaqge019.png
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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: Mandy [mailto:mandyyullll@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 1:45 AM

To: Perry, Andrew (CPC)

Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Johnson, Christine (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rodney Fong;
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rich SFCommission Hillis
Subject: Re: Boxcar Theater Check-in Reminder

Dear Andrew and committee,

| respect the decision that was made by the committees on ayear ago by allowing 644
Broadway to use the alley asit patron's entrance until 8:30 pm. Based on the agreement on the
previous commission hearing, the businessesin 644 Broadway is prohibited to use the alley
after 8:30 pm, however, there were many time | came home after 8:30 pm they were still using
the alley as an entrance. That was a complete violation of theinitial agreement was made the
public hearing last year. Moreover. They showed no respect the resident'sright in the alley. A
few months ago, one of the business from 644 Broadway changed the lack of the gate with any
notice or consent with any of the residentsin who live in the alley with only one entrance ( the
gate) to go home or to go out. One day | came home from night school at around 11:00 pm, |
found out the lack of the front gate was changed. | was shocked because the lock seemed fine
in the daytime when | left the house and | never heard it from anyone that the lock will

change. | was waiting outside the gate in the cold wind with a phone that ran out of battery for
more than 30 minutes until another resident who worked on the night shift came home and
used his cellphone to call someone to open the door for us. That was insane. No one should get
locked by their own home.

In addition to that, in the past few months, the Eight Table restaurant from 644 Broadway has
posted a poster on the alley gate promoting its business using afalse address, 8 Kenneth
Rexroth Place attempts to mislead the public. All their online marketing including their
restaurant website are using 8 Kenneth Rexroth Place as the business address. However,
according to the city and county of San Francisco office of the assessor-recorder's San
Francisco property information map showed that 644 Broadway is not part of the Kenneth
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Rexroth Place. The public record also indicated that 8 Kenneth Rexroth is not an official
address. The act of using 8 Kenneth Rexroth Place as a business address is deceptive
advertising. Therefore, I am requesting the committee to prohibit the Eight Table restaurant to
use 8 Kenneth Rexroth Place asits address.

Lastly, in last week the business from 644 Broadway ( unsure which business was it) they
even hosted a public event in the alley without a specia event permit from the city and county
of San Francisco, nor informing or consenting with the residents in the alley for the event.
They placed statues and installed polesin the alley for the event with on sensitivity of the
potential hazard that might cause to others. After the event, the even placed tall ladder in the
middle of the alley blocking the people and vehicle's entrance. What they did have caused alot
of inconveniencesto me as aresident in the alley and make the alley unsafe to the people who
live in here. Hence, | would like the businesses in 644 Broadway to stop hosting public events
in the alley and to maintain the alley a quiet and peaceful environment to live.

The enclose attachments are some of the images that | took that for the incidents that | had
described in the body of my email.

Thanks you
Mandy

On Mon, Dec 4, 2017 at 1:14 PM, Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry @sfgov.org> wrote:
Hello everyone,

Thisemail issimply to serve as areminder that the final, 1-year check-in hearing for Boxcar
Theater is set to occur at the Planning Commission hearing next Thursday, 12/14. Like the last
check-in hearing, thisitem isinformational only, and not to expressly consider authorization
of anew conditional use or expansion of what was previously authorized, nor to consider
revocation of that previous authorization. | have received little, if any, comment over the last
few months in regard to this matter. Comments provided to me before 12:00 noon, this
Wednesday (12/6) can be included as attachments to the staff memo to the Commission;
comments made after this point will be submitted to the Commission and entered into the
public record at the hearing date, but would not otherwise appear with the memo delivered to
the Commission the week prior to the hearing. There is no other notification that is required
for thisinformational check-in, so please fedl free to forward this email to others as
appropriate, and please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Andrew Perry
Planner, NE Quadrant, Current Planning

Direct: 415-575-9017 | Fax: 415-558-6409
San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
SF Planning San Francisco, CA 94103
Department
Hours of Operation | Property Information Map
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: THD COMMENTS - DPW Replacement of Public Toilets and Kiosks , 2017-009220PTACOA-02
Date: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 4:15:45 PM

Attachments: THD Ltr Decaux Facil_FINAL 9-25-17.pdf
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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: Stan Hayes [mailto:stanhayes1967@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 2:25 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Fwd: THD COMMENTS - DPW Replacement of Public Toilets and Kiosks , 2017-009220PTACOA-
02

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Stan Hayes <stanhayes1967@gmail.com>

Date: Tue, Dec 5, 2017 at 1:47 PM

Subject: THD COMMENTS - DPW Replacement of Public Toilets and Kiosks, 2017-
009220PTACOA-02

To: Andrew Wolfram <andrew@tefarch.com>, Aaron Hyland
<aaron.hyland.hpc@amail.com>, ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com, rsejohns
<RSEJohns@yahoo.com>, dianematsuda@hotmail.com, Jonathan Pearlman

<jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com>
Cc: natalia.kwiatkowska@sfgov.org, "Peskin, Aaron (BOS)" <Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org>

Commissioners -
Dueto aconflict, | am unable to be at the ARC hearing tomorrow.

However, | want to restate THD's views in our letter to Tim Frye dated September 25th (see
attached and included in the staff report).

THD does not support DPW's proposed public toilet and kiosk replacement for Coit Tower
and Washington Park. As stated in our |etter:

o THD strongly opposes the proposed new JC Decaux toilet design at Coit Tower,
because its generic, urban and hard-edged design is much more incompatible with the

architecture and setting of Coit Tower and Pioneer Park than either the current design or
the 2nd Berlin example (see photo below) from Appendix #1 of the staff report (PDF
p.18).
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September 25, 2017 ai -

(Via email: tim.frye@sfgov.org) 1

Timothy Frye

Historic Preservation Officer o

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94133

RE: JC Decaux Facilities

Dear Tim,

Thank you for informing the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD) that the
Department of Public Works (DPW) has applied for a Certificate of
Appropriateness to install new JC Decaux restroom facilities at Coit Tower in
addition to the site at Washington Square Park. Thank you also for sending us
the graphics of JC Decaux’s new toilet and kiosk designs. To date, there has been
no outreach by DPW to THD, nor are we aware of any outreach to the Coit
Tower Working Group, which meets monthly in the offices of our District 3
Supervisor.

The proposal to install the new JC Decaux restroom facilities at Coit
Tower and Washington Square, as well as Decaux’s facilities throughout North
Beach, were discussed by THD’s Board at its meeting on September 12, 2017.

Board comments include the following:

e THD opposes a new JC Decaux toilet at Coit Tower. By unanimous vote at
its September 12t meeting, THD’s Board of Directors adopted a motion to

strongly oppose the installation of the new JC Decaux restroom facilities at
Coit Tower. THD’s Board believes that the proposed new restroom
design (whether double or single) is not only much larger than the
existing Decaux toilet, but is also generic, urban and hard-edged. It
would, therefore, be much more incompatible with the architecture and
setting of Coit Tower and Pioneer Park than the existing design and
would negatively impact the landmark site.

Further, THD has long expressed its concern about the potpourri of
facilities that already mar Coit Tower and Pioneer Park. In addition to the
existing Decaux toilet and the approved new food kiosk with its own trash
enclosure, there are miscellaneous Rec and Park sheds and trash facilities
scattered about. (See attached photos.) THD believes these facilities

P.C. BOX 330159 S5AN FRANCISCO, CA 94133 - 415.273.1004 www.thd.org

Founded in 1954 to perpetuate the historic fraditions of San Francisca's Telegraph Hill and to represent the community interests of its residents ond property owners.
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September 25, 2017
Page 2

should be consolidated and minimized, not intensified as is now being
proposed by DPW.

e THD supports the removal of the JC Decaux toilet at Washington Square.
In addition, THD’s Board of Directors strongly supports removal of the
existing Decaux toilet at Washington Square. Now that a new restroom
facility has been constructed within Washington Square, it is past time for
Decaux to remove its facility that now clutters the sidewalk and impairs
views of Washington Square and Saints Peter and Paul Church.

e THD urges the City to require the removal of JC Decaux newspaper racks.
THD also urges DPW to require the removal of all newspaper racks from the
sidewalks in North Beach. These racks are now empty eyesores used as
receptacles for trash and rubbish, and should be removed from our sidewalks
consistent with the City’s policies to maintain and enhance the pedestrian

environment.

Thank you again for informing THD of DPW’s application for a Certificate
of Appropriateness to install new JC Decaux restroom facilities at Coit Tower in
addition to the site at Washington Square Park. We ask you to please take our
comments into consideration and feel free to share them with the Historic
Preservation Commission.

Sincerely,

Stan Hayes
Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee
Telegraph Hill Dwellers

cc: Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3 aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
Natalia Kwiatkowska (CPC) natalia.kwiatkowska@sfgov.org
Pilar LaValley (CPC) pilar.lavalley@sfgov.org

Enclosures
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o THD strongly supports removal of the JC Decaux toilet at Washington Square, because
it is no longer needed since construction of a new restroom facility within Washington

Square, and it unnecessarily clutters the sidewalk and impairs views of Washington
Square and Saints Peter and Paul Church.

o THD also urgesremoval of the JC Decaux newspaper racks from sidewalks in North
Beach, as they are now empty and used as receptacles for trash and rubbish.

Please accept these commentsin lieu of my ability to be at the hearing personally.
Sincerely,

Stan Hayes

Telegraph Hill Dwellers
Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee




From: Secretary. Commissions (CPC)

To: Son. Chanbory (CPC
Subject: FW: Case No. 2013.1543, 1979 Mission Street Mixed-Use Project
Date: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 4:15:27 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: Richard Winer [mailto:calyx711@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 2:51 PM

To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Lee, Mayor (MYR); Ronen, Hillary; Beinart, Amy (BOS); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC);
Dwyer, Debra (CPC); andy@plazal6.org; Richard Winer

Subject: RE: Case No. 2013.1543, 1979 Mission Street Mixed-Use Project

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

RE: Case No. 2013.1543, 1979 Mission Street Mixed-Use Project
Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the project
proposed for 1979 Mission Street by Maximus Real Estate
Partners, known widely as the “Monster iIn the Mission.” As you
know, the Mission District is facing a dire crisis of community
and cultural displacement. To address this crisis, we ought to
prioritize deeply affordable housing at this site, not a
project of mostly luxury-priced housing that will further
accelerate gentrification and the displacement of existing
Mission residents. 1 urge you to recognize the crisis facing
the neighborhood, acknowledge the impact of the current massive
and unsustainable imbalance of market-rate vs. affordable
development in the neighborhood, and reject this project
outright.

As a Mission resident since 1976, 1 have observed the
inexorable gentrification of the Mission and the loss of its
unique culture and ambience. | have attended many community
meetings where Maximus representatives have attempted to win
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support for this project, which to my mind, is simply outsized
for the neighborhood, too many stories high and creates a wall,
if you will, between the City"s downtown core and the folks who
live In the Mission, creating a sense of isolation and
disconnect from the urban center. Surely, i1t is possible to
build something more in keeping with the existing scale of the
neighborhood that people would welcome as an asset rather than
oppose as an abomination and insult. And if such a project
cannot feasibly be built then perhaps i1t i1Is better to not build
this project at all. If Maximus has to take a haircut on iIts
purchase and carrying costs thus far, then so be it. Perhaps
they should have done more due diligence prior to aquiring the
property. My concern is that this project represents not a
isolated instance of out of scale development at a major
regional transit hub, but that i1t is the tip of the spear in

what i1s to become the new "normal’™ in the Mission. IT this
were to be the case, then this unique part of the City will be
lost forever. 1 understand that things change but change does

not need to be accomplished with a meat-axe and without genuine
regard for for the folks who currently inhabit an area of
proposed development. Why Maximus continues to want to develop
this project in a community where no one wants it iIs beyond me,
but 1 suspect that, if built, it will remain a troubled project
for decades to come. And Maximus Partners, having done its*
part to destroy a unique community and its® distinctive
cultural flavor, will be long gone with their money without a
second thought for the damage they have wrought. 1 urge you to
reject this development. You can do better. You owe It to us
all to do better.

Sincerely,
Richard Winer
calyx711@yahoo.com

415-305-4726
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: NO MONSTER IN THE MISSION
Date: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 1:47:55 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: Nora Roman [mailto:noritaroman@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 11:53 AM

To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC);
Lee, Mayor (MYR); Ronen, Hillary; Beinart, Amy (BOS); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC);
Dwyer, Debra (CPC); Plaza 16 Coaltion

Subject: NO MONSTER IN THE MISSION

RE: Case No. 2013.1543, 1979 Mission Street Mixed-Use Project
Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the project proposed for 1979 Mission
Street by Maximus Real Estate Partners, known widely as the “Monster in the
Mission.”

| AM A RETIRED RN FROM SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL HOSPITAL, AND | AM A
HOMEOWNER IN THE 94110 ZIP CODE, WHERE | HAVE LIVED FOR ALMOST 40
YEARS, 20 OF THEM AS A RENTER.

As you know, the Mission District is facing a dire crisis of community and cultural
displacement. To address this crisis, we must prioritize deeply affordable housing at
this site, not a project of mostly luxury-priced housing that will further accelerate
gentrification and the displacement of the existing residents, SRO hotels, mom and
pop businesses, nonprofit organizations, arts and cultural spaces, PDR spaces etc.
We urge you to recognize the urgent crisis facing the neighborhood, acknowledge the
impact of the current massive and unsustainable imbalance of market-rate vs.
affordable development in the neighborhood, and reject this project outright.

MY SONS ATTENDED AND GRADUATED FROM SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC
SCHOOLS, MOSTLY IN THE MISSION. MANY OF MY BEST FRIENDS ARE
PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS IN THE SFUSD. The Maximus project would have a
significant negative impact on the Marshall Elementary School community. Not only
would none of the housing in the project be affordable to the majority of families and
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employees at this Spanish immersion school, the project would also cast a shadow
over the school’s playground for most of the school day. For many students this
playground is their primary outdoor recreational space. The developer’s proposal to
raise the playground would not sufficiently mitigate the shadow impact. | stand with
the many Marshall community members who oppose this project due to its
unaffordability and student-harming shadow impacts.

With the overwhelming influx of market-rate development across the Mission, we
must prioritize affordable housing at all remaining building sites. Yet as 16th and
Mission is one of the City’s busiest public transportation hubs, affordable housing
there is even more essential. Recent research confirms that low income households
use public transit at much higher rates than higher income households that drive
and/or use car shares at much higher rates. Therefore, building deeply affordable
versus market-rate housing at 16th and Mission would benefit the environment and
our city with reduced greenhouse emissions and less street congestion.

The Maximus project would exacerbate the Mission’s displacement crisis, would cast
both a metaphorical and literal shadow of the Marshall School community, and would
likely result in both increased pollution and traffic. Instead of the Monster, our
organization supports a plan for the site such as the “Marvel,” the community serving
project envisioned and created with input from over 300 community members via a
grassroots year-long process anchored by the Plaza 16 Coalition. | strongly urge you
to fulfill your sacred duty as city planners and use your significant power to reject an
unaffordable, community-harming Monster in the Mission and instead advocate for an
affordable, community-serving Marvel. If San Francisco is to survive, we must allow
the community to lead, not the investment capitalists....they are killing us.

Sincerely,

Nora Roman, RN


http://www.transformca.org/sites/default/files/CHPC%20TF%20Affordable%20TOD%20Climate%20Strategy%20BOOKLET%20FORMAT.pdf

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Son. Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: Case No. 2014.0263U - Residence Parks
Date: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 1:46:33 PM
Attachments: Residence Parks Letter of Support2017Dec.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: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net]

Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 12:06 PM

To: Andrew Wolfram; Aaron Jon Hyland; Ellen Johnck; Richard Johns; Diane Matsuda; Jonathan
Pearlman

Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Frye, Tim (CPC); McMillen, Frances (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Case No. 2014.0263U - Residence Parks

Dear President Wolfram and Members of the Historic Preservation Commission:

Please see attached letter of support & in-line below.
Thank you.
Rose Hillson

Dear President Wolfram and Members of the Historic Preservation Commission:

| write this letter to you today to support the Western Neighborhoods Project historic context
statement that evaluates eight residence parks in “Gardens in the City: San Francisco’s
Residence Parks”.

I live in this Jordan Park area bounded by Palm (west) and Parker (east) Avenues, between
California (north) and Geary (south) as stated in the document. Many call this the
Richmond District area but it was part of the general “Western Addition” which includes a
rich history of the Big Four cemeteries — Odd Fellows, Calvary, Laurel Hill and Masonic.

The Laurel Hill Cemetery was one of the largest cemeteries on the west side and is
connected to the Jordan Park area in its history. Documents indicate the Cemetery went as
far west as Arguello (vs. ending at Parker). The U.S. Army used the land that James Clark
Jordan developed into Jordan Park for the 1898 Spanish-American War effort.

The document -- besides the factual point for correction that the 1898 troop tents were
situated along the north side of Richmond Avenue (now Euclid) rather than along Pt. Lobos
and from Parker Avenue westward rather than starting at Jordan (Page 59) — is a wonderful
write-up of the Jordan Park residence area.

Thank you for your time.
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December 5, 2017

Historic Preservation Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Case No. 2014.0263U — Residence Parks
Dear President Wolfram and Members of the Historic Preservation Commission:

| write this letter to you today to support the Western Neighborhoods Project historic context
statement that evaluates eight residence parks in “Gardens in the City: San Francisco’s Residence
Parks”.

| live in this Jordan Park area bounded by Palm (west) and Parker (east) Avenues, between California
(north) and Geary (south) as stated in the document. Many call this the Richmond District area but it
was part of the general “Western Addition” which includes a rich history of the Big Four cemeteries —
Odd Fellows, Calvary, Laurel Hill and Masonic.

The Laurel Hill Cemetery was one of the largest cemeteries on the west side and is connected to the
Jordan Park area in its history. Documents indicate the Cemetery went as far west as Arguello (vs.
ending at Parker). The U.S. Army used the land that James Clark Jordan developed into Jordan Park
for the 1898 Spanish-American War effort.

The document -- besides the factual point for correction that the 1898 troop tents were situated along
the north side of Richmond Avenue (now Euclid) rather than along Pt. Lobos and from Parker Avenue
westward rather than starting at Jordan (Page 59) — is a wonderful write-up of the Jordan Park
residence area.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

Is

Rose Hillson

Jordan Park Improvement Association Member

cc: Director Rahaim, Tim Frye, Frances McMillen, Commissions Secretary lonin






Sincerely,

Is

Rose Hillson

Jordan Park Improvement Association Member

cc: Director Rahaim, Tim Frye, Frances McMillen, Commissions Secretary lonin



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Son. Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: Request: YIMBY/SF BARF Letter Opposing Central SoMa Plan
Date: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 10:04:15 AM

Attachments: image004.png
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Chan,

Can you look into the August 31°t submittals to the Commission at the hearing, for the document referenced
below.

Thanks,
Jonas

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: Michael Verity [mailto:mverity@reubenlaw.com]

Sent: Monday, December 04, 2017 4:24 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: RE: Request: YIMBY/SF BARF Letter Opposing Central SoMa Plan

Dear Jonas:

Thank you again for directing me to the proper place to find the YIMBY Action letter, which
states their opposition to the Central SoMa Plan, to the Planning Commission.

| was wondering if you or anyone at your office has located the PDF attachment of the YIMBY
Action letter that was not included in the correspondence section of the website from August
31st.

| realize that you are very busy, and | appreciate your attention to this matter.

Best regards,
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Mike

REUBEN, JUNIUS &ROSE, u»

Michael Verity
T. (415) 567-9000
F. (415) 399-9480

mverity@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

From: Michael Verity

Sent: Tuesday, November 21, 2017 1:10 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: RE: Request: YIMBY/SF BARF Letter Opposing Central SoMa Plan

Thank you, Jonas. | very much appreciate your assistance.

While | was able to access the correspondence from August 31,2017
(http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20170831 Correspondencel%20(E-
mails).pdf), YIMBY Action’s Executive Director sent the letter as a PDF attachment, which | do
not see included in the correspondence from that meeting. Could the attached document
have been uploaded to another page, or does your office have the attached document on file?

Laura Foote Clark - commissions.sfplanning.org

commissions.sfplanning.org

‘Total loss of sun light from the center (light-well) and north side, as well as over 4 hours of
morning light from the south side - Encroaches on the mid-block ...

Thank you again for your help.
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Best regards,
Mike

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, ..

Michael Verity
T. (415) 567-9000
F. (415) 399-9480

mverity@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
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 attachment

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC) [mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org]
Sent: Tuesday, November 21, 2017 9:18 AM

To: Michael Verity <mverity@reubenlaw.com>; jonas.ionin@sfplanning.or
Subject: RE: Request: YIMBY/SF BARF Letter Opposing Central SoMa Plan

Michael,
You should be able to search our files on-line on the Commission’s Agenda page for documents
submitted at the hearing, under Supporting and Correspondence Received at the Hearing.

Jonas

Office of Commission Affairs

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309Fax: 415-558-6409

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Michael Verity [mailto:mverity@reubenlaw.com]
Sent: Monday, November 20, 2017 12:16 PM

To: jonas.ionin@sfplanning.org; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Request: YIMBY/SF BARF Letter Opposing Central SoMa Plan
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Dear Mr. lonin:

On behalf of Reuben, Junius & Rose, | would like to request a copy of the letter that
the YIMBY/SF BARF group submitted to the San Francisco Planning Commission in either
August or September of this year regarding their opposition to the Central SoMa Plan.

Please let me know if you are unable to forward a copy of their letter.

Thank you very much for your time and attention to this matter. Please let me know
if you have any questions.

Best regards,

Mike

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, ..

Michael Verity

T. (415) 567-9000

F. (415) 399-9480
mverity@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
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.
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC
Subject: FW: Case No. 2013.1543, 1979 Mission Street Mixed-Use Project
Date: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 9:32:32 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: Eddie Stiel [mailto:eddiestiel@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 8:11 AM

To: Rodney Fong; Rich Hillis; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Lee, Mayor (MYR); Ronen, Hillary; Allbee, Nate; Rahaim, John (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Dwyer,
Debra (CPC); Plaza 16 Coaltion

Subject: Case No. 2013.1543, 1979 Mission Street Mixed-Use Project

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

RE: Case No. 2013.1543, 1979 Mission Street Mixed-Use Project
Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the project proposed for 1979 Mission Street by Maximus
Real Estate Partners, known widely as the “Monster in the Mission.” As you know, the Mission District is
facing a dire crisis of community and cultural displacement. To address this crisis, we must prioritize
deeply affordable housing at this site, not a project of mostly luxury-priced housing that will further
accelerate gentrification and the displacement of the existing residents, SRO hotels, mom and pop
businesses, nonprofit organizations, arts and cultural spaces, PDR spaces etc. | urge you to recognize
the urgent crisis facing the neighborhood, acknowledge the impact of the current massive and
unsustainable imbalance of market-rate vs. affordable development in the neighborhood, and reject this
project outright.

Furthermore, the Maximus project would have a significant negative impact on the Marshall Elementary
School community. Not only would none of the housing in the project be affordable to the majority of
families and employees at this Spanish immersion school, the project would also cast a shadow over the
school’s playground for most of the school day. For many students this playground is their primary
outdoor recreational space. The developer’s proposal to raise the playground would not sufficiently
mitigate the shadow impact. We stand with the many Marshall community members who oppose this
project due to its unaffordability and student-harming shadow impacts.

With the overwhelming influx of market-rate development across the Mission, we must prioritize
affordable housing at all remaining building sites. Yet as 16th and Mission is one of the City’s busiest
public transportation hubs, affordable housing there is even more essential. Recent research confirms
that low income households use public transit at much higher rates than higher income households that
drive and/or use car shares at much higher rates. Therefore, building deeply affordable versus market-
rate housing at 16th and Mission would benefit the environment and our city with reduced greenhouse
emissions and less street congestion.


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.transformca.org/sites/default/files/CHPC%20TF%20Affordable%20TOD%20Climate%20Strategy%20BOOKLET%20FORMAT.pdf

The Maximus project would exacerbate the Mission’s displacement crisis, would cast both a metaphorical
and literal shadow of the Marshall School community, and would likely result in both increased pollution
and traffic. Instead of the Monster, the Plaza 16 Coalition supports a plan for the site such as the
“Marvel,” the community serving project envisioned and created with input from over 300 community
members via a grassroots year-long process anchored by the Plaza 16 Coalition. | strongly urge you to
fulfill your duty as city planners and use your significant power to reject an unaffordable, community-
harming Monster in the Mission and instead advocate for an affordable, community-serving Marvel.

Sincerely,
Edward Stiel

2887 Folsom Street
San Francisco, CA 94110



From: lonin, 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: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LEE AND THE RAINBOW WORLD FUND CELEBRATE THE 12th ANNUAL
LIGHTING OF THE TREE OF HOPE

Date: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 9:17:50 AM

Attachments: 12.4.17 Tree of Hope.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Monday, December 04, 2017 4:00 PM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LEE AND THE RAINBOW WORLD FUND CELEBRATE THE 12th
ANNUAL LIGHTING OF THE TREE OF HOPE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, December 4, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESSRELEASE ***
MAYOR LEE AND THE RAINBOW WORLD FUND

CELEBRATE THE 12" ANNUAL LIGHTING OF THE TREE
OF HOPE

San Francisco, CA—Mayor Edwin M. Lee and the Rainbow World Fund (RWF) are
promoting global unity, peace and humanitarianism this holiday season with the lighting of the
RFW World Tree of Hope in City Hall.

“We are honored to once again host the RFW World Tree of Hope, aliving symbol of San
Francisco’ s values of love, compassion and acceptance,” said Mayor Lee. “With much of our
national rhetoric filled with hate and enmity, it is so important that we take the time to
celebrate moments of peace and harmony. With the RFW World Tree of Hope here, we know
that City Hall will be a place of unity this holiday season.”

The RWF World Tree of Hope is agift to San Francisco from the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual,
Transgender and Queer (LGBTQ) and allied friends community. The RWF mission isto
promote peace, unity and hope by leading the LGBTQ movement to participate in
humanitarian relief efforts.
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Office of the Mayor

City & County of San Francisco

Edwin M. Lee

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, December 4, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LEE AND THE RAINBOW WORLD FUND CELEBRATE THE
12" ANNUAL LIGHTING OF THE TREE OF HOPE

San Francisco, CA—Mayor Edwin M. Lee and the Rainbow World Fund (RWF) are promoting global unity,
peace and humanitarianism this holiday season with the lighting of the RFW World Tree of Hope in City Hall.

“We are honored to once again host the RFW World Tree of Hope, a living symbol of San Francisco’s values of
love, compassion and acceptance,” said Mayor Lee. “With much of our national rhetoric filled with hate and
enmity, it is so important that we take the time to celebrate moments of peace and harmony. With the RFW
World Tree of Hope here, we know that City Hall will be a place of unity this holiday season.”

The RWF World Tree of Hope is a gift to San Francisco from the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and
Queer (LGBTQ) and allied friends community. The RWF mission is to promote peace, unity and hope by
leading the LGBTQ movement to participate in humanitarian relief efforts.

"The Rainbow World Fund World Tree of Hope taps into two of our most powerful resources — the human mind
and heart — to give individuals a way to join together to express our hopes and intentions for the future of our
global community,” said Jeff Cotter, Executive Director, Rainbow World Fund. “The Tree celebrates the power
of hope — how essential it is to our survival, our healing and humanity.”

Decorated with more than 17,000 origami cranes and stars, the RWF World Tree of Hope is the largest annual
origami-decorated tree in the world. Every crane and star contains handwritten notes of peace and love from
children and adults across the globe. The wishes were folded into origami cranes by a diverse team of
volunteers, including members of San Francisco’s LGBTQ and Japanese-American communities, among them
survivors of the Hiroshima atomic bomb.

The cranes were placed on the tree by local volunteers from nonprofits and corporations. More than 300 people
took part in the effort, donating 2,500 hours to create the tree, which will be on display at the City Hall Rotunda
from December 1 — January 4. Wishes will be added to the tree throughout December. Interested individuals
can send a wish by visiting www.worldtreeofhope.org.

The tree lighting ceremony will take place on Monday, December 4, from 6 p.m. — 8 p.m. at San Francisco City
Hall. The event will feature a message of hope from Armistead Maupin and a concert from the San Francisco
Boys Chorus, among other performances.

HitHt

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200, San Francisco, California 94102-4641
(415) 554-6141
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"The Rainbow World Fund World Tree of Hope taps into two of our most powerful resources
— the human mind and heart — to give individuals a way to join together to express our hopes
and intentions for the future of our global community,” said Jeff Cotter, Executive Director of
the Rainbow World Fund. “ The Tree celebrates the power of hope — how essential it isto our
survival, our healing and humanity.”

Decorated with more than 17,000 origami cranes and stars, the RWF World Tree of Hopeis
the largest annual origami-decorated tree in the world. Every crane and star contains
handwritten notes of peace and love from children and adults across the globe. The wishes
were folded into origami cranes by a diverse team of volunteers, including members of San
Francisco’s LGBTQ and Japanese-American communities, among them survivors of the
Hiroshima atomic bomb.

The cranes were placed on the tree by local volunteers from nonprofits and corporations. More
than 300 people took part in the effort, donating 2,500 hours to create the tree, which will be
on display at the City Hall Rotunda from December 1 — January 4. Wishes will be added to the
tree throughout December. Interested individuals can send awish by visiting

www.worldtreeofhope.org.

The tree lighting ceremony will take place on Monday, December 4, from 6 p.m. —8 p.m. at
San Francisco City Hall. The event will feature a message of hope from Armistead Maupin
and a concert from the San Francisco Boys Chorus, among other performances.

T
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Son. Chanbory (CPC); Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention
Date: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 9:16:35 AM
Attachments: image001.png
imaqge002.png
image003.png
imaqe004.png
Final JohnR Memo PC BoS 120117.pdf

FYI

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)

Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 5:33 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi Jonas,

Please send the attached memo to the Commission on the status of our Community Stabilization
and Displacement Prevention work.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner

Planning Department|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068Fax: 415-558-6409

kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 3:21 PM
To: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 'MEMO|

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
DATE:  November 27, 2017 o7 041032470
TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors & Planning Commission Recepton
FROM: John Rahaim, Planning Director 415.558.6378
CC: AnMarie Rodgers, Citywide Planning Director Fax:
RE: Community Stabilization & Displacement Prevention Work 415.558.6409
Planning
Dear Honorable Members of the Board & Planning Commissioners, Information:
415.558.6377

The Planning Department is engaged in a robust, equity-focused response to the ongoing crisis of
displacement and gentrification in the City. We are working closely with City agencies and other partners
to provide detailed analysis of impacts on people and their communities, and develop tools and strategies
to help stabilize vulnerable populations, and minimize the risk and likelihood of displacement for low-
income communities.

You may recall that I outlined the Department’s proposed response to these issues in a December 9, 2016
memo to the Board of Supervisors (attached). Since that time, we have moved several aspects of this work
forward. The purpose of this memo is to update you on the progress we have made and the next steps
relating to that work.

To date, the Community Stabilization & Displacement Prevention effort consists of two primary
components:

1. An analysis of where gentrification, displacement and exclusion are most acute, and where
they are most likely to occur in the future, with an emphasis on low-income communities and
communities of color.

2. A toolkit of community stabilization and displacement prevention strategies that can be
applied citywide and tailored to specific neighborhoods based on the needs and priorities of the

community.

Analysis of Gentrification, Displacement and Exclusion

The purpose of this analysis is to understand the state of gentrification and displacement throughout
different neighborhoods in San Francisco. This information will help the City identify where our
community stabilization work is most critical, where to tailor different strategies based on specific
conditions, and which strategies are most effective.

To build our understanding, we have engaged with the Urban Displacement Project; to quote from
their materials, this program is: “a research and action initiative of UC Berkeley in collaboration with
researchers at UCLA, community based organizations, regional planning agencies and the State of
California’s Air Resources Board (ARB). The [Urban Displacement] Project aims to understand the

Memo
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nature of gentrification and displacement in the Bay Area. It focuses on creating tools to help
communities identify the pressures surrounding them and take more effective action.”!

The Urban Displacement Project has recently released an update to their analysis and maps of
gentrification and displacement in San Francisco neighborhoods and other Bay Area cities. The
Department, along with San Francisco’s Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development and
Department of Public Health, have worked closely with the Urban Displacement Project to inform the
analysis and mapping in San Francisco.

The updated maps categorize areas in the city at varying stages of displacement and gentrification: areas
where people are at risk of displacement or gentrification, areas that are currently undergoing
gentrification and displacement, or areas where gentrification and displacement is at advanced stages
and have shifted from being considered low income in 2000 to being considered moderate- to high
income today. A new category in the updated maps is “exclusion” that categorizes moderate- and high-
income areas at varying levels of at risk, undergoing, and advanced exclusion. These are generally areas
where rents are so expensive that low-income people cannot move in. See the UC Berkeley press release
here and updated maps here.

Draft Toolkit of Community Stabilization Strategies

The toolkit provides a comprehensive set of strategies, policies, and programs that can be used to combat
displacement, and stabilize communities at risk of displacement. It builds on the work of the Mission
Action Plan 2020 (MAP2020), endorsed earlier this year by the Planning Commission.
The Draft Toolkit consists of policies and programs in the areas of:

* Tenant protections

= Affordable housing preservation including residential hotels

= Affordable housing production including supportive housing for homeless individuals

= Economic Development - small business, arts, workforce development, and nonprofits

The Draft Toolkit (attached) has been compiled and reviewed over the past six months in partnership
with the Mayor’s Office of Housing, Office of Economic Workforce Development, Department of Public
Health, Rent Board, Human Rights Commission, Small Business Commission, and Potrero HopeSF.

What’s Next

The next steps for our Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention work are to:

e Refine our understanding of conditions and trends in neighborhoods identified “at risk,”
“undergoing gentrification and displacement,” or “undergoing exclusion” in the updated Urban
Displacement Project in order to tailor neighborhood strategies to their specific conditions.
Timeline: Spring 2018.

! http://www.urbandisplacement.org/about

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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* Engage community experts and City stakeholders in evaluating the existing policies and
programs in the Draft Toolkit and develop and advance additional displacement prevention and
community stabilization tools. Timeline ( Spring 2018)

* Release a final version of the Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention Strategy.
Timeline: Summer 2018.

We will also continue our on-going work iﬁ the Mission, Tenderloin, Chinatown, Excelsior, and Bayview
and identify other neighborhoods at risk and undergoing advanced gentrification and displacement
where strategies should be immediately deployed.

We intend to hold an informational hearing on this project at the Planning Commission in Spring of 2018.
Please look at the draft toolkit and if you have thoughts and concerns about it or about how we are
collaborating with the Urban Displacement Project please contact Kimia Haddadan at
Kimia.Haddadan@sfgov.org or 415-575-9068.

I recognize the great magnitude of the challenge and the high level of effort required to address these
issues. San Francisco should be a city that provides housing for all, and where small businesses,
community-serving and arts organizations can continue to thrive. I look forward to continuing towork
closely with the Board, Commission, City agencies, and community stakeholders to address these critical
issues of gentrification and displacement towards a racially, culturally, and economically diverse city
where all people and the businesses and institutions that support them have the ability to thrive.

Sincerely,

Djrector of Planning

Attachments:

Draft Community Stabilization & Displacement Prevention Toolkit
December 9, 2016 Memo to the Board of Supervisors

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Draft Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention Toolkit (note: this is a draft compilation of current programs to be expanded and reviewed)

Policy/Program

Service(s)

Public/Non-Profit Lead

Rent Control -

Just Cause Protections, Eviction Protections

2.0,
Tenant Harassment Protections

Neighborhood Preference

Program implementation

Tenant counseling/education

Tenant legal representation

Eviction data tracking

Cultural/linguistic appropriate services

Rent board review/mediation

Application assistance and program education

Rent Board

HRC, Tenants Union, Eviction Defense Collaborative, etc.

Eviction Defense Collaborative
Rent Board
Rent Board
Rent Board

Mayors office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD)

Relocation benefits Relocation expenses for no-fault evictions Rent Board

Rental Assistance One-time assistance to prevent eviction MOHCD, EDC, Compass, etc.
Small Sites Program Acquisition and rehabilitation financing MOCHD

Demolition Restrictions Limit dwelling unit removals Planning

Residential Hotel Conversion Ordinance
Condo Conversion Regulations

Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD)
Community Land Trusts

Short-Term Rental Regulations

Enforcement for illegal conversion of SROs

Condo Conversion

Preservation and imporved maintenance of public housing
Acquisition and conversion to limited equity coop housing
Registration for eligible hosts

Department of Building Inspection (DBI)
Public Works

Housing Authority

SF Community Land Trust

Office of Short-Term Rentals

Homeownership Programs

Rental Programs

Below Market-Rate units

Downpayment Assistance Loan

City Second Loan

Teacher Next Door funds for SFUSD teachers
Middle Income Rental Housing Program

MOCHD
MOCHD
MOHCD
MOCHD
MOCHD

Section 8 Housing Authority
Rental Assistance Demonstration Housing Authority
Public Housing HOPE VI Housing Authority
HOPE SF Housing Authority
Inclusionary Housing Below market-rate units in mixed income projects MOHCD
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fees Fees for 100% affordable housing MOCHD
Density Bonus HOME SF for mixed income developments Planning
Accessory Dwelling Units Rent controlled in-law units Planning
Certain variances and streamlining Various waivers or streamlining to facilitate housing Planning
Housing Accelerator Fund Gap or advance funding MOHCD & HAF
Housing Bond Bond funding for affordable housing MOHDC
Pre-application meetings and outreach Process improvements for earlier noticing and engagement Planning
Education about development process Education and training Planning
Data and trends Reports and mapping All Agencies

Artist space

DRAFT

Lease negotiation and space search services
Private funds and other subsidies

Arts Comission, nonprofit partners

Office of Economid and Workforce Development (OEWD), Arts Commission, Planning

November 20, 2017





Draft Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention Toolkit (note: this is a draft compilation of current programs to be expanded and reviewed)

Policy/Program

Art space database & registry

Arts & Cultural Districts

Small Business Technical Assitance

Commercial Business Owernship
Small business protection

Production, Distribution and Repair
protection

Retention and attraction of PDR businesses
and other businesses

Retention and Relocation Fund
Nonprofit Mitigation Fund

Workforce programs
Invest in Neighborhoods

Service(s)

Inventory of spaces and resources

Programming and incentives

Guidance for businesses

lease negotitation, business and marketing assistance
Prioritize commercial space in new development
Support alternative business models such as coops
Update and enforce land use controls such as Calle24
Legacy Business policies

Enforcement for illegal conversion of PDR space
Zoning updates and business support

Programs to attract and retain PDR and other businesses
Dedicated fund fot tenant improvements for displaced
businesses

Displacement & Relocation Technical Assitance

Training, sector academies, access points for unemployed
Various business support services

Public/Non-Profit Lead
Arts Comission
OEWD, Arts Commission, Planning

OEWD, Arts Commission, Planning
OEWD & Planning

OEWD & neighborhood partners
Planning & OEWD

Planning & OEWD
Planning & OEWD
OEWD & nonprofit partners

MOHCD, OEWD
MOHCD, OEWD

OEWD, Department of Children Youth and Their Families, Human Services Agency.

OEWD

Homelessness Prevention & Supportive
Housing

Support services and transitional housing
New housing units
Navigation Centers

Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) & nonprofit partners

MOHCD
HSH

DRAFT

November 20, 2017





SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT =

DATE: December9, 2016 ;ﬁig ":/('Jigsion o
TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors San Francisco,
FROM: John Rahaim, Planning Director CA 94103-2479
RE: Addressing Socio-Economic Changes and the Mission Action Plan 2020 Reception: 1

415.558.6378 !
Dear Honorable Members of the Board: Fax: |

415.558.6409 1

In light of ongoing community concerns about Mission District projects, I would like to reviewPlanning

with you our actions in addressing socio-economic changes in the Mission and otherinformaton:
neighborhoods. 415.558.6377

The concerns and direction you articulated in your decision on the 1515 South Van Ness
Avenue appeal are at the heart of our work in many of our community development efforts. I
want to let you know that I personally share many of the concerns raised at the hearing about
the serious challenges to our city’s racial, cultural, and economic diversity posed by the current
economic climate.

The reality of displacement and gentrification across all of San Francisco — and the entire region
- is undeniable, and of serious concern. In 2013, 45 percent of renters paid more than 30 percent
of their income for rent; that means that nearly half of renters in San Francisco are rent
burdened. Evictions are taking place across the City, with the Mission, Richmond, Sunset,
Excelsior, Tenderloin, and Lakeshore neighborhoods having the highest eviction notices in 2015
and 2016. The Latino population in the Mission had declined to 39 percent in 2014, down from ‘
50 percent in 2000. i

We know that these trends are deeply interconnected. We know that there is simply not enough
housing regionally or in San Francisco to meet our needs. We know that producing housing at
all income levels is critical, and that is why we are working with you and other elected officials
to strengthen our affordable housing policies. We also know that it will take a broad set of
smart, bold strategies to address the totality of the causes and effects of high housing costs and
displacement. This is why the Planning Department has devoted an unprecedented level of
resources and focus on the affordability and displacement crisis facing our communities, and -
we share the goal that San Francisco be a place that provides housing for all. :

We are working every day with the community, Planning Commission, elected leaders, and our
City partners to undertake a series of policy and implementation efforts aimed at pursuing this
goal. These include efforts to stabilize our neighborhoods and existing housing stock; to create
more housing options for San Franciscans at every income level and strengthen our affordable
housing requirements; to deepen our understanding of the complex forces behind these issues;
and adapt our housing supply to the unique needs of every San Franciscan. I look forward to

Memo





providing you a full overview of this work and discuss additional efforts that should be
considered.

While economic displacement is a citywide phenomenon, we recognize heightened effects are
acutely felt in communities of color, families, and neighborhoods that have historically been
havens for immigrants and others seeking opportunity or freedom. To that end, the Department
is at work on its Racial & Ethnic Equity Action Plan to train our staff on these issues, and has
been especially engaged in efforts with Supervisor Campos and the Mayor’s Office to preserve
the viability of the Latino community in the Mission, including the Mission 2016 Interim Zoning
Controls and Calle 24 Special Use District.

Our most robust effort to date, the Mission Action Plan 2020 (MAP2020), is of special note.
MAP2020 is a major, and unprecedented collaboration between the City family and Mission
community organizations and residents. I have been proud to be personally involved in nearly
every stage of this work, which has included a thorough and productive dialogue with
community members, city agencies, and elected leaders over the past two years. I'm encouraged
by the innovative approach that MAP2020 has taken in building a set of broad strategies to
protect existing residents, community services, local businesses, and the Mission’s unique
character. Enclosed is a summary of these efforts; the most significant of these is, to provide
nearly 1,000 affordable housing units in the neighborhood. I look forward to bringing
MAP2020 in its entirety to the Planning Commission in 2017, and working with you to advance
its specific strategies through legislation.

In addition, we are exploring how we undertake a broader socio-economic analysis of
displacement, gentrification and growth with a focus on equity. I recognize that many
community members are frustrated that such analysis cannot be conducted under CEQA, and
we have accelerated our work toward this effort. We expect to have a draft by spring 2017.

As we continue speaking about these issues in the context of specific project approvals and
appeals, I would offer that they extend far beyond the scope of any one project. I welcome any
opportunity to join in this critical conversation with you over the coming weeks and months.

Difector of Planning

Attachment: Overview of Recent Planning Activities in the Mission District
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Overview of Recent Planning Activities in the Mission District

MAP2020

The goal of MAP2020 is to retain low to moderate income residents and community-serving businesses
(including Production, Distribution and Repair), artists, and nonprofits in order to strengthen and
preserve the socioeconomic diversity of the Mission neighborhood. MAP2020 has short to long term
strategies to advance its goal and objectives of community stabilization. The full set of solutions is in the
report in detailed and in a matrix format. They are organized into the following topics:

a. Tenant protections
Housing preservation
Affordable Housing production and access
Economic development (small businesses, arts, PDR, jobs and nonprofits)
Community planning (enhance community participation and engagement)
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) hotels
Homelessness

F@R 0o an T

Funding

While some of the strategies fall within existing City programs, the strategies that were included in the

report were arrived at in two key ways:

1. Members of the community prioritized which existing programs are most needed or require
increased resources or tailoring to this particular neighborhood.

2. The collaborative approach helped identify which additional areas are lacking attention or resources.
For example, the report includes several items related to SROs and the arts which have not been
receiving as much attention and tend to be more unique to this neighborhood relative to others in the
City.

Therefore, it is the packet of solutions together tailored to specific neighborhood needs, the collective
process to arrive at these solutions and priorities, and the emphasis on addressing equitable development
that is different about this effort.

The Planning Commission will consider endorsement of the Plan in early 2017. In order to address most
urgent issues quickly, implementation of the short-term (6-12 month) items was prioritized and is
underway since they are primarily tenant and business protection strategies and are therefore of critical
importance for the immediate retention and stabilization of the neighborhood.

After the Planning Commission hearing, the Plan will be presented to the Board. We have also begun to
draft the short-term legislative items related to PDR and neighborhood-serving business protection and
will be proposing that the Planning Commission initiate some of these items in the mext 2 months.
Additionally, we have begun a study on the medium-term zoning changes related to increasing
affordable housing capacity and hope to bring those to the Commission in summer of 2017.
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Before endorsement action and legislative items come to the Board, we would like to have the
opportunity to brief each of you on the work. In particular, we want to update you on the zoning changes
to zoning districts that exist in more than one Supervisorial District, such as the PDR districts.

LATINO CULTURAL DISTRICT
In regard to its work in the LCD, the Planning Department has been actively engaged with Supervisor
Campos and the community in the formation of the Calle 24 SUD, a multi-phased endeavor.

o The first phase focuses on helping preserve the commercial character of the LCD, and 24 Street
in particular, and will include the introduction of the Calle 24 SUD in January by the Board.

o The second phase builds on the goal of preserving the unique character of the LCD. The
Department is currently preparing an analysis about the potential for adjusting allowed building
heights along 24t Street as an additional strategy to take pressure off the corridor and protect
existing businesses since actual development potential on 24t is very limited. Calle 24-specific
design guidelines for new development will also be developed as a next step in this work.

MISSION 2016 INTERIM CONTROLS & PIPELINE PROJECTS

The Mission 2016 Interim Zoning Controls were adopted by the Planning Commission to allow projects
to move forward with additional scrutiny until MAP2020 is finalized. The Department is engaged in
policy analysis as part of the review of most development in the Mission through the Interim Zoning
Controls. These Controls require that staff analyze materials submitted about many of the issues of
concern to the community. These include: housing production, including changes in affordability;
housing preservation, including occupancy types; nearby development, to understand serial effects;
displacement or loss of PDR, arts uses, and community building services. These factors are studied for all
medium-sized projects between 25 and 75 units. For projects with more than 75 units, we also look at
demogfaphic changes, changes of economic pressure that may affect affordability of housing, certain
nonresidential displacement, a jobs and economic profile, and whether relocation assistance has been
provided to certain community building uses. This level of project scrutiny is unique to the Mission, if not
the country, and is a testament to the Department’s concern about the potential loss of the Latino and
low-income community and its presence in the Mission. We believe that the interim controls have made
projects sponsors more sensitive to these concerns and have contributed to projects making adjustments
to their projects such as voluntarily increasing their affordability, including more PDR space, providing
relocation assistance to businesses being displaced, and having more conversations with the community.

In addition, after Supervisor Campos’ request to delay pipeline projects, I also pledged to hold a series of
conversations about each pending pipeline project within the LCD with the Calle 24 council and the
sponsoring developers. Several meetings took place to ensure that these projects sponsors were aware of
these planning efforts and community concerns so they can best serve the LCD by providing community
benefits and mitigating their impacts as best as possible. We believe that these conversations presented an
opportunity to examine the possible benefits to the LCD and the Mission, I have been personally
facilitating discussions between the Latino Cultural District representatives and the developers of
pipeline projects. These discussions will continue with the goal of further enhancing the projects’
compatibility with the district and advancing the goals of all of our Mission stabilization work.
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Between these current long-term community planning efforts of MAP2020 and the LCD, the overarching
policy guidance that the Eastern Neighborhoods provides, and the scrutiny of projects through the
Interim Zoning Controls, the Department is dedicated to ensuring the stabilization of the community and
that development projects contribute to the goals of MAP2020 and the LCD. I am personally committed
to continue to work with my staff to deepen the analysis and the conversations about these critical issues.

We believe that MAP 2020 represents a national model for how urban neighborhoods might address
issues of gentrification and displacement. We are also having this conversation in other neighborhoods,
such as the Tenderloin and through the SoMa Filipinas work. We appreciate the opportunity to engage
with you all on these complex policy issues and we will continue to work with you and the community to
understand these socio-economic pressures affecting the Mission and our City.
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		DATE: November 27, 2017

		TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors & Planning Commission

		FROM: John Rahaim, Planning Director CC: AnMarie Rodgers, Citywide Planning Director

		RE: Community Stabilization & Displacement Prevention Work








Cc: Flores, Claudia (claudia.flores@sfgov.org)

Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi AnMarie,

We have this memo signed by John. | wanted to see if you would like to send it to the Board or if you
think it should come from John or Aaron. I'll ask Jonas to send it to the Commission.

Let me know what you think.

Thanks,
Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner

Planning Department,City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068,Fax: 415-558-6409

kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Flores, Claudia (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 2:52 PM

To: Rahaim, John (CPC)

Cc: Varat, Adam (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Haddadan, Kimia (CPC); Green, Andrea (CPC)
Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi Andrea,

John reviewed this already (see attached email) but | believe you were left out of this last email
accidentally. I'm just resurfacing this in our inboxes for his signature (if all we are all good with the
final edits Kimia made) as we would like to transmit to the Board and PC this week, if possible.

Thanks much!

Claudia

Claudia Flores

Planning Department | City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6473 | Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: claudia.flores@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.org


mailto:claudia.flores@sfgov.org
mailto:kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:claudia.flores@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

From: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)

Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 2:19 PM

To: Rahaim, John (CPC)

Cc: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC); Flores, Claudia (CPC)

Subject: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi John,

Hope you had a great time over the holidays.

Attached I've finalized the memo to the Board for your final review and signature. This should reflect
all the comments from yourself, AnMarie, and Adam that Claudia coordinated and worked on while |
was away. I've made some minor edits and removed some duplicate language. You can see my
changes in track changes in the second attachment.

The two pdfs attached are the two attachments to this memo.

Please let me know if you have any questions or comments.

Thank you,
Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner

Planning Department|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068Fax: 415-558-6409

kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org


https://www.facebook.com/sfplanningdept
http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning
https://twitter.com/sfplanning
http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning
mailto:kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

From: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)
To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
Subject: RE: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention
Date: Monday, December 04, 2017 4:21:09 PM
Attachments: image001.png
image002.png
image003.png
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Hi Jonas,

AnMarie going to send this memo out to the Board by the end of the today. It would be great for it
be sent out to the Commission within the same day or by tomorrow, if possible.

Thanks,
Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068,Fax: 415-558-6409

kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)

Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 5:33 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

HiJonas,

Please send the attached memo to the Commission on the status of our Community Stabilization
and Displacement Prevention work.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner

Planning Department|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068Fax: 415-558-6409
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From: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 3:21 PM
To: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)

Cc: Flores, Claudia (claudia.flores@sfgov.org)

Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi AnMarie,

We have this memo signed by John. | wanted to see if you would like to send it to the Board or if you
think it should come from John or Aaron. I'll ask Jonas to send it to the Commission.

Let me know what you think.

Thanks,
Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068,Fax: 415-558-6409

kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Flores, Claudia (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 2:52 PM

To: Rahaim, John (CPC)

Cc: Varat, Adam (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Haddadan, Kimia (CPC); Green, Andrea (CPC)
Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi Andrea,

John reviewed this already (see attached email) but | believe you were left out of this last email
accidentally. I'm just resurfacing this in our inboxes for his signature (if all we are all good with the
final edits Kimia made) as we would like to transmit to the Board and PC this week, if possible.

Thanks much!

Claudia


mailto:kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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mailto:kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
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Claudia Flores

Planning Department | City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6473 | Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: claudia.flores@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or;
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From: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)

Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 2:19 PM

To: Rahaim, John (CPC)

Cc: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC); Flores, Claudia (CPC)

Subject: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi John,

Hope you had a great time over the holidays.

Attached I've finalized the memo to the Board for your final review and signature. This should reflect
all the comments from yourself, AnMarie, and Adam that Claudia coordinated and worked on while |
was away. I've made some minor edits and removed some duplicate language. You can see my
changes in track changes in the second attachment.

The two pdfs attached are the two attachments to this memo.

Please let me know if you have any questions or comments.

Thank you,
Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner

Planning Department|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068Fax: 415-558-6409

kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Concerns with cannabis regulation language

Date: Monday, December 04, 2017 3:49:30 PM

Attachments: SECRA Pipeline Inclusion + 3 concerns, 12-4-17.pdf
image001.png

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Monday, December 04, 2017 3:35 PM

To: Breed, London (BOS); Roxas, Samantha (BOS); Lloyd, Kayleigh (BOS); Howerton, Michael (BOS);
BreedStaffAB (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); Garcia, Barbara
(DPH); Chawla, Colleen (DPH); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); lonin, Jonas (CPC); DPH Cannabis Taskforce;
Elliott, Nicole (ADM); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR); cityattorney@sfcityatty.org
Subject: Concerns with cannabis regulation language

President Breed and Honorable Supervisors,

Below and Attached is aletter from the SFCRA addressing three critical concerns regarding
the newly adopted cannabis regulation language.

We would welcome the time to speak on any of theseissues. Thank you for all the hard work
and diligence throughout the process.

Sincerely,

SFCRA Leadership


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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San Francisco Cannabis Retailers Alliance

Leadership Contact:
Johnny Delaplane 415 713-4319, johnny@access-sf.org

Brandon Brown 415603-0386, eazetransportation@gmail.com
Bobby Bruno 415 917-3265, bobby@nug.com

Stephanie Tucker 415 240-9111, stephanie@vaporroom.com

4th December 2017

President Breed

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Supervisor,

Thank you for all the work you and your colleagues have done to craft
balanced, equitable regulations for the emerging cannabis industry. We
appreciate your efforts but are very concerned that an amendment made
at the last Board meeting has—perhaps inadvertently, but certainly
unfairly—excluded a small class of stakeholders currently in the
retail permitting pipeline.

These nine pipeline applicants are small businesses, owned by diverse, local
residents who have applied for and paid into the City’s long-standing
permitting system. Over the course of many months, beginning long before
this legislation was drafted, these applicants have:

e Collectively invested more than $2 million to adhere to the
City’s permitting requirements, and pay rent, design, architectural,
and legal fees.

e Each paid approximately $20,000 directly to the City of San
Francisco in reasonable reliance on the City’s permitting process.

e Signed numerous multi-year contracts in response to the City’s
requirements, requests, directions, suggestions, and mandates.

¢ Made representations to and raised money from outside
investors, whose ownership cannot readily be annulled or diluted, to
now add an Equity partner.





This class of pipeline applicants have followed all of the City’s rules and
invested enormous amounts of work and resources. They have standing in
the existing permit system. Their applications are not new, incomplete, or ill
defined. Rather, they are nearly through a very long approval process; some
already have hearings scheduled at the Planning Commission. Yet they are
now being stripped of their pipeline status solely because they have not yet
completed their Planning hearing.

Disqualifying these applicants now—after the City has thoroughly engaged
with them and cashed their checks and—will devastate these small
businesses and unfairly benefit some pipeline projects at the expense of
others.

Given the time constraints, we humbly request that the Board duplicate
the legislative file and amend the duplicated version to restore
equal treatment for pipeline applicants. The language resides in
Section 1606, which lists the type of applicants eligible for a cannabis
business permit. Originally this section ensured fair and consistent treatment
to all pipeline applicants in place by September 26, 2017. At the last
meeting, however, it was revised to benefit a select group of applicants while
invalidating nine others.

The attached document provides more detail on the legislative language. It
also addresses two other concerns we have about the current legislation: 1)
that it excludes Equity Incubators from licensee calculations, and 2) that the
Temporary Adult Use regulations conflict significantly with themselves.

Thank you for attention to this matter. We are happy to meet or answer
questions anytime.

Sincerely,

SFCRA Leadership

Attached: SFCRA Concerns with Current Cannabis Language

cC:

Mayor Ed Lee

City Attorney Dennis Herrera

Nicole Elliott, Director of the Office of Cannabis
Board of Supervisors Aides

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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San Francisco Cannabis Retailers Alliance

Leadership Contact:

Johnny Delaplane 415 713-4319, johnny@access-sf.org
Brandon Brown 415 603-0386, eazetransportation@gmail.com
Bobby Bruno 415 917-3265, bobby@nug.com

Stephanie Tucker 415 240-9111, stephanie@vaporroom.com

SFCRA Concerns with Current Cannabis
Regulation Language

Supervisors,

The San Francisco Cannabis Retailers Alliance humbly requests you duplicate
the Article 16 legislation and address the following concerns in the duplicated
version. Thank you for your time and attention.

1. Equity Incubators Are Not Included in the 50% Equity
Program Calculation

Location:Article 16 regulations, page 24

Context: This section lists who is eligible to receive a permit from
the Director: Equity Applicants/Incubators, existing MCD
operators, those shut down by federal prosecution, etc. It then
says that once 50% of the businesses in a category are Equity
businesses, general applicants will become eligible.

Language:

SEC. 1606. APPLICATIONS FOR CANNABIS BUSINESS
PERMITS.

(b) The Director may award a Cannabis Business Permit to an

Applicant that does not meet the criteria set forth in subsection (a) of
this Section 1606 if the total number of Cannabis Business Permits

awarded to Equity Applicants in the permit category sought by the






Applicant has reached 50% of the total number of Cannabis Business
Permits awarded in that permit category.

Problem: Equity Incubators are not included. Both “Equity Applicant”
and “Equity Incubator” are defined terms so for Incubators to count
toward the 50% goal, they both need to be listed here (as they are directly
above in 1606(a)(1)).

Solution: Add “and Equity Incubators” after “Equity Applicants”.

. The Two Pieces of Legislation Significantly Conflict
on Adult Use Conversion

Location:Article 16 regulations (technically the Article 33 part of it),
page 92
Land Use Section 190, page 9

Context: These sections list who is eligible to convert from an
MCD to a Temporary Adult Use Retailer.

The land use regulations say that these may convert:
1) an MCD with a permit as of the ordinance’s effective date, or
2) an MCD that submitted an application by July 20, 2017 and
subsequently gets a permit.

The Article 16 regulations say that these may convert:
1) an MCD with a permit as of the ordinance’s effective date, or
2) an MCD that is awarded a permit prior to December 31, 2018
AND submitted an application by July 20, 2017 AND was shut
down by federal prosecution.

Language:
Land Use:

SECTION 190. CONVERSION OF MEDICAL CANNABIS
DISPENSARIES TO CANNABIS RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS.

(a) An establishment that either holds a valid permit from the Department of
Public Health to operate as a Medical Cannabis Dispensary as of the
effective date of the ordinance in Board File No. 171042- or that

submitted a complete application for such a permit by July 20, 2017
and receives such a permit from the Department of Public Health
(“Grandfathered MCD”) may convert to a Cannabis Retail Use by

obtaining a building permit authorizing the change of use, as set forth
below.

Article 16:





SEC. 3322. TRANSITION PROVISION.

(e) _The authorization to Sell Adult Use Cannabis and Cannabis

Products set forth in subsection (d) of this Section 3322 applies onl
o:

(1) A medical cannabis dispensary that holds a valid permit under

this Article 33 as of the effective date of the ordinance in Board
File Number 171042; and

(2) A medical cannabis dispensary that is awarded a permit
under this Article 33 at any time prior to December 31, 2018,
provided the medical cannabis dispensary:
A) Submitted a complete application for a medical
cannabis dispensary permit to the Department of Public
Health prior to July 20, 2017; and
(B) Demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Director that it
operated a cannabis business in compliance with local
law and the Compassionate Use Act of 1996, and was
forced to discontinue operations as a result of federal
prosecution or threat of federal prosecution.

—

Problem: 1) The eligibility standards conflict.
2) Since Article 33 and its permits sunset on December 31,
2018, every pipeline applicant except the Vapor Room—even
those that already have their land use approvals—could be
completely unable to continue operating.

Solution: Delete Sec. 3322(e)(2)(B) so that this section comports with
the land use regulations and so that pipeline applicants can be eligible to
operate in San Francisco.

. Nine Pipeline Projects Are Completely Shut Out
Location:Article 16 regulations, page 24

Context: This section lists who is eligible to receive a permit from
the Director: Equity Applicants/Incubators, existing MCD
operators, those shut down by federal prosecution, and the
pipeline projects that have already applied for an MCD permit. The
pipeline language was changed last week in a way the Board may
not have fully intended.

Language:

SEC. 1606. APPLICATIONS FOR CANNABIS BUSINESS
PERMITS.

Except as provided in subsection (b) of this Section 1606, the Director
shall issue Cannabis Business Permits only to Applicants that meet
one or more of the following criteria: ...






(5) Applied for a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Permit priorto
September26,2017-that required referral to and approval by the
Planning Commission, and received approval from the Planning
Commission prior to the effective date of the ordinance, in Board
File Number 171042, establishing this Article 16-; or

Problem: The nine pipeline applicants who have submitted completed
applications but not yet been heard by the Planning Commission are now
rendered ineligible to continue their projects. These are small businesses,
owned by diverse, local residents who have applied for and paid into the
City’s long-standing permitting system. Each applicant has invested an
average of $200,000 in the permitting process to date and some
substantially more based on how long they have been in the process of
obtaining their Article 33 permit. This means collectively some
$2,000,000 has been spent in their projects and each paid about $20,000
directly to the City in reasonable reliance on the City’s permitting
process. They have raised money from outside investors and cannot
fundamentally change their ownership structure this late in the process.

Solution: Return 1606(a)(5) to its previous language: “Applied for a
Medical Cannabis Dispensary Permit prior to September 26, 2017 that
required referral to and approval by the Planning Commission.”
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Leadership Contact:

Johnny Delaplane 415 713-4319, johnny@access-sf.org
Brandon Brown 415603-0386, eazetransportation@gmail.com
Bobby Bruno 415 917-3265, bobby@nug.com

Stephanie Tucker 415 240-9111, stephanie@vaporroom.com

4th December 2017

President Breed

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

San Francisco, CA 94102

Supervisor,

Thank you for all the work you and your colleagues have done to craft balanced, equitable
regulations for the emerging cannabis industry. We appreciate your efforts but are very
concerned that an amendment made at the last Board meeting has—perhaps
inadvertently, but certainly unfairly—excluded a small class of stakeholders
currently in the retail permitting pipeline.

These nine pipeline applicants are small businesses, owned by diverse, local residents who
have applied for and paid into the City’s long-standing permitting system. Over the course
of many months, beginning long before this legislation was drafted, these applicants have:

e Collectively invested more than $2 million to adhere to the City’s
permitting requirements, and pay rent, design, architectural, and legal fees.

e Each paid approximately $20,000 directly to the City of San Francisco in
reasonable reliance on the City’s permitting process.

e Signed numerous multi-year contracts in response to the City’s
requirements, requests, directions, suggestions, and mandates.

e Made representations to and raised money from outside investors,

whose ownership cannot readily be annulled or diluted, to now add an Equity
partner.

This class of pipeline applicants have followed all of the City’s rules and invested enormous
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amounts of work and resources. They have standing in the existing permit system. Their
applications are not new, incomplete, or ill defined. Rather, they are nearly through a very
long approval process; some already have hearings scheduled at the Planning

Commission. Yet they are now being stripped of their pipeline status solely because they
have not yet completed their Planning hearing.

Disqualifying these applicants now—after the City has thoroughly engaged with them and
cashed their checks and—will devastate these small businesses and unfairly benefit some
pipeline projects at the expense of others.

Given the time constraints, we humbly request that the Board duplicate the
legislative file and amend the duplicated version to restore equal treatment for
pipeline applicants. The language resides in Section 1606, which lists the type of
applicants eligible for a cannabis business permit. Originally this section ensured fair and
consistent treatment to all pipeline applicants in place by September 26, 2017. At the last
meeting, however, it was revised to benefit a select group of applicants while invalidating
nine others.

The attached document provides more detail on the legislative language. It also addresses
two other concerns we have about the current legislation: 1) that it excludes Equity
Incubators from licensee calculations, and 2) that the Temporary Adult Use regulations
conflict significantly with themselves.

Thank you for attention to this matter. We are happy to meet or answer questions
anytime.

Sincerely,

SFCRA Leadership

Attached: SFCRA Concerns with Current Cannabis Language

CC:

Mayor Ed Lee

City Attorney Dennis Herrera

Nicole Elliott, Director of the Office of Cannabis
Board of Supervisors Aides

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

SFCRA Concerns with Current Cannabis Regulation
Language

Supervisors,



The San Francisco Cannabis Retailers Alliance humbly requests you duplicate the Article 16
legislation and address the following concerns in the duplicated version. Thank you for your
time and attention.

1. Equity Incubators Are Not Included in the 50% Equity Program
Calculation

L ocation: Article 16 regulations, page 24

Context: Thissection listswho is eligible to receive a permit from the Director: Equity
Applicants/Incubators, existing MCD operators, those shut down by federal prosecution,
etc. It then says that once 50% of the businesses in a category are Equity businesses,
general applicants will become eligible.

L anguage:

SEC. 1606. APPLICATIONS FOR CANNABISBUSINESS PERMITS.

(b) The Director may award a Cannabis Business Permit to an Applicant that does not
meet the criteria set forth in subsection (&) of this Section 1606 if the total number of
Cannabis Business Permits awarded to Equity Applicantsin the permit category sought
by the Applicant has reached 50% of the total number of Cannabis Business Permits
awarded in that permit category.

Problem: Equity Incubators are not included. Both “Equity Applicant” and “ Equity
Incubator” are defined terms so for Incubators to count toward the 50% goal, they both
need to be listed here (as they are directly above in 1606(a)(1)).

Solution: Add “and Equity Incubators’ after “ Equity Applicants”.

2. The Two Pieces of L egidlation Significantly Conflict on Adult Use
Conversion



L ocation: Article 16 regulations (technically the Article 33 part of it), page 92
Land Use Section 190, page 9

Context: These sectionslist who is éligible to convert from an MCD to a Temporary
Adult Use Retaliler.

The land use regulations say that these may convert:
1) an MCD with a permit as of the ordinance’s effective date, or

2) an MCD that submitted an application by July 20, 2017 and subsequently gets a
permit.

The Article 16 regulations say that these may convert:
1) an MCD with a permit as of the ordinance’ s effective date, or

2) an MCD that is awarded a permit prior to December 31, 2018 AND submitted an
application by July 20, 2017 AND was shut down by federal prosecution.

L anguage:

Land Use:

SECTION 190. CONVERSION OF MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIESTO
CANNABISRETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS.

(a) An establishment that either holds a valid permit from the Department of Public Health
to operate as a Medical Cannabis Dispensary as of the effective date of the ordinance in
Board File No. 171042-_or that submitted a complete application for such a permit by July
20, 2017 and receives such a permit from the Department of Public Health (* Grandfathered
MCD™) may convert to a Cannabis Retail Use by obtaining a building permit authorizing the
change of use, as set forth below.



Article 16:

SEC. 3322. TRANSITION PROVISION.

(e) The authorization to Sell Adult Use Cannabis and Cannabis Products set forth in
subsection (d) of this Section 3322 applies only to:

1) A medical cannabis dispensary that holds a valid permit under this Article 33 as of
the effective date of the ordinance in Board File Number 171042; and

(2) A medical cannabis dispensary that is awarded a permit under this Article 33 at any
time prior to December 31, 2018, provided the medical cannabis dispensary:

(A) Submitted a complete application for a medical cannabis dispensary permit
to the Department of Public Health prior to July 20, 2017; and

(B) Demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Director that it operated a cannabis
business in compliance with local law and the Compassionate Use Act of 1996,
and was forced to discontinue operations as a result of federal prosecution or
threat of federal prosecution.

Problem: 1) The€ligibility standards conflict.

2) Since Article 33 and its permits sunset on December 31, 2018, every
pipeline applicant except the Vapor Room—even those that already have their
land use approvals—could be completely unable to continue operating.

Solution: Delete Sec. 3322(e)(2)(B) so that this section comports with the land use

regulations and so that pipeline applicants can be eligible to operate in San Francisco.

3. Nine Pipéeline Projects Are Completely Shut Out

L ocation: Article 16 regulations, page 24

Context: Thissection listswho is eligible to receive a permit from the Director: Equity
Applicants/Incubators, existing MCD operators, those shut down by federal prosecution,



and the pipeline projects that have already applied for an MCD permit. The pipeline
language was changed last week in away the Board may not have fully intended.

L anguage:

SEC. 1606. APPLICATIONS FOR CANNABIS BUSINESS PERMITS.

Except as provided in subsection (b) of this Section 1606, the Director shall issue

Cannabis Business Permits only to Applicants that meet one or more of the following
criteria:...

lied for a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Permit prior-to-September26;
291—7—that required referral to and approval by the Planning Commission, and
received approval from the Planning Commission prior to the effective date of the
ardinance, in Board File Number 171042, establishing this Article 16:; or

Problem: The nine pipeline applicants who have submitted completed applications but
not yet been heard by the Planning Commission are now rendered ineligible to continue
their projects. These are small businesses, owned by diverse, local residents who have
applied for and paid into the City’ s long-standing permitting system. Each applicant has
invested an average of $200,000 in the permitting process to date and some substantially
more based on how long they have been in the process of obtaining their Article 33
permit. This means collectively some $2,000,000 has been spent in their projects and each
paid about $20,000 directly to the City in reasonable reliance on the City’ s permitting
process. They have raised money from outside investors and cannot fundamentally
change their ownership structure this late in the process.

Solution: Return 1606(a)(5) to its previous language: “ Applied for aMedical Cannabis

Dispensary Permit prior to September 26, 2017 that required referral to and approval by
the Planning Commission.”



From: Rahaim. John (CPC)

To: CTYPLN - CITY PLANNING EVERYONE

Subject: Response to the Mayor"s Execeutive Directive

Date: Monday, December 04, 2017 3:44:45 PM

Attachments: Executive Directive 17-02_Process Improvements Plan (Planning Department....pdf

Executive Directive 17-02_Parallel Processing Plan (DBl and Planning) 12....pdf

Hello all,

I’d like to share the two attached documents that | delivered to the Mayor’s Office and both
commissions on Friday in response to the Mayor’s Executive Direction on Housing Production. The
first is Planning’s process improvement plan, and the second is the joint Planning/DBI plan for
parallel processing for certain residential projects (special thanks to Kate Conner for preparing this
piece fresh off her sabbatical).

It has been truly a team effort from across the Department to pull this plan together. I'd like to
especially thank Jacob Bintliff for all his work to pull this together, and Dan Sider for guiding this
process with Jacob. | also want to recognize those who worked closely with Dan and Jacob over the
last couple of months to refine the many ideas we all put forward and turn them into a plan,
including Wade Wietgrefe, Tania Sheyner, Pilar LaValley, Lisa Gibson, Devyani Jain, Marcelle
Boudreaux, Rich Sucre, Maia Small, Liz Watty, Jeff Joslin, Tim Frye, Aaron Starr, Corey Teague, Mat
Snyder, Paolo lkezoe, Deborah Landis, Glenn Cabreros, John Boldrick, John Speer, and Gino Salcedo —
and to Gina Simi, Elizabeth Purl, and Sheila Nickolopoulos for their help in drafting and proofing the
documents.

Of course, we still have many details to work out and will be refining and expanding on these
concepts as we move into implementation over the next few months. There will also be opportunity
to add to and edit this list as our process improvements efforts continue to evolve into the future. |
thank you all in advance for your continued ideas and support in this process.

As always my door is open
John

John Rahaim

Planning Director

1650 Mission Street Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103
415-558-6411
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December 1, 2017

Mayor Edwin M. Lee

City Hall, Room 200

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  Executive Directive 17-02: Keeping up the Pace of Housing Production

Your Executive Directive 17-02 charged the Planning Department with submitting a plan for
your consideration by December 1, 2017 outlining process improvement measures to enhance
our regulatory and development review functions in order to streamline the approval and
construction of housing in San Francisco.

While there is no single solution to the housing crisis in San Francisco, we agree that
increasing the supply of housing at all income levels is critical to alleviating the pressures we
currently face. San Francisco is building more housing now than in the past, but we are far
from overcoming decades of under-production and keeping up with current population
growth. While the Planning Department has limited control over the market demand for
housing, we do play a considerable role in determining housing supply; our focus has been
and will continue to be expanding housing opportunities for all San Franciscans.

I can say without reservation that the Planning Department is staffed by a highly talented,
knowledgeable, and dedicated group of people who, despite innumerable challenges outside
of their control and growing workloads, are committed to improving this extraordinary city
we call home. They take their responsibilities seriously; not just in regards to housing, but to
environmental review, historic preservation, design review, and much more. Nonetheless,
planners, including myself, recognize that unnecessarily complex processes hinder our ability
to do good planning and diminish our ability to serve the needs of the public. We welcome
this opportunity to revisit how we do our work.

To this end, we have conducted a comprehensive Department-wide review of our processes —
not only those directly related to housing, but the full range of our procedures. We believe
that such a holistic review, coupled with responsive policy and administrative and
technology-based improvements, will allow more time and attention to be spent on the critical
planning issues that are most in need of attention — housing production chief among them.
Since shortly after the issuance of your Executive Directive, we facilitated an internal process
involving many staff members, and we are excited to share with you the recommendations in
this plan that will be most impactful to our ability to approve more housing, faster.

1650 Mission St.

Suite 400
1650 Mission St.

Suite 400
San francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377





We will continue to work to streamline procedures with your office, the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions, the Board of Supervisors, and the entire San Francisco community.
We look forward to discussing these proposals with you in greater detail and further refining
this plan.

cc (via electronic mail):

Jason Elliott, Chief of Staff

Ken Rich, Director of Development

Jeff Buckley, Senior Advisor for Housing

Sarah Dennis-Phillips, Office of Economic & Workforce Development
President and Members, Planning Commission

President and Members, Historic Preservation Commission

SAN FRANCISCO
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INTRODUCTION

The mission of the San Francisco Planning Department is to shape the future of San Francisco
and the region by generating an extraordinary vision for the General Plan and in neighborhood
plans; fostering exemplary design through planning controls; improving our surroundings
through environmental analysis; preserving our unique heritage; encouraging a broad range of
housing and a diverse job base; and enforcing the Planning Code.

This mission, and our vision for making San Francisco the world’s most livable urban place —
environmentally, economically, socially, and culturally — reflect the commitment and values
that Planning Department staff apply to an array of tasks, large and small, on a daily basis. In
response to the Executive Directive on Housing Production, staff at all levels were invited to
identify specific ideas for streamlining and improving our current practices, with the goal of
pursuing this mission in the smartest, clearest, and most effective way possible.

To develop this plan, staff inventoried proposals generated from past improvement efforts,
formed a steering committee of content experts and senior staff from all organizational
divisions, and participated in a series of Department-wide, team-level, and one-on-one
discussions with the Planning Director and other senior staff. The Planning Commission has
provided initial guidance as well, through two public discussions at hearings on October 5 and
November 16, 2017, and through informal engagement between staff and Commission officers.

This process improvements plan is presented in the two following sections.

The first section presents an implementation outline for the plan, including an overview of the
anticipated timeframe and phases for implementation, and a description of the refinement
process, public review, and adoption steps that will be used for each of the different vehicles for
improvement (e.g. Department Procedures, Planning Code Amendments).

The second section presents the process improvement measures themselves, grouped in the
following categories:

Application and Intake Procedures

Routine Projects and Permits

Environmental Planning, Historic Preservation, and Design Review
Planning Code and Commission Policies

Administration, Training, and Technology

moNw >

The implementation phase and type of action are indicated for each process improvement
measure, as described in the implementation section.
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|. IMPLEMENTATION AND PHASING

Planning Department staff will work with Planning and Historic Preservation Commissioners,
the planning and development community, general public, sister agencies, Mayor’s Office, and
Board of Supervisors over the coming months to refine and implement the process
improvement measures presented in this plan. To ensure that decision-makers and the public
remain aware and engaged as these efforts progress, staff will deliver quarterly progress reports
to the Mayor’s Office, as required by the Executive Directive, as well as to the Planning
Commission, beginning in early 2018. These reports will provide an opportunity for all parties
to discuss and help shape the city’s planning processes.

The various improvement measures in this plan correspond to one of several implementation
paths, depending on the type of action to be adopted. These are noted for each measure in the
following section, and are as follows:

Operating Procedures refer to internal staff practices that may vary by Division or
functional team, and that generally are not accompanied by external documents, but are
established in internal guidance documents. These are established and modified at the
discretion of appropriate managers and senior staff.

Administrative/Technology Procedures are Department-wide procedures, technology
services, financial and personnel policies that are generally implemented by the
Administration Division. These are established at the discretion of the Chief
Administrative Officer or the Planning Director, as appropriate, and are generally not
accompanied by external documents.

Department Policies are formal policies establishing the specific procedures and
processes through which the Department executes its core functions, and are established
in formal, publicly available documents such as various Applications and Forms,
Director’s Bulletins, Zoning Administrator Bulletins, Guidelines, and public information
documents available online and at the Planning Information Center. These policies are
adopted at the discretion of the Planning Director, Zoning Administrator,
Environmental Review Officer, or other responsible official of the Planning Department.

Adoption actions in the above categories generally do not require public notification or
community outreach, though targeted informal engagement with community partners and
participants in the planning process is common.

Commission Policies: Formal policies establishing the rules governing Planning or
Historic Preservation Commission hearings and procedures. These are established by
adoption of the Commissions at duly noticed public hearings, and maintained by the
Office of Commission Affairs.

SAN FRANCISCO
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Code Amendments refer to amendments to the Planning Code, or other parts of the
Municipal Code, which can be enacted only through legislative action by the Board of
Supervisors and the Mayor. Planning Code Amendments are typically either initiated by
the Planning Commission at a duly noticed public hearing and referred to the Board of
Supervisors for consideration, or introduced at the Board of Supervisors and referred to
the Planning Commission for a formal recommendation before the Board can adopt the
amendment. In addition to public hearings, community outreach and public
engagement is standard for significant changes, and formal staff analysis and
recommendations are required.

The following indicates the anticipated implementation phase for each proposed measure, as
follows:

Phase 1: To be implemented in the first quarter of 2018, Phase 1 generally includes
changes to internal operating procedures, administrative and technology procedures,
and departmental policies that are the highest priority for streamlining housing
production. This phase will include targeted engagement and outreach with community
partners.

Phase 2: To be further refined in the first half of 2018 and implemented by the end of the
calendar year, these generally include code amendments and Commission policies that
require a high level of public outreach and formal action by Commissions or the Board
of Supervisors.

Phase 3: Measures that are already underway or planned, but have timelines which may
stretch beyond 2018, or measures that need to be further developed before being
implemented or are lower priorities for streamlining housing production. Timeframes
for these measures will be updated as more information is available.

Finally, the Planning Department’s efforts to align our procedures and processes with our
mission do not begin or end with this plan. The Department will continue to evolve, expand,
and refine this plan and will update the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions,
Mayor’s Office, Board of Supervisors, and public as appropriate.
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Il. PROCESS IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

A.

Application and Intake Procedures

The Department’s procedures for accepting and reviewing development applications are the
foundation of the project review process, including the Department’s ability to inform the
public, initiate review, and establish clear entitlement timeframes and expectations. Current
procedures allow for multiple rounds of overlapping review and can create opportunities
for confusion, redundant work, and unnecessary delays. Of all residential new construction
projects currently under review, roughly half were initiated more than two years ago,
exceeding the longest entitlement timeframe of 22 months established in the Executive
Directive.

The following proposed measures would comprise a significant shift in the way the
Department, and project sponsors, engage in the review process. These changes are
proposed to establish clear and consistent project descriptions; streamline the way staff
conduct project review; clarify expectations for the Department and project sponsors; and
integrate the entitlement timeframes established in the Executive Directive into the
development review process.

A.1. Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) Review Action Phase

A.1.1. Convert the PPA letter to an abbreviated PPA response | Department Policy 1
packet including a cover letter stating key policy and design
issues related to the project and expected entitlement path;
checklists summarizing how specific Planning Code and
environmental review provisions will apply to the project; and
a policy factsheet to be included as an attachment, which will
cover broader policy considerations that may or may not apply
to the specific project and are currently included as standard
language in PPA letters. PPA responses will be delivered no
later than 60 days following application, rather than the
current 90-day response period.

A.1.2. Revise and clarify intake requirements for PPA Department Policy; 1
applications, as needed, and reassess intake staffing practices Operating Procedures
to ensure applications supply all necessary information in a

complete and acceptable manner prior to commencing review.

A.1.3. Discontinue acceptance of an Environmental Department Policy 1
Evaluation Application (EEA) concurrently with the PPA.
EEAs will be accepted as part of a consolidated Development
Application (see A.2.1 below). This change will significantly
improve the value and efficiency of the environmental review
process by ensuring that project descriptions are sufficiently
stable prior to commencing review.

SAN FRANCISCO
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A.1.4. Reduce and consolidate the number of internal and Department Policy 1
external meetings associated with the PPA review. Internal
project review meetings will be consolidated into a single
meeting held concurrently with the project's (UDAT) Urban
Design Advisory Team review meeting. Only one meeting with
the applicant team will be provided, as an optional meeting
following issuance of the PPA response packet.

A.1.5. Revise staffing practices among Divisions for PPA Operating Procedures 1
applications to maximize efficiency and value of each Division's

role in the review process.

A.2. Development Application and Review Process Action Phase

A.2.1. Provide one consolidated Development Application to | Department Policy 1
be submitted for all projects that require an entitlement action
or environmental review, including supplemental forms to
capture necessary detail related to specific entitlements (e.g.,
Conditional Use Authorization), Environmental Evaluations,
Historic Resource Evaluations, and Streetscape Plans, as
applicable. This Development Application will include a master
project description that will greatly improve certainty and
consistency.

A.2.2. Within 30 days from the filing date, provide the Department Policy 1
applicant a notice that the Application was deemed complete
or not complete, including an assessment of its responsiveness
to any requirements stated in the PPA response packet and
specifying any outstanding items that are required. This 30-day
review period will recommence each time a revised Application
is received until it can be deemed complete.

A.2.3. Once an Application is deemed complete, issue a first Department Policy 1
consolidated Notice of Planning Department Requirements
(NOPDR) or state that nothing additional is required, in a
consistent timeframe. Once the applicant has submitted a
response to the NOPDR, staff will have 30 days to verify if the
response is complete; this review period will recommence with
any subsequent responses to the NOPDR, if necessary.

A.2.4. Upon verification of a complete response to the first Department Policy 1
NOPDR, notify the applicant of the project's entitlement
schedule (i.e. 6, 9, 12, 18, or 22 months per the Executive
Directive), including target deadlines for intermediate
milestones and deliverables and the project's entitlement
hearing date before the Planning Commission. Planning Code
compliance review and environmental review will commence

no sooner than this notification.
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A.2.5. Develop all necessary administrative and technical
capabilities to implement this Application procedure,
including any necessary modifications to application fee
schedules, electronic permit tracking functions, and internal
staff and case assignment practices.

Administrative/
Technology Procedures

A.2.6. Revise Director's Bulletin No. 2 to establish clear
department-wide criteria for Priority Application Processing
to support the entitlement timeframes for residential projects
established in the Executive Directive and develop all necessary
administrative and technology capabilities to implement.

Department Policy

A.3. Plan Submittal and Intake

Action

Phase

A.3.1. Adopt a uniform set of Application Submittal
Guidelines, including required size, format, and content of
plan sets and a single point of contact for the project sponsor
team.

Department Policy

A.3.2. Develop capability to accept applications and plans
online to enhance staff’s capacity to efficiently review
submittals for consistency and completeness.

Administration/
Technology

A.3.3. Establish clear communication protocols for sponsors to
contact staff during the review process, including guidelines for
when requests for review meetings may be granted or deferred.

Operating Procedures

A.3.4. Establish function-based email addresses (i.e.
HRE@sfgov.org) that go to the appropriate intake staff or staff
team, rather than relying on individual staff members' direct
contact information.

Administration/
Technology

A.4. Public Notification and Community Outreach

Action

Phase

A.4.1. Complete the Planning Department website strategy
and design upgrade to improve the overall user interface, user
experience, transparency and availability of public documents
and information about the Department’s projects, initiatives
and procedures. The completion of the website redesign will
make it easier for members of the public to locate the
information and services they need, including the capabilities to
support the below alternative notification proposals.

Administration/
Technology

A .4.2. Notification Format and Content

a. Convert mailed notice packet to a postcard format with a
web link to plans and applications for active projects within
the noticing period to expand public access to this information
while reducing staff time and material resources to prepare and
mail packets. Make hard copies available for pick-up at the
Planning Department or by phone request.

Planning Code
Amendment;
Administration/
Technology
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ensure that routinely permitted scopes of work that have
negligible impact to the surrounding neighborhood can
proceed with the appropriate level of staff time and resources.

b. Adopt consistent requirements for content, size, and format | Planning Code
for all notice types, including mailed and posted notice, to Amendment
streamline staff time spent preparing notices and reduce room

for error in noticing materials.

c. Use the Permit and Project Tracking System (PPTS) to Administration/
automatically generate notice content from project records. Technology

d. Explore alternatives to newspaper noticing for actions that | Planning Code
require general notification, such as email lists and online Amendment;
posting to the Planning Department or other City websites in Administration/
order to expand public access to this information while freeing | Technology
up staff time and reproduction resources for other needs.

A.4.3. Notice Period and Mailing Radius

a. Review required notice periods for consistency and unique | Planning Code
considerations of each notice type to reduce staff time and Amendment
potential for error in fulfilling noticing requirements.

b. Adopt a consistent mailing radius for owners and/or Planning Code
occupants for all notice types to reduce staff time and potential | Amendment
for error in fulfilling noticing requirements.

A.4.4. Streamline Required Notice Types

a. Revise land use types that require 312 notice in NC and Planning Code
Mixed-Use Districts to ensure efficient use of staff time and Amendment
focus attention on those uses are of specific public interest and

for which other controls (e.g. Formula Retail) are not available

to address the concern. Examples to consider include Limited

Restaurant, Restaurant, and Group Housing.

b. Revise 312 notice requirement in the Eastern Neighborhood | Planning Code
Mixed Use Districts such that notice is no longer required for Amendment
change of use from any land use category to any other category,

but only for changes of use to or from specific use categories of

particular concern.

c. Review additional minor alterations that may be exempted | Planning Code
from 311/312 notification in Residential and NC Districts to Amendment

d. Inventory Building Permits that are also required to issue
public notice by DBI and other agencies and consider whether
such duplicative noticing can be consolidated.

Code Amendments

e. Revise notice of Project Receiving Environmental Review
content and procedures to align with modifications to other
notice types and consolidated Development Application
procedures in A.2.1. above.

Department Policy
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B. Routine Projects and Permits

The Planning Department exercises jurisdiction over a wide array of changes in the physical
environment, ranging from window replacements in single-family homes to the
construction of new high-rise towers. Many of the projects that fall within the Department’s
purview require detailed and complex staff analysis, and rightfully demand significant time
and coordination to properly review. Many other projects, however, can be reviewed and
approved in minutes provided clear regulatory guidance and the attention of experienced
planning professionals. Already, some 5,000 building permits are reviewed and approved
“over the counter” (OTC) at the Planning Information Center (PIC) every year by dedicated
staff who also field general planning questions and serve as the first point of contact for
more complex projects as well.

The following measures are proposed to enhance the ability of planning staff to process
projects that can already be approved over the counter, and expand the projects in this
category. Such measures can significantly reduce its permit backlog, reduce project review
times, and focus professional resources on the issues most in need of in depth analysis.

B.1. Enhance Capacity for OTC Approvals Action Phase

B.1.1. Reassess overall PIC staffing and resources to ensure Operating Procedures 1
that OTC permit volume and general inquiries can be
accommodated efficiently and with accuracy.

B.1.2. Assign a Planner Technician position to the PIC to Operating Procedures 2
complete permit intake procedures, provide additional support
functions, and handle very routine OTC approvals.

B.1.3. Consider dividing the PIC counter by function (e.g., Operating Procedures 1
general questions, approvals and intakes, preservation) to
provide more efficient and accurate service to the public by
matching specialized staff to the type of inquiry or action and to
allow staff to direct their time more efficiently at PIC.

B.1.4. In collaboration with the Department of Building Administration/ 2
Inspection, explore replacement of paper building permits Technology

with joint electronic tracking by Planning and DBI in the (interagency)

Permit and Project Tracking System (PPTS).

B.1.5. Integrate the existing CEQA Categorical Exemption Administration/ 1

checklist into the PPTS interface to allow for faster processing | Technology
of projects that are already eligible for OTC approval when a
Categorical Exemption can be granted.

B.1.6. Expand use of Planning stations at DBI 5th floor for Operating Procedures; 2
"advanced" OTC plan review and approval, including a by- Administration/
appointment feature, for more complex OTC categories Technology

(existing and proposed); pilot these procedures with Accessory | (interagency)
Dwelling Unit (ADU) and Unit Legalization projects.
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B.2. Expand Permits for OTC Approval Action Phase

B.2.1. Identify commonly approved or minor scopes of work Planning Code 2
that can be regulated by quantitative or descriptive standards Amendment
(e.g., certain permitted obstructions in yards or setbacks,
including limited horizontal additions or infills under existing
decks) that can be approved OTC; in some cases also modify
thresholds for intake to accommodate very common scopes of
work that are typically approved; indicate when certain
approvals will require "advanced" OTC capability due to
complexity or related code compliance review.

B.2.2. Remove requirement for Certificate of Appropriateness | Planning Code 2
and Minor Permit to Alter for specific scopes of work, within | Amendment
thresholds established in Articles 10 and 11, to eliminate
Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) hearings and
associated hold times for these, and to allow OTC approval by
Preservation planners at PIC. Scopes of work include Rooftop
Appurtenances (excluding wireless facilities), Skylights,
Automatic Door Operators, and Business Signage.

B.2.3. Provide a clear checklist of acceptable window Operating Procedures 1
treatments for Class B (age-eligible, but not surveyed) buildings
to allow non-preservation planners to approve window
replacement permits OTC more efficiently.

B.3. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) and Unit Legalizations | Action Phase
B.3.1. Establish parallel processing procedures for ADUs and Department Policies; 1
Unit Legalizations that will allow for concurrent review by Operating Procedures
Planning and Department of Building Inspection (DBI) to (interagency)

expedite approval of these small-scale but common density

increases.

B.3.2. Provide for combined pre-application meetings for Department Policies 3
ADUs with Planning, DBI, and Fire Department (SFFD), as (interagency)

needed, upon request of project sponsor.

B.3.3. Establish an ADU liaison at all responsible agencies Department Policies 3
(Planning, DBI, SFFD, Public Works, SFPUC) involved in (interagency)

review and approval of ADUs to establish protocols for
streamlining permit review and serve as a technical resource
and coordinator for staff and project sponsors to simplify and
expedite approval of ADUs.

SAN FRANCISCO
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B.3.4. Develop capability for ADU and Unit Legalization OTC
plan review and approval by appointment, with electronic
documentation provided in advance, to facilitate faster
approvals by using a Planning station at DBI as an exclusive
ADU/Legalization station.

Administration/
Technology

B.3.5. In collaboration with the Rent Board, develop enhanced
procedures for property owners to obtain eviction history
information prior to filing a building permit for ADUs to
reduce staff time spent on ineligible projects.

Operating Procedures
(interagency)

SAN FRANCISCO
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C. Environmental Planning, Historic Preservation, and Design Review

San Francisco is one of a kind. Our rich cultural and architectural legacy and truly unique
natural setting are a justifiable source of pride for all, including the professionals of the San
Francisco Planning Department. A complex web of local, state, and federal regulatory
frameworks are in place to protect and preserve this unique character, even as the city
continues to grow and change. These policies are executed by a committed group of
environmental planning specialists, preservationists, architects and designers.

The following measures have been developed by these teams to consolidate, clarify, and
strengthen related procedures and processes that have been proven effective, and revisit the
practices we recognize can get in the way of good planning. By improving the way we
balance environmental, preservation, and design factors in the development process, we
enhance our ability to appropriately weigh other factors, like housing opportunity, in the
balance as well.

C.1. Environmental Review Action Phase
C.1.1. Codify Effective Mitigation Measures

a. Archeology: Codify archeological review procedures and Planning Code 2
mitigation measure requirements. Expand archeological Amendment

sensitivity areas in order to streamline review.

b. Transportation: Create best practices for driveway and curb | Planning Code 3
cut design and off and on street loading and queue Amendment

management. Codify requirements from these best practices,
including potential study requirements.

c. Noise: Revise the Noise Ordinance to require health Police Code 3
protective criteria for construction impact equipment and an Amendment
analysis with a development application that demonstrates
proposed mechanical equipment compliance with health
protective criteria.

d. Air Quality: Adopt a community risk reduction plan and/or | Public Health Code 3
legislation that requires health protective criteria for Amendment
construction exhaust and stationary sources for areas within the
air pollutant exposure zone.

C.1.2. Improvements to Topic-Specific Review Procedures

a. Transportation

i. Re-assess department wide transportation review. Operating Procedure 2
For small and medium size projects, rely on existing

internal intra and inter-departmental review bodies to
address the technical and policy related aspects of
localized transportation impacts.

SAN FRANCISCO
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ii. Update Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines.
The department last updated the guidelines in 2002.
Specifically, conduct and analyze data that will result in
the creation of refined trip generation estimates for
newer developments, including the impacts of emerging
mobility service.

Department Policy

iii. Create and maintain a web-based, travel demand
tool using the data from the guidelines update. The tool
will reduce staff review time needed to estimate travel
demand or "trips generated", and also reduce time and
cost associated with iterative review of technical
transportation studies provided by external consultants.

Administration/
Technology

b. Wind

i. Create guidelines that outline the criteria,
methodology, and thresholds for wind analysis.

Operating Procedure

ii. Explore creation of a computerized wind screening
tool at environmental planning.

Operating Procedure

c. Shadow

i. Update guidelines that outline the criteria, Planning Code
methodology, and thresholds for shadow analysis. The | Amendment
department last updated the guidelines in 2014.

ii. Revise the Planning Code to allow for administrative | Planning Code
modification of shadow impact limits for specific Amendment

facilities when no environmental impact is found
through CEQA-compliant review

C.1.3. Technical studies and consultants

a. Integrate technical studies analysis into environmental
review documents, and include technical elements of the
analysis as part of the administrative record instead of
requiring a separate technical study and review process. Those
technical studies include: air quality, archeology, biology (may
need to be separated case by case), noise, preservation, shadow,
transportation, and wind.

Operating Procedure

b. Revise standards for acceptable deliverables from
consultants, including performance standards to reflect target
timeframes, and update the list of qualified consultants to
ensure the current pool is responsive to all current standards.

Department Policy

c. Reassess the criteria for requiring a consultant-prepared
technical study.

Operating Procedure

e. Develop scope-of-work templates (e.g. checklists) for each
technical study. Make these documents easily available to
sponsors and consultants early in the process.

Operating Procedure

SAN FRANCISCO
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C.1.4. Environmental Review Exemptions

a. Expand the exemption checklist form to cover more classes | Department Policy
of exemption and discontinue "certificates" for exemptions.
b. Reassess procedures and applicability of infill exemptions Department Policy

(e.g. Class 32 exemptions).

c. Discontinue required development density conformance
form (“CPE Referral”) to be completed by Current and
Citywide Planning divisions for Community Plan Evaluations
(CPEs); this verification procedure would no longer be
necessary under the proposed modifications to the
Development Application and EEA procedures.

Operating Procedure

C.1.5. General Environmental Review procedures

a. Prepare (or request the assigned environmental consultant to
prepare) an impact statement tracking sheet that would
indicate the likely environmental impacts of a project at the
earliest possible stage of environmental review to enhance the
clarity and transparency of the review process.

Operating Procedure

b. Allow for concurrent drafting and review of administrative
draft Initial Studies and single topic EIRs or limited topic
EIRs, or include those Initial Study topics to be in a separate,
smaller section of EIR in order to consolidate response period
and reduce delays between NOP and final determination
document.

Operating Procedure

c. Create a list of standard short responses for response to
comments for project merit and non-CEQA comments.

Operating Procedure

d. Clearly define the types of projects to be included in
consideration of cumulative impacts.

Operating Procedure

e. Reassess planner assignments for Preliminary Project
Assessment (PPAs) and Environmental Evaluation
Applications (EEAs) (e.g. default to the same planner for both
types of review) or create teams that conduct PPA and
application completeness review).

Operating Procedure
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C.2. Historic Preservation Review Action Phase

C.2.1. Revise Preservation Bulletin No. 16 to provide clear, Department Policy 2
updated guidance on how the department conducts historic
impact analysis — both in determining whether a resource is
present and in assessing impacts to historic resources.

C.2.2. Complete a citywide historic preservation survey to Historic Preservation 3
eliminate case-by-case review for many projects. Prioritize Commission
surveying first on areas seeing the most residential Adoption

development activity and establish criteria for not requiring a
new Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) after survey is
conducted at the site clarify the historic review process for
already surveyed sites.

C.2.3. Reassess Historic Preservation staffing at Planning Operating 2
Information Center (PIC) to expedite review and Over-the- Procedures

Counter (OTC) approval on historic properties, where

appropriate.

C.3. Design Review Action Phase
C.3.1. Identify design guidelines and criteria that could be Planning Code 3

codified in the Planning Code to reduce the level of individual | Amendment
analysis required for routine scopes of work and design
treatments (e.g. define a list of acceptable "high quality
materials" in the Planning Code)

C.3.2. Re-evaluate scheduling and staffing of Urban, Operating 2
Residential, and Streetscape Design Advisory Team (UDAT, Procedures

RDAT, SDAT) review meetings.

C.3.3. Complete update to the Urban Design Guidelines Planning 1
(UDGs) in order to add greater and more objective specificity Commission

of acceptable design approaches to better guide Planning staff | Adoption
and project sponsors.

C.3.4. Complete and publish a How-To Guide on the Department Policy 1
residential design review to increase public understanding of
the process and decrease staff time related to confusion arising
from this process.

C.3.5. Create Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) Matrix Operating 1
template to be used by current planners and design review staff | Procedures
to help establish compliance with the RDGs in lieu of
Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) notes to increase
public understanding of the process and decrease staff time
related to confusion arising from this process.
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D. Planning Code and Commission Policies

This year marks the centennial of the San Francisco Planning Commission and the
subsequent adoption of the City’s first Zoning Ordinance, an occasion to reflect on the
essential role that the Planning Commission and Planning Code have played in shaping the
character of this unique city over the past century. This history also reminds us that the
policies and purview of the Commission are ever-evolving as conditions change. For
instance, Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) originated as a means of regulating the
placement of gas stations at the beginning of the automobile era, while today the Planning
Code requires a CUA in order to remove a gas station in many cases. Similarly, the power of
Discretionary Review (DR) originated as a means to guarantee public review at a time when
the Planning Code did not include the robust development standards, public notification
requirements, or thresholds for review that it does today.

While this plan is intended to reinforce the Commission’s authority to exercise such
discretion, the Department recognizes that staff time associated with processing DR requests
(the equivalent of roughly two full-time planners each year), is one of many areas that
should be reconsidered in light of current priorities and conditions. The measures below are
proposed to align our policies and practices to better reflect the purview and sophistication
of today’s Planning Code; the entitlement timeframes established in the Executive Directive;
and the evolving issues we face as a city in order to focus review by planners and
Commissioners on those issues most in need of robust public deliberation.

D.1. General Planning Commission Procedures Action Phase

D.1.1. Schedule all residential projects for an entitlement Commission Policy 1
hearing automatically within the review timeframes
established in the Executive Directive (i.e. 6, 9, 12, 18, or 22
months) at the point of first complete response to NOPDR, as
specified in the above proposed Development Application
procedures; in cases where the application review is not
complete in time for the hearing date, the Planning Director or
designated senior manager will report to the Commission the
outstanding issues and revised schedule.

D.1.2. Consider a policy to automatically schedule an Commission Policy 2
entitlement revocation hearing for entitled projects to require
the projects that have not begun construction within a specific
period of time to return to the Commission in order to evaluate
progress toward securing necessary building and other permits
and to revoke the entitlement if deemed appropriate. This is
intended to increase public understanding of the post-
entitlement review process, encourage greater collaboration
between the Planning Department and Department of Building
Inspection (DBI), and enhance oversight of entitled projects.

SAN FRANCISCO
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D.1.2. Revise standards for packet materials to be provided to | Operating Procedures 1
Commission in advance of hearings by staff (e.g., Executive
Summaries, Case Reports, Draft Motions) to include only the
most pertinent analysis, deferring to materials provided in the
project sponsor application where possible.

D.2. Discretionary Review (DR) Procedures Action Phase

D.2.1. Automatically schedule the DR hearing for the next Commission Policy 1
hearing date no more than 45 days from the end date of the
notice period and require all additional documentation from
the DR filer and response from the project sponsor within 2
weeks from the filing date.

D.2.2. Streamline hearing materials for DRs such that Operating Procedures 1
Department Staff would prepare only a brief cover memo that
would largely serve as a table of contents for attached materials,
including Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT)
comments, and materials submitted by the DR filer and project
sponsor, including plan sets and photographs.

D.2.3. Revise RDAT review procedures, such as replacing Operating Procedures 1
written RDAT comments with the Residential Design
Guidelines (RDG) matrix, adjusting the RDAT review schedule,
or revisiting the roles of RDAT staff in review.

D.2.4. Make requests for additional staff analysis for DR cases | Commission Policy 1
as part of a formal motion for continuance by the Commission
in order to ensure that staff time is only redirected when the
full Commission deems appropriate.

D.2.5. Present all DR cases at Commission by a designated Operating Procedures 1
senior staff member working closely with RDAT staff rather
than the project planner to ensure greater consistency in staff
treatment of DR cases at Commission and to reduce time
commitment for planning staff.

D.3. Conditional Use Authorizations (CUAs) Action Phase

D.3.1. Consider making change of use from one formula retail | Planning Code 2
use to another formula retail use, or the addition of a formula | Amendment
retail use within an existing or proposed formula retail use,
principally permitted rather than conditionally permitted in
order to reduce the number of cases brought to the Commission
and Department staff, recognizing that Conditional Use
Authorization for the establishment of a new formula retail use
in a location previously occupied by another use is an effective
policy for regulating the presence of formula retail in the City.
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D.3.2. Consider removal of Conditional Use Authorization for
HOMES-SF projects and provide for administrative approval of
certain density bonuses and exceptions designated in the
Planning Code in order to facilitate the use of this program and
produce more housing, including more affordable units.

Planning Code
Amendment

D.3.3. Consider removing the requirement to re-issue a
Conditional Use Authorization for existing temporary parking
lots in C-3 districts, which must currently be renewed every 5
years even when no physical changes are proposed.

Planning Code
Amendment

D.3.4. Consider removing the requirements for a Conditional
Use Authorization for the establishment of a Restaurant or
Limited Restaurant in Zoning Districts where no specific
controls regarding restaurant concentrations are in place.

Planning Code
Amendment

D.4. Planning Code Clarification and Reorganization

Action

Phase

D.4.1. Review the Code to ensure consistent and accurate
definition of all key terms, including in different Articles, and
eliminate areas of duplicative or outdated definitions (e.g.,
"Development Application")

Planning Code
Amendment

D.4.2. Continue to pursue reorganization of certain Articles to
clarify key terms, use categories, exceptions, and procedures
and ensure that the provisions of each Article are readily
understandable to the general public, project sponsors, and
planners with minimal room for ambiguity or interpretation.
Article 7 (Neighborhood Commercial Districts) was recently
reorganized in this manner. Articles 8 (Mixed Use Districts) and
9 (Mission Bay Districts) have been identified for upcoming
reorganization efforts.

Planning Code
Amendment

D.5. Planning Code Section Refinements

Action

Phase

D.5.1. Remove the requirement that all Inclusionary units
provided through the Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program be ownership units unless the sponsor has entered
into a Costa-Hawkins letter agreement with the City. This
change is now permitted by recent changes to state law and is
intended to remove an unnecessary administrative burden and
achieve significant time savings for staff specializing in
housing.

Planning Code
Amendment

D.5.2. Amend Section 309 to be consistent with Section 329 by
allowing the Planning Commission the ability to grant the same
exceptions as allowed under Section 329. This will eliminate
the need for most variances for new construction projects
downtown, similar to the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas.

Planning Code
Amendment
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Unit (ADU) projects (e.g., for exposure, rear yard controls) to
reduce process and opportunity for delays for these routine

increases in residential density in existing buildings.

D.5.3. Consider modifications to the Planning Code to clarify Planning Code
the applicability and entitlement path for 100% affordable Amendment
projects that qualify for the streamlined approval process

recently established in state law.

D.5.4. Provide further clarifications in the Planning Code to Planning Code
reduce the need for Variances for many Accessory Dwelling | Amendment
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E. Administration, Training, and Technology

The Department has several technology projects already underway that will streamline the
Department’s work in support of the Executive Directive to increase housing production
and decrease entitlement and permitting timelines. Many are being pursued as
enhancements to the Department’s existing Permit and Project Tracking System (PPTS).
These technology projects are intended to increase public transparency, assure data integrity
and financial accountability, and improve performance with the overarching goal of
supporting staff to increase efficiencies in the Department’s development review functions.

E.1. Technology Improvements Action Phase

E.1.1. Configure and implement capability to accept online Administration/ 2
applications and payments to reduce time spent preparing and | Technology
processing documents and checks by staff and project sponsors.

E.1.2. Develop a solution to perform electronic plan review, to | Administration/ 2
support “advanced” over the counter (OTC) approvals and Technology
enhance tracking and coordination of application review.

E.1.3. Enhance Planning’s electronic document management Administration/ 1
system to streamline and improve staff’s ability to store, search, | Technology
and edit records.

E.1.4. Finalize coordination and launch an integrated permit Administration/ 2
and project tracking system with the Department of Building Technology

Inspections (DBI). (interagency)

E.1.5. Introduce an impact fee calculator tool for use by project | Administration/ 1

planners to reduce staff time associated with assessing impact Technology
fees and to reduce uncertainty and improve consistency and
tracking of impact fee collection.

E.2. Administration and Training Practices Action Phase

E.2.1. Continue ongoing efforts to increase regular training Operating Procedures 1
opportunities for staff on current topics such as urban design
guideline updates or Planning Code amendments.

E.2.2. Work with the Department of Human Resources (DHR) Operating Procedures 3
to review certain City technology and personnel procedures (interagency)
that impact staff time spent on administrative functions.

E.2.3. Reassess meeting and communication protocols for staff | Operating Procedures 1
to more effectively manage coordination with project sponsors,
other city agencies, community members, and other concerned
parties.
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Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O, Director
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street

San Francisco CA 94103

John Rahaim, Director
Planning Department
1650 Mission Street

San Francisco CA 94103

December 1, 2017

Honorable Mayor Edwin M. Lee

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mayor Lee:

Pursuant to Executive Directive 17-02, please find the attached joint Planning Department and
Department of Building Inspection plan to allow and encourage parallel processing of housing
development applications.

Once finalized, our respective departmental staffs will make this plan easily available on our
web sites, and will take all necessary steps to encourage proposed housing development
project sponsors to take full advantage of the more rapid review and approval process available
through this voluntary parallel processing plan option.

Please contact us directly with any questions.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

iom Hu1 S. E ,C. B 0., and Director

Department of Bundlng Inspection

ohn Rjhain, Director
ancis¢o Planning Department

Attachment

cc:  Jason Elliott, Chief of Staff, Mayor’'s Office
Ken Rich, Director of Development, Mayor’'s Office
Jeff Buckley, Senior Advisor, Mayor's Office
Sarah Dennis-Phillips, Office of Economic & Workforce Development

City & County of San Francisco
Edwin M. Lee, Mayor






City & County of San Francisco Parallel Processing Program
A Joint Initiative of the Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection

In response to Mayor Edwin M. Lee’s Executive Directive 17-02, the Planning Department and the
Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”) a voluntary Parallel Processing Program focused on those
Housing Projects defined in Executive Directive 17-02. This program expands on current parallel
processing options, is offered at no additional cost, and is intended to accelerate housing production in
San Francisco.

What is Parallel Processing?

Parallel Processing is the simultaneous review of a development project by staff at both DBI and the
Planning Department. This approach typically involves DBI's review of a site or building permit
application for a given project at the same time that the Planning Department reviews the project’s
entitlement application(s), analyzes potential environmental impacts pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), or completes required neighborhood notification.

Why use Parallel Processing?

Through Parallel Processing, Project Sponsors can potentially save months of review time compared to
conventional serial processing, provided that the project does not substantially change once Parallel
Processing has begun. Essentially, this process enables both the Planning Department and DBI to identify
project deficiencies simultaneously. While Planning Department approval will continue to be required
prior to permit issuance, through Parallel Processing, in some cases permit issuance by DBl may be
possible soon after Planning Department approval.

Are there risks associated with Parallel Processing?

While the provisions of this Program are intended to mitigate risks to the maximum extent possible,
project sponsors who choose to enroll projects in the Parallel Processing Program are advised that
potential downsides exist. Specifically, revisions to an element of the project required by one agency
(e.g. the Planning Department) may need to be re-reviewed by the other (e.g. DBI), despite that element
having been previously reviewed. This not only consumes additional time, but creates a risk of a circular
review process when dealing with conflicting Building and Planning Code provisions.

Are the standards of review used in Parallel Processing any different?

No. The standard of review (e.g. Planning Code provisions, Planning Commission policies, CEQA) is
unchanged. Similarly, Building Code requirements are unchanged. This program changes only process,
streamlining the permitting process where possible in order it to increase its efficiency and to reduce
the time required to permit issuance.

This joint DBI-Planning Parallel Processing Program plan is divided into two sections. Section 1 outlines
the criteria for enrollment in the program, while Section 2 details applicable procedures. The overall






Program along with the specific provision contained therein will be evaluated and amended as
appropriate by DBI, the Planning Department, and the Office of Economic and Workforce Development
on a quarterly basis.

SECTION 1: ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA
To be eligible for parallel processing, a project must meet the following criteria:

[ Number of units. The development must include either {1) 50 or more net new dwelling units
with no non-residential uses excepting ancillary ground floor uses, or (2) 250 or more new units
along with other, non-residential uses. ‘

O Height. The development must be less than 240 feet in height. Projects over 240 feet in height
require third-party peer review, which adds complexity that is not conducive to Parallel
Processing.

[] New construction. The development must be new construction and not an alteration.

[ Accessto public right of way. The development must not be landlocked and have legal access to
existing public rights-of-way.

[ subdivisions & Mergers. The development may include a lot merger or a new construction
condominium application; however, it may not include any land subdivision application.

SECTION 2: PROCEDURES

Affidavit and Statement of Eligibility

As a voluntary program, Project Sponsors will be assuming some risk if plans need to be modified during
the review process. Sponsors are required to complete an affidavit declaring they have chosen to enter
into the Parallel Processing Program and are aware that revisions required by one agency may
precipitate revisions from the other agency and that he or she is responsible for any associated fees that
may be required due to DBI back-check reviews or additional Planning Department review costs.

Parallel Processing Commencement and Re-Routing Checklist

The benefits of Parallel Processing are realized most fully when those building features most critical to
each DBI and the Planning Department have been fully vetted and are no longer subject to change.
Bearing this in mind, the Planning Department has developed a list of project features that, if changed
during the parallel review process, may result in additional review by Planning staff and pofentially lead
to increased timelines, and costs, for review. Similarly, the Planning Department will not commence
Parallel Processing for any application until it is satisfied that they are likely to remain unchanged for the
remainder of the review process. These features include but are not limited to the number of dwelling
units, the building’s exterior dimensions, ground floor use types, and the area of commercial square
footage. Similarly, DBI has created a checklist of project features that if changed during the Planning
Department review stage would require re-review by DBI.
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Application Submittal

Typically, Planning Department review begins prior to DBI review. If Planning Department staff receives
a permit application or Development Application and the Project Sponsor elects to proceed with parallel
processing, the following will occur:

1. The Project Sponsor completes the Affidavit and Statement of Eligibility stating he or she is
aware of the potential risks of the Program.

2. The Project Sponsor submits a building or site permit (if not already submitted) along with three
sets of plans (two for DBl and one for Planning), including the Affidavit and Statement of
Eligibility printed on the cover sheet.

3. Both Planning Department staff and DBI staff commence review.

4. Any revisions submitted will have a revision scope printed on the cover sheet of the submittal.
Revisions required by one agency will be distributed to the other through the conventional
routing process.

Parallel Processing Coordinator

If a Project Sponsor elects to enter into the Parallel Processing Program, he or she will provide to both
agencies the name of a Parallel Processing Coordinator who will serve as the primary point of contact for
the project. This contact information for the coordinator will be included in the Affidavit and Statement
of Eligibility and is essential to ensure effective communications and responsiveness.

Materials, Windows and Addenda. While both agencies encourage early selection of materials, window
treatment, and landscaping, they may nonetheless be selected later in the review process. In addition,
the Parallel Processing Program does not affect the typical addenda process and these exterior materials
are stipulated in the architectural addenda.

If you have questions about this new joint Planning-DBI Parallel Processing Plan, please contact James
Zahn at DBI, Tel. 415/558-6152, and/or Kate Conner at Planning, Tel. 415/575-6914.







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: Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson - CUA for Formula Retail Use -- Case No. 2016-000378CUA

Date: Monday, December 04, 2017 3:31:59 PM

Attachments: THD Ltr 1600 Jackson 12.4.17.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

----- Origina Message-----

From: Judy Irving [mailto:films@pelicanmedia.org]

Sent: Monday, December 04, 2017 2:22 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
Subject: 1600 Jackson - CUA for Formula Retail Use -- Case No. 2016-000378CUA

Please see attached |etter from the Telegraph Hill Dwellers.
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TELEGRAPH HILL
DWELLERS

December 4, 2017
(Via email)

Rich Hillis, President

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 1600 Jackson - CUA for Formula Retail Use
Case No. 2016-000378CUA

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

On behalf of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), I wish to express strong support for a project at
the former Lombardi Sports site at 1600 Jackson that includes housing.

Otherwise, a once-in-a-decades opportunity to address San Francisco’s housing affordability and
displacement crisis on this site will be lost.

This location is ideal for housing, located on a rich transit and retail corridor, just a short walk from
shopping.

THD strongly supports the City’s formula retail protections as a crucial means to safeguard the
unique character of neighborhood commercial areas from the uniform “sameness” of national chains and
the disproportionate competitive pressures such stores can exert on local, smaller and more vulnerable
businesses.

However, if the Commission determines that a formula retail grocery store use is appropriate at this
site, we agree with many others that it should be a part of a mixed-use development that includes housing.

Sincerely,

Judy Irving

President
Telegraph Hill Dwellers

Cc:  Jonas P. Ionin Commisions.Secretary@sfgov.org
Nicholas Foster nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3 aaron.peskin@sfgov.org

P.O. BOX 330159 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133 o 415.843-1011 www.THD.org

Founded in 1954 to perpetuate the historic traditions of San Francisco’s Telegraph Hill and to represent the community interests of its residents and property owners.






From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Son. Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention
Date: Monday, December 04, 2017 9:16:04 AM
Attachments: image001.png
imaqge002.png
image003.png
imaqe004.png
Final JohnR Memo PC BoS 120117.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)

Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 5:33 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi Jonas,

Please send the attached memo to the Commission on the status of our Community Stabilization
and Displacement Prevention work.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner

Planning Department|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068Fax: 415-558-6409

kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 3:21 PM
To: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 'MEMO|

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
DATE:  November 27, 2017 o7 041032470
TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors & Planning Commission Recepton
FROM: John Rahaim, Planning Director 415.558.6378
CC: AnMarie Rodgers, Citywide Planning Director Fax:
RE: Community Stabilization & Displacement Prevention Work 415.558.6409
Planning
Dear Honorable Members of the Board & Planning Commissioners, Information:
415.558.6377

The Planning Department is engaged in a robust, equity-focused response to the ongoing crisis of
displacement and gentrification in the City. We are working closely with City agencies and other partners
to provide detailed analysis of impacts on people and their communities, and develop tools and strategies
to help stabilize vulnerable populations, and minimize the risk and likelihood of displacement for low-
income communities.

You may recall that I outlined the Department’s proposed response to these issues in a December 9, 2016
memo to the Board of Supervisors (attached). Since that time, we have moved several aspects of this work
forward. The purpose of this memo is to update you on the progress we have made and the next steps
relating to that work.

To date, the Community Stabilization & Displacement Prevention effort consists of two primary
components:

1. An analysis of where gentrification, displacement and exclusion are most acute, and where
they are most likely to occur in the future, with an emphasis on low-income communities and
communities of color.

2. A toolkit of community stabilization and displacement prevention strategies that can be
applied citywide and tailored to specific neighborhoods based on the needs and priorities of the

community.

Analysis of Gentrification, Displacement and Exclusion

The purpose of this analysis is to understand the state of gentrification and displacement throughout
different neighborhoods in San Francisco. This information will help the City identify where our
community stabilization work is most critical, where to tailor different strategies based on specific
conditions, and which strategies are most effective.

To build our understanding, we have engaged with the Urban Displacement Project; to quote from
their materials, this program is: “a research and action initiative of UC Berkeley in collaboration with
researchers at UCLA, community based organizations, regional planning agencies and the State of
California’s Air Resources Board (ARB). The [Urban Displacement] Project aims to understand the
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nature of gentrification and displacement in the Bay Area. It focuses on creating tools to help
communities identify the pressures surrounding them and take more effective action.”!

The Urban Displacement Project has recently released an update to their analysis and maps of
gentrification and displacement in San Francisco neighborhoods and other Bay Area cities. The
Department, along with San Francisco’s Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development and
Department of Public Health, have worked closely with the Urban Displacement Project to inform the
analysis and mapping in San Francisco.

The updated maps categorize areas in the city at varying stages of displacement and gentrification: areas
where people are at risk of displacement or gentrification, areas that are currently undergoing
gentrification and displacement, or areas where gentrification and displacement is at advanced stages
and have shifted from being considered low income in 2000 to being considered moderate- to high
income today. A new category in the updated maps is “exclusion” that categorizes moderate- and high-
income areas at varying levels of at risk, undergoing, and advanced exclusion. These are generally areas
where rents are so expensive that low-income people cannot move in. See the UC Berkeley press release
here and updated maps here.

Draft Toolkit of Community Stabilization Strategies

The toolkit provides a comprehensive set of strategies, policies, and programs that can be used to combat
displacement, and stabilize communities at risk of displacement. It builds on the work of the Mission
Action Plan 2020 (MAP2020), endorsed earlier this year by the Planning Commission.
The Draft Toolkit consists of policies and programs in the areas of:

* Tenant protections

= Affordable housing preservation including residential hotels

= Affordable housing production including supportive housing for homeless individuals

= Economic Development - small business, arts, workforce development, and nonprofits

The Draft Toolkit (attached) has been compiled and reviewed over the past six months in partnership
with the Mayor’s Office of Housing, Office of Economic Workforce Development, Department of Public
Health, Rent Board, Human Rights Commission, Small Business Commission, and Potrero HopeSF.

What’s Next

The next steps for our Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention work are to:

e Refine our understanding of conditions and trends in neighborhoods identified “at risk,”
“undergoing gentrification and displacement,” or “undergoing exclusion” in the updated Urban
Displacement Project in order to tailor neighborhood strategies to their specific conditions.
Timeline: Spring 2018.

! http://www.urbandisplacement.org/about
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* Engage community experts and City stakeholders in evaluating the existing policies and
programs in the Draft Toolkit and develop and advance additional displacement prevention and
community stabilization tools. Timeline ( Spring 2018)

* Release a final version of the Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention Strategy.
Timeline: Summer 2018.

We will also continue our on-going work iﬁ the Mission, Tenderloin, Chinatown, Excelsior, and Bayview
and identify other neighborhoods at risk and undergoing advanced gentrification and displacement
where strategies should be immediately deployed.

We intend to hold an informational hearing on this project at the Planning Commission in Spring of 2018.
Please look at the draft toolkit and if you have thoughts and concerns about it or about how we are
collaborating with the Urban Displacement Project please contact Kimia Haddadan at
Kimia.Haddadan@sfgov.org or 415-575-9068.

I recognize the great magnitude of the challenge and the high level of effort required to address these
issues. San Francisco should be a city that provides housing for all, and where small businesses,
community-serving and arts organizations can continue to thrive. I look forward to continuing towork
closely with the Board, Commission, City agencies, and community stakeholders to address these critical
issues of gentrification and displacement towards a racially, culturally, and economically diverse city
where all people and the businesses and institutions that support them have the ability to thrive.

Sincerely,

Djrector of Planning

Attachments:

Draft Community Stabilization & Displacement Prevention Toolkit
December 9, 2016 Memo to the Board of Supervisors
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Draft Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention Toolkit (note: this is a draft compilation of current programs to be expanded and reviewed)

Policy/Program

Service(s)

Public/Non-Profit Lead

Rent Control -

Just Cause Protections, Eviction Protections

2.0,
Tenant Harassment Protections

Neighborhood Preference

Program implementation

Tenant counseling/education

Tenant legal representation

Eviction data tracking

Cultural/linguistic appropriate services

Rent board review/mediation

Application assistance and program education

Rent Board

HRC, Tenants Union, Eviction Defense Collaborative, etc.

Eviction Defense Collaborative
Rent Board
Rent Board
Rent Board

Mayors office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD)

Relocation benefits Relocation expenses for no-fault evictions Rent Board

Rental Assistance One-time assistance to prevent eviction MOHCD, EDC, Compass, etc.
Small Sites Program Acquisition and rehabilitation financing MOCHD

Demolition Restrictions Limit dwelling unit removals Planning

Residential Hotel Conversion Ordinance
Condo Conversion Regulations

Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD)
Community Land Trusts

Short-Term Rental Regulations

Enforcement for illegal conversion of SROs

Condo Conversion

Preservation and imporved maintenance of public housing
Acquisition and conversion to limited equity coop housing
Registration for eligible hosts

Department of Building Inspection (DBI)
Public Works

Housing Authority

SF Community Land Trust

Office of Short-Term Rentals

Homeownership Programs

Rental Programs

Below Market-Rate units

Downpayment Assistance Loan

City Second Loan

Teacher Next Door funds for SFUSD teachers
Middle Income Rental Housing Program

MOCHD
MOCHD
MOHCD
MOCHD
MOCHD

Section 8 Housing Authority
Rental Assistance Demonstration Housing Authority
Public Housing HOPE VI Housing Authority
HOPE SF Housing Authority
Inclusionary Housing Below market-rate units in mixed income projects MOHCD
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fees Fees for 100% affordable housing MOCHD
Density Bonus HOME SF for mixed income developments Planning
Accessory Dwelling Units Rent controlled in-law units Planning
Certain variances and streamlining Various waivers or streamlining to facilitate housing Planning
Housing Accelerator Fund Gap or advance funding MOHCD & HAF
Housing Bond Bond funding for affordable housing MOHDC
Pre-application meetings and outreach Process improvements for earlier noticing and engagement Planning
Education about development process Education and training Planning
Data and trends Reports and mapping All Agencies

Artist space

DRAFT

Lease negotiation and space search services
Private funds and other subsidies

Arts Comission, nonprofit partners

Office of Economid and Workforce Development (OEWD), Arts Commission, Planning

November 20, 2017





Draft Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention Toolkit (note: this is a draft compilation of current programs to be expanded and reviewed)

Policy/Program

Art space database & registry

Arts & Cultural Districts

Small Business Technical Assitance

Commercial Business Owernship
Small business protection

Production, Distribution and Repair
protection

Retention and attraction of PDR businesses
and other businesses

Retention and Relocation Fund
Nonprofit Mitigation Fund

Workforce programs
Invest in Neighborhoods

Service(s)

Inventory of spaces and resources

Programming and incentives

Guidance for businesses

lease negotitation, business and marketing assistance
Prioritize commercial space in new development
Support alternative business models such as coops
Update and enforce land use controls such as Calle24
Legacy Business policies

Enforcement for illegal conversion of PDR space
Zoning updates and business support

Programs to attract and retain PDR and other businesses
Dedicated fund fot tenant improvements for displaced
businesses

Displacement & Relocation Technical Assitance

Training, sector academies, access points for unemployed
Various business support services

Public/Non-Profit Lead
Arts Comission
OEWD, Arts Commission, Planning

OEWD, Arts Commission, Planning
OEWD & Planning

OEWD & neighborhood partners
Planning & OEWD

Planning & OEWD
Planning & OEWD
OEWD & nonprofit partners

MOHCD, OEWD
MOHCD, OEWD

OEWD, Department of Children Youth and Their Families, Human Services Agency.

OEWD

Homelessness Prevention & Supportive
Housing

Support services and transitional housing
New housing units
Navigation Centers

Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) & nonprofit partners

MOHCD
HSH

DRAFT

November 20, 2017
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DATE: December9, 2016 ;ﬁig ":/('Jigsion o
TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors San Francisco,
FROM: John Rahaim, Planning Director CA 94103-2479
RE: Addressing Socio-Economic Changes and the Mission Action Plan 2020 Reception: 1

415.558.6378 !
Dear Honorable Members of the Board: Fax: |

415.558.6409 1

In light of ongoing community concerns about Mission District projects, I would like to reviewPlanning

with you our actions in addressing socio-economic changes in the Mission and otherinformaton:
neighborhoods. 415.558.6377

The concerns and direction you articulated in your decision on the 1515 South Van Ness
Avenue appeal are at the heart of our work in many of our community development efforts. I
want to let you know that I personally share many of the concerns raised at the hearing about
the serious challenges to our city’s racial, cultural, and economic diversity posed by the current
economic climate.

The reality of displacement and gentrification across all of San Francisco — and the entire region
- is undeniable, and of serious concern. In 2013, 45 percent of renters paid more than 30 percent
of their income for rent; that means that nearly half of renters in San Francisco are rent
burdened. Evictions are taking place across the City, with the Mission, Richmond, Sunset,
Excelsior, Tenderloin, and Lakeshore neighborhoods having the highest eviction notices in 2015
and 2016. The Latino population in the Mission had declined to 39 percent in 2014, down from ‘
50 percent in 2000. i

We know that these trends are deeply interconnected. We know that there is simply not enough
housing regionally or in San Francisco to meet our needs. We know that producing housing at
all income levels is critical, and that is why we are working with you and other elected officials
to strengthen our affordable housing policies. We also know that it will take a broad set of
smart, bold strategies to address the totality of the causes and effects of high housing costs and
displacement. This is why the Planning Department has devoted an unprecedented level of
resources and focus on the affordability and displacement crisis facing our communities, and -
we share the goal that San Francisco be a place that provides housing for all. :

We are working every day with the community, Planning Commission, elected leaders, and our
City partners to undertake a series of policy and implementation efforts aimed at pursuing this
goal. These include efforts to stabilize our neighborhoods and existing housing stock; to create
more housing options for San Franciscans at every income level and strengthen our affordable
housing requirements; to deepen our understanding of the complex forces behind these issues;
and adapt our housing supply to the unique needs of every San Franciscan. I look forward to
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providing you a full overview of this work and discuss additional efforts that should be
considered.

While economic displacement is a citywide phenomenon, we recognize heightened effects are
acutely felt in communities of color, families, and neighborhoods that have historically been
havens for immigrants and others seeking opportunity or freedom. To that end, the Department
is at work on its Racial & Ethnic Equity Action Plan to train our staff on these issues, and has
been especially engaged in efforts with Supervisor Campos and the Mayor’s Office to preserve
the viability of the Latino community in the Mission, including the Mission 2016 Interim Zoning
Controls and Calle 24 Special Use District.

Our most robust effort to date, the Mission Action Plan 2020 (MAP2020), is of special note.
MAP2020 is a major, and unprecedented collaboration between the City family and Mission
community organizations and residents. I have been proud to be personally involved in nearly
every stage of this work, which has included a thorough and productive dialogue with
community members, city agencies, and elected leaders over the past two years. I'm encouraged
by the innovative approach that MAP2020 has taken in building a set of broad strategies to
protect existing residents, community services, local businesses, and the Mission’s unique
character. Enclosed is a summary of these efforts; the most significant of these is, to provide
nearly 1,000 affordable housing units in the neighborhood. I look forward to bringing
MAP2020 in its entirety to the Planning Commission in 2017, and working with you to advance
its specific strategies through legislation.

In addition, we are exploring how we undertake a broader socio-economic analysis of
displacement, gentrification and growth with a focus on equity. I recognize that many
community members are frustrated that such analysis cannot be conducted under CEQA, and
we have accelerated our work toward this effort. We expect to have a draft by spring 2017.

As we continue speaking about these issues in the context of specific project approvals and
appeals, I would offer that they extend far beyond the scope of any one project. I welcome any
opportunity to join in this critical conversation with you over the coming weeks and months.

Difector of Planning

Attachment: Overview of Recent Planning Activities in the Mission District
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Overview of Recent Planning Activities in the Mission District

MAP2020

The goal of MAP2020 is to retain low to moderate income residents and community-serving businesses
(including Production, Distribution and Repair), artists, and nonprofits in order to strengthen and
preserve the socioeconomic diversity of the Mission neighborhood. MAP2020 has short to long term
strategies to advance its goal and objectives of community stabilization. The full set of solutions is in the
report in detailed and in a matrix format. They are organized into the following topics:

a. Tenant protections
Housing preservation
Affordable Housing production and access
Economic development (small businesses, arts, PDR, jobs and nonprofits)
Community planning (enhance community participation and engagement)
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) hotels
Homelessness

F@R 0o an T

Funding

While some of the strategies fall within existing City programs, the strategies that were included in the

report were arrived at in two key ways:

1. Members of the community prioritized which existing programs are most needed or require
increased resources or tailoring to this particular neighborhood.

2. The collaborative approach helped identify which additional areas are lacking attention or resources.
For example, the report includes several items related to SROs and the arts which have not been
receiving as much attention and tend to be more unique to this neighborhood relative to others in the
City.

Therefore, it is the packet of solutions together tailored to specific neighborhood needs, the collective
process to arrive at these solutions and priorities, and the emphasis on addressing equitable development
that is different about this effort.

The Planning Commission will consider endorsement of the Plan in early 2017. In order to address most
urgent issues quickly, implementation of the short-term (6-12 month) items was prioritized and is
underway since they are primarily tenant and business protection strategies and are therefore of critical
importance for the immediate retention and stabilization of the neighborhood.

After the Planning Commission hearing, the Plan will be presented to the Board. We have also begun to
draft the short-term legislative items related to PDR and neighborhood-serving business protection and
will be proposing that the Planning Commission initiate some of these items in the mext 2 months.
Additionally, we have begun a study on the medium-term zoning changes related to increasing
affordable housing capacity and hope to bring those to the Commission in summer of 2017.
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Before endorsement action and legislative items come to the Board, we would like to have the
opportunity to brief each of you on the work. In particular, we want to update you on the zoning changes
to zoning districts that exist in more than one Supervisorial District, such as the PDR districts.

LATINO CULTURAL DISTRICT
In regard to its work in the LCD, the Planning Department has been actively engaged with Supervisor
Campos and the community in the formation of the Calle 24 SUD, a multi-phased endeavor.

o The first phase focuses on helping preserve the commercial character of the LCD, and 24 Street
in particular, and will include the introduction of the Calle 24 SUD in January by the Board.

o The second phase builds on the goal of preserving the unique character of the LCD. The
Department is currently preparing an analysis about the potential for adjusting allowed building
heights along 24t Street as an additional strategy to take pressure off the corridor and protect
existing businesses since actual development potential on 24t is very limited. Calle 24-specific
design guidelines for new development will also be developed as a next step in this work.

MISSION 2016 INTERIM CONTROLS & PIPELINE PROJECTS

The Mission 2016 Interim Zoning Controls were adopted by the Planning Commission to allow projects
to move forward with additional scrutiny until MAP2020 is finalized. The Department is engaged in
policy analysis as part of the review of most development in the Mission through the Interim Zoning
Controls. These Controls require that staff analyze materials submitted about many of the issues of
concern to the community. These include: housing production, including changes in affordability;
housing preservation, including occupancy types; nearby development, to understand serial effects;
displacement or loss of PDR, arts uses, and community building services. These factors are studied for all
medium-sized projects between 25 and 75 units. For projects with more than 75 units, we also look at
demogfaphic changes, changes of economic pressure that may affect affordability of housing, certain
nonresidential displacement, a jobs and economic profile, and whether relocation assistance has been
provided to certain community building uses. This level of project scrutiny is unique to the Mission, if not
the country, and is a testament to the Department’s concern about the potential loss of the Latino and
low-income community and its presence in the Mission. We believe that the interim controls have made
projects sponsors more sensitive to these concerns and have contributed to projects making adjustments
to their projects such as voluntarily increasing their affordability, including more PDR space, providing
relocation assistance to businesses being displaced, and having more conversations with the community.

In addition, after Supervisor Campos’ request to delay pipeline projects, I also pledged to hold a series of
conversations about each pending pipeline project within the LCD with the Calle 24 council and the
sponsoring developers. Several meetings took place to ensure that these projects sponsors were aware of
these planning efforts and community concerns so they can best serve the LCD by providing community
benefits and mitigating their impacts as best as possible. We believe that these conversations presented an
opportunity to examine the possible benefits to the LCD and the Mission, I have been personally
facilitating discussions between the Latino Cultural District representatives and the developers of
pipeline projects. These discussions will continue with the goal of further enhancing the projects’
compatibility with the district and advancing the goals of all of our Mission stabilization work.

SAN FRANCISCO 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT





Between these current long-term community planning efforts of MAP2020 and the LCD, the overarching
policy guidance that the Eastern Neighborhoods provides, and the scrutiny of projects through the
Interim Zoning Controls, the Department is dedicated to ensuring the stabilization of the community and
that development projects contribute to the goals of MAP2020 and the LCD. I am personally committed
to continue to work with my staff to deepen the analysis and the conversations about these critical issues.

We believe that MAP 2020 represents a national model for how urban neighborhoods might address
issues of gentrification and displacement. We are also having this conversation in other neighborhoods,
such as the Tenderloin and through the SoMa Filipinas work. We appreciate the opportunity to engage
with you all on these complex policy issues and we will continue to work with you and the community to
understand these socio-economic pressures affecting the Mission and our City.
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		DATE: November 27, 2017

		TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors & Planning Commission

		FROM: John Rahaim, Planning Director CC: AnMarie Rodgers, Citywide Planning Director

		RE: Community Stabilization & Displacement Prevention Work








Cc: Flores, Claudia (claudia.flores@sfgov.org)

Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi AnMarie,

We have this memo signed by John. | wanted to see if you would like to send it to the Board or if you
think it should come from John or Aaron. I'll ask Jonas to send it to the Commission.

Let me know what you think.

Thanks,
Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner

Planning Department,City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068,Fax: 415-558-6409

kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Flores, Claudia (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 2:52 PM

To: Rahaim, John (CPC)

Cc: Varat, Adam (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Haddadan, Kimia (CPC); Green, Andrea (CPC)
Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi Andrea,

John reviewed this already (see attached email) but | believe you were left out of this last email
accidentally. I'm just resurfacing this in our inboxes for his signature (if all we are all good with the
final edits Kimia made) as we would like to transmit to the Board and PC this week, if possible.

Thanks much!

Claudia

Claudia Flores

Planning Department | City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6473 | Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: claudia.flores@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.org
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From: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)

Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 2:19 PM

To: Rahaim, John (CPC)

Cc: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC); Flores, Claudia (CPC)

Subject: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi John,

Hope you had a great time over the holidays.

Attached I've finalized the memo to the Board for your final review and signature. This should reflect
all the comments from yourself, AnMarie, and Adam that Claudia coordinated and worked on while |
was away. I've made some minor edits and removed some duplicate language. You can see my
changes in track changes in the second attachment.

The two pdfs attached are the two attachments to this memo.

Please let me know if you have any questions or comments.

Thank you,
Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner

Planning Department|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068Fax: 415-558-6409

kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Starr, Aaron (CPC); Sider. Dan (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter from California Music and Culture Alliance and SF Chamber of Commerce on Cannabis Ordinances

Date: Monday, December 04, 2017 9:15:18 AM

Attachments: CMAC - Letter re Passed Ordinances 12-03-17.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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:jeremy.siegel@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, December 03, 2017 6:17 PM

To: Breed, London (BOS); Roxas, Samantha (BOS); Lloyd, Kayleigh (BOS); Howerton, Michael (BOS);
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Karunaratne, Kanishka (BOS); Kelly, Margaux (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); Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS); Tang,
Katy (BOS); Summers, Ashley (BOS); Law, Ray (BOS); Lee, Mayor (MYR); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); lonin,
Jonas (CPC); DPH Cannabis Taskforce; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR); Elliott, Nicole (ADM)

Subject: Letter from California Music and Culture Alliance and SF Chamber of Commerce on Cannabis
Ordinances

Attached please find aletter from the California Music and Culture Association, cosigned by
the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, regarding the recently passed ordinances on
cannabis regulation.

Kind Regards,
Jeremy Siegel

Executive Director
CdliforniaMusic and Culture Association

Jeremy Siegel


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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:aaron.starr@sfgov.org
mailto:dan.sider@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

=

CALIFORNIA
MUSIC/ i CULTURE
ASSOCIATION

BOARD
OF DIRECTORS

Ben Bleiman
Co-Chair

Duncan Ley
Co-Chair

Terrance Alan
Secretary

Anthony Black
Director

Guy Carson
Director

Steven Lee
Director

Jeremy Siegel
Executive Director

John Hinman
General Counsel

PO Box 77406
San Francisco, CA
94107

info@CMACsf.org
www.CMACsf.org

December 3, 2017

Mayor Edwin M. Lee
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

Nicole Elliott, Director
San Francisco Office of Cannabis

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall
San Francisco, CA 94102

City Hall, Room 200
San Francisco, CA 94102

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: Ordinances on Cannabis - CMAC & Chamber of Commerce Concerns

Dear Mayor Lee, Supervisors, and Director Elliott,

The California Music and Culture Association (“CMAC”) along with the San
Francisco Chamber of Commerce want to applaud the Board of Supervisors for passing
cannabis ordinances that pave the way toward responsible social consumption of cannabis
in San Francisco. As passed on Tuesday, however, the ordinances contain some language
that troubles us, as it may cause existing workers to lose their jobs, devastate certain small
businesses, and impede cannabis’ normalization. There are two specific sections of
concern:

1. MCD Transition to Adult Use — Equity Work Hours Requirement

Section 3322 of the Health Code was amended to require that any MCD with more
than ten employees that wishes to sell adult use cannabis, must “demonstrate[] to the
satisfaction of the Director that within 120 days of the effective date of the ordinance...at
least 30% of all Business Work Hours are performed by workers who meet at least three
of the criteria set forth in” the Equity Applicant section.”

While we fully support the Board’s Equity efforts, this particular requirement on
existing operators could do real harm. It forces existing operators to make large changes
to their workforces, which prior to this ordinance, were in full compliance with all
applicable laws and regulations.

There are only so many jobs a small business requires or can sustain. Seo in order
to meet this new requirement, some portion of existing MCD employees who do not
meet the ordinance’s standards will have to lose their jobs. Expanding opportunities
should not come at the expense of current workers. We ask the Board to change this
requirement to only apply to new hires. This would protect the livelihoods of San
Francisco residents who are now at risk of losing their jobs because they do not qualify as
Equity Applicants.





2. Pipeline Applicants Without Planning Approval

CMAC and the SF Chamber also have concerns about Police Code Section
1606(a)(5), disqualifies a number of pipeline applicants based solely on the fact that
they have not yet had complete hearings before the Planning Commission. Now,
because of new language added on Tuesday, these projects will not be eligible for Cannabis
Business Permits unless they somehow convert their business plan and ownership structure
to qualify as Equity Applicants.

These pipeline applicants have invested tens of thousands of dollars in rent, designs,
and other costs and have registered with the City and submitted their applications by the
original September 26, 2017 deadline. Now they are in danger of losing everything. This
seems like the definition of inequity — punishing some business owners because, through
no fault of their own, they have not yet received Planning Department approval, while
privileging other businesses that just happened to receive earlier approval.

There are pipeline projects that are now excluded even though they actually started
their applications before projects that are now included. Applications move at different
speeds for any number of reasons, such as doing more community outreach or being in an
historic building. Unpredictable timelines should not be the policy basis for benefitting
one group of businesses and disqualifying another. We ask the Board to reinstate the
original September 26, 2017 deadline for pipeline applicants.

Thanks to your efforts, San Francisco is poised to remain a leader on cannabis
policy. However, these two highlighted sections run counter to our shared goals of fairness
and equity. Leftunchanged, they will hamper the City’s nascent regulated cannabis market
and hurt workers. We ask you to please revisit these items and help ensure the City’s
residents, workers, and tourists enjoy a safe, regulated, and accessible cannabis industry in
January.

As always, we are happy to work with you in these efforts. Thank you for your
support of San Francisco’s neighborhoods and small businesses.

Very truly yours,
I~ /
i
Ny
\Ben Bleiman Dunca
Co-Chair Co-Chair
CMAC CMAC

=

Jim Lazarus

Sr. Vice President, Public Policy

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce
Cosigning







From: lonin, 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: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Commission Update for Week of December 4, 2017
Date: Monday, December 04, 2017 9:13:52 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 12.4.17.doc

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Monday, December 04, 2017 8:59 AM

To: Tsang, Francis

Subject: Commission Update for Week of December 4, 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

{_:5_..-. :'-_-‘.}_\
%wi \..:i!.l
Get Connected with Mayor Ed Lee

www.sfmayor.org
Twitter @mayoredlee
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To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

December 4, 2017

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of December 4, 2017

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of December 4, 2017. 

Arts (Monday, December 4, 2PM)


Action Items 

· Discussion and possible motion to approve the following mural designs by the listed artists for Lily Street Living Alleys Mural Project. The painted murals will be installed along Lily Street, Page Street and Buchanan Street, as listed below. The project is funded with a Community Challenge Grant, and is sponsored by Friends of the Urban Forest; the murals will not become part of the Civic Art Collection.


· Highway to Green, by artist Giuseppe Percivati, 27 ft. by 5-1/2 ft., along a residential wall at 219 and 221 Lily Street


· Radiant Bloom, by artist Bryana Fleming, 17 ft. by 27-1/2 ft., along a residential garage wall at 294 Page Street


· Flower Resistance, by artist Giuseppe Percivati, 10 ft. by 24-1/2 ft., along a residential garage wall and door at 350 Lily Street


· Kwanzan, by artist Giuseppe Percivati, 14 ft. by 30 ft., at 380 Webster Street, along a retaining wall at the John Muir Elementary School playground (the Western end of the 400 block on Lily Street). The mural has been approved by the San Francisco Unified School District.


· Nature’s Creation, by artist Giuseppe Percivati, 7 ft. by 12 ft., along a residential garage door at 406-408 Buchanan Street

· Motion to approve and accept into the Civic Art Collection two painted water-jet cut steel panels, The Great Blue Heron, 2017 (6 ft. by 6 ft.); and The California Condor, 2017, (6 ft. by 10 ft.) by Carmen Lomas Garza. The panels were commissioned for and are located at In Chan Kaajal Park at 17th and Folsom Streets.


· Motion to approve and accept into the Civic Art Collection the artwork No Other Lands Their Glory Know, 2017, by Alice Shaw. The black-and-white photographic image of redwood trees consists of pigmented inks, with gold leaf on wood panel and measures 17-3/4 ft. by 25 ft.; located at the San Francisco International Airport: International Terminal, Boarding Area G, Gate Room 95.


· Motion to approve and accept into the Civic Art Collection the artwork Mondrian Meets the Beatles, 2017, by Kota Ezawa. The diorama-like construction of The Beatles consists of enamel paint on wooden panel and measures 19-1/2 ft. by 26 ft. by 10-1/2 in.; located at the San Francisco International Airport: International Terminal, Boarding Area G, Gate Room 100.


· Motion to approve revised project description for an artwork honoring Maya Angelou to be located at the Main Library.


· Motion to approve the selected finalists Miya Ando, Ellen Harvey, Annie Vought, and alternate Klea McKenna for the San Francisco International Airport: Hyatt Hotel Lobby Wall Public Art Project.


· Motion to approve Final Acceptance per contract of the “Comfort Women’s” Column of Strength, 2017, a sculpture in bronze and COR-TEN steel by Stephen Whyte, as installed in St. Mary’s Square. The sculpture is a gift to the City from the “Comfort Women” Justice Coalition. With the passage of this motion, title to this artwork will automatically transfer to the City and County of San Francisco under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Arts Commission.


· Motion to approve an honorarium in the amount of $2,500 to Kenyatta A.C. Hinkle. Ms. Hinkle was approved for an honorarium of $3,000 (October Visual Arts Committee and November full Commission meetings) for her participation in a two-person exhibition. The additional amount reflects the change in her participation from a two-person exhibition to a solo exhibition.


· Motion to approve the slate of artists selected for the 2018 Muni Art Program sponsored by SF Beautiful including Donavon Brutus, Mara Hernandez, Tsungwei Moo, Randi Pace and Janet Rumsey, each of whom will have twenty Muni buses to use as a canvas for their artwork, which was designed in response to poems by Juan Felipe Herrera, Diane di Prima, Kay Ryan, Brynn Saito and Charif Shanahan, from January 1 through April 30, 2018.


· Motion to approve and accept into the Civic Art Collection the following twelve artworks as installed. Each original artwork was purchased for the new Office of the Chief Medical Examiner, Two-Dimensional Artwork Program. All artworks are located inside the building at 1 Newhall:


· Sure Blue, 2015, oil on wood panel, 44 in. by 51 in., by Suzy Barnard


· Preferring the Poetic, 2015, acrylic on panel, 50 in. by 40 in., by Elaine Coombs


· Rodeo Beach, 1985, oil on paper, 19-3/4 in. by 27-1/2 in., by Stanley Goldstein


· Rise-Fall, 1984, acrylic on canvas, 48 in. by 48 in., by Beryl Landau


· Twin Palms, 2010, acrylic on canvas, 24 in. by 24 in., by Beryl Landau


· Mt. Diablo from San Bruno Mountain, 2009, acrylic on canvas, 24 in. by 24 in., by Beryl Landau


· Walking Along, 2012, acrylic on canvas, 24 in. by 24 in., by Beryl Landau


· Gateway, 2016, acrylic on canvas over panel, 36 in. by 24 in., by Alan Mazzetti


· Higher Heights, 2016, acrylic on wood, 48 in. by 44 in., by Alan Mazzetti


· Dune Trail, 2016, c-print photograph, 24 in. by 30 in., by Wendell Shinn


· Man and His Best Friend, 2009, photograph, 20 in. by 30 in., by Wendell Shinn


· Dumbarton Bridge (#3), 2014, photograph mounted on Sintra®, 32 in. by 40 in., by Donna J. Wan


· Motion to approve and accept into the Civic Art Collection the artwork Sentinel, 2017, by Merle Axelrad as installed. The fabric collage measures 96 in. by 68 in. and depicts a nature scene of two cranes in the former marshland of India Basin in a realistic style. The artwork was commissioned for the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner and is located inside the main entry of the building at 1 Newhall.


· Motion to approve and accept into the Civic Art Collection the artwork Alma, 2017, by Richard Deutsch as installed. The stainless steel sculpture is composed of two curved components which are shaped in the form of a ship’s sails that meet at a single point at the center of the sculpture. Each component is perforated and is composed of individual pieces of round stainless steel rod, spaced evenly. The sculpture is approximately 22 ft. tall with three legs that each come to a point, each supported by 18 in. diameter concrete piers that extend 24 in. above the ground; all are tied footed in a triangular concrete foundation that measures approximately 20 ft. by 20 ft. The artwork was commissioned for the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner and is located outside the main entry of the building at 1 Newhall.


· Motion to approve the final design development documents and construction document phase deliverables for Clare Rojas’ artwork, title to be determined, for Central Subway: Chinatown Station.


· Motion to approve Phase 2 of the Margaret Hayward Playground Renovation Project contingent upon: 1) following the Committee’s recommendation to eliminate fritted glass on the sun shade façade because it is not necessary for bird safety; 2) adopting the Committee’s endorsement of a playful visual for the fence; 3) exploring the possibility of using International Orange as the accent color; 4) bringing up the cast concrete of the bench seating to 42 inches; 5) studying continuing the selected tiles to the bottom of the water fountain wall; 6) addressing the channel of the roof edge; and 7) integrating the Committee’s planting suggestions.


· Motion to approve Phase 2 of the Maxine Hall Health Center Renovation and Seismic Upgrade Project contingent upon: 1) including a plaque which describes the artwork and reproduction; 2) moving forward with Option 1 of the Graphic Wall; 3) painting the handrails; 4) moving forward with the preferred option of clear anodized aluminum window detailing for the shotcrete wall; and 5) integrating the Committee’s planting suggestions.


· Motion to approve Phase 2 of the Garfield Center Project contingent upon: 1) further study of the entrance canopy design; and 2) studying the darker mullion color for both wings (particularly if the Natatorium could use a structurally glazed system) or, alternatively, studying dark mullions on the Clubhouse and medium gray on the Natatorium.


Civil Service (Monday, December 4, 2PM)

Action Items


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


· Human Services - $1,095,600 - To provide CalWIN Client Correspondence services that facilitate the receiving and processing of electronic data transmitted via secure Shell File Transfer Protocol (SFTP) from the CalWIN vendor; and to provide a complete solution for all operations related to printing and mailing of the CalWIN client correspondences within State and Federal mandates.


· Public Health - $2,500,000 - Maintain access to an existing proprietary web-based emergency response system that will support the Department’s FirstWatch 911 Early Warning System, the RedditNet Emergency Communication System and the PostCode RecordTrac application.  These annual maintenance agreements will allow the Department access to the FirstWatch web-based emergency response services which include: a situational awareness dashboard, data surveillance, data visualization and early warning software systems; the ReddiNet web-based program, which allows access to a proprietary emergency medical communications network; and Emergency Department Status, Mass Casualty Incident, Assessment, Messages, Bed Capacity and Date Exchange and the Postcode RecordTrac application.  These web-based systems allow the DPH Emergency Medical Services section the ability to respond and plan for critical public health emergencies that affect the City and County of San Francisco.


· Public Health - $962,000 - The contractor(s) will provide a behavioral workforce program to prepare students and residents for the behavioral health services workforce by teaching up-to-date, evidenced-based practices.  This program will develop and implement a drug and alcohol studies certificate program (currently provided at City College of San Francisco) that will span 2-3 academic years for counselors employed through Department of Public Health (DPH) Behavioral Health Services (BHS)-funded programs, or those who plan to seek employment with San Francisco agencies.  The program will reinforce segments of the DPH BHS’s planned education and training “pipeline,” with a focus on drawing candidates of varying ethnic and cultural heritages, language backgrounds, sexual orientations/gender identities, and experiences with behavioral health systems.


The Format will be weekly night classes accessible to working adults and those who may have interrupted academic histories due to family responsibilities and/or time needed for recovery.  Enrollment will be aimed to reflect the populations currently served, prioritizing students from diverse communities (e.g., African Americans, Latinos/as, Asians, Pacific Islanders, Native Americans and Immigrant groups from the neighborhoods of Bayview-Hunters Point, Visitation Valley, the Mission Western Addition, Tenderloin and other disenfranchised areas of the city) and marginalized groups (e.g., Lesbian/Gay/Bisexual/Transgender/Queer/Questioning/Intersex [LGBTQQI], formerly-incarcerated, homeless, etc.)


· Department of Emergency Management - $750,000 - The selected contractor will perform as needed background investigation services for all selected candidates as part of their selection process for entry positions in the Department of Emergency Management’s Division of Emergency Communications (DEC).


· Department of Emergency Management - $850,000 - DEM intends to issue an RFP for Media Planning and Buying services for a 9-1-1 public education campaign.  The selected contractor will plan, negotiate, purchase, and execute advertising in traditional (broadcast, print, radio, out-of-home) and non-traditional (social media, digital, online), track campaign progress, provide recommendations, and report findings.

· General Services Agency – City Admin - $325,000 - This contract will establish a list of vendors in different parts of the City to perform as needed/seasonal car washing/detailing services (including some biohazard decontaminants) for the City’s fleet of cars, sedans, pick ups and SUVs.  Additionally, mobile car washing services will be available for vehicles and equipment including street sweepers, tractor and aerial trucks.


· Mayor - $250,000 - Concise description of proposed work:  The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) of the City and County of San Francisco is seeking proposals from qualified consultants to provide a range of environmental services related to the acquisition of land for the development of affordable housing.  The funds to be used for potential acquisition are subject to regulation by 24 CFR Part 58.  The services may include one or more of the following:  Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) Phase I, II and IIIs; Soil, air and groundwater testing and reporting to evaluate human health risk related to chemical contamination in any or all media; and seismic studies.


· Public Utilities Commission - $210,000 - The SFPUC’s headquarters is a 13-story building located at 525 Golden Gate Avenue.  Construction was completed in mid-2012 and included in construction was a building maintenance unit (BMU), a device used to assist in the maintenance of large structures, provided by Tractel, Inc.  In order to meet the maintenance needs of SFPUC’s headquarters, the Tractel unit must be regularly inspected and maintained so it can be used by the building engineers and vendors needing to use it for installation and repairs of windows and exterior venetian blinds, and for window washing services.


The work under this agreement consists of regular inspections and maintenance to ensure the integrity and operation of the Tractel unit so building engineers and vendors may provide emergency services, maintenance, and window washing to the SFPUC headquarters building.  These services include training sessions for all persons who may utilize the Tractel unit.


· Recreation and Park Commission - $1,500,000 - Facilities capital planning software and associated facility assessment services for Recreation and Park assets and facilities, including storage, analysis and reporting of facility condition data on a proprietary software application.


· Municipal Transportation Agency - $15,000,000 - The vendor shall provide specialized facilities management services on short notice to augment existing SFMTA staff resources.  Specifically, the vendor shall provide as-needed facilities management, inspection, repair, and preventative maintenance services for the SFMTA’s Strategic Real Estate and Facilities Group of Agency leased and owned facilities, including:  heating, ventilation, and air conditioning; plumbing and pipefitting; elevators/escalators; electrical; building management; commissioning; architectural and framework building maintenance; fire alarm systems; fire suppression system; roofing; janitorial; landscaping/grounds; pest control; waste management and recycling; and other facilities management-related services.


· Public Library - $206,679 - For the maintenance of the Library’s Integrated Library System’s Enterprise Resource Planning System that services the Blind & Print Disabled patrons.  This system contains proprietary software that hosts, maintains and supports databases that serve and meet patron search requests, and documents them for the Library.  Requirements must include tracking patron requests and filling reservations; staff-assisted book selection; automatic book selection for some patrons’ materials check-in and check-out; generation of mailing cards, collection review, and weeding; talking Book machine inventory control and assignment; managing overdue and notices; generating collections and patron-activity reports for the National Library Service; label production for bulk mailings; and queries for retrieving specific database records or sets of records.  The database needs two graphical user interfaces (one for patrons, one for staff).  Screens and functions must interface effectively with assistive technology used by patrons and staff.  Services include as-needed onsite staff training.  The System and services must continue meeting standards set by the National Library Service of the Library of Congress.


· Airport Commission - $130,000,000 to $220,000,000 - Project Management Support Services (PMSS) and Design Build (DB) service teams with elevated people-mover guideway and operating system experience is required to manage the design and construction of the Airport AirTrain Extension projects.  Services to be provided include project controls, scheduling, document control, design management, contracts management, Architectural and Engineering (AE) design services, furnishing and installing AirTrain Operating System components at new stations and guideway areas, Train Control System modifications, and construction of the AirTrain Extension and Stations.  The AirTrain Extension and Improvements Program includes:  1) the Airport AirTrain Extension to Lot DD, 2) the AirTrain Stations at Long Term Parking Lot DD and at the Airport Hotel, and 3) new AirTrain Operating System work, 4) Modifications to the Train Control System, and 5) PMSS for oversight of all scope (Professional Services).


· General Services Agency – Public Works - $2,950,000 to $5,350,000 - Consultants will perform a full range of highly specialized environmental services in conformance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Better Market Street (BMS) Project, a project to improve pedestrian, transit, bicycle, and vehicular mode circulation, and activate the street by adding street life zones between Octavia Blvd and the Embarcadero (and possibly Mission Street between S. Van Ness Avenue to the Embarcadero).  It is expected that a joint Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be required.  Consultants will conduct aesthetics/visual, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning noise, transportation and traffic, utilities and service systems and other analyses needed to support that analysis.


· General Services Agency – Public Works - $5,000,000 to $8,000,000 - The selected consultant (“consultant”) will perform a full range of highly specialized services for the Islais Creek Bridge Rehabilitation Project (“Project”).  The Project requires specialized engineering and environmental consultants with expertise in complex, major infrastructure projects, particularly seismic retrofit and rehabilitation of bascule bridges over water with a strong environmental/regulatory component.  The consultant will perform the work in three phases.  Phase 1 consists of a condition survey of the bridge, preliminary engineering, and environmental studies.  Phase 2 consists of detailed design and preparation of construction documents.  Phase 3 consists of providing engineering support during construction.


· Public Library - $647,750 - Library seeks a sole-source agreement with Cengage Learning Inc. Cengage Learning, in partnership with Smart Horizons Career Online Education, offers and 18-credit, career-based online high school diploma program designed to prepare students for entry into the workplace.  Students earn an accredited high school diploma plus a career certificate.  It is the only program of its kind.  The Library’s new Learning & Literacy Center will administer the program, working with our Project Read Staff and community partners to identify prospective students.  The scope of services includes online assessment to identify students who can be successful in the program; customized and in-depth program implementation training for library staff facilitators who will work directly with the students; student coaching (online and by phone); student recruiting and marketing support, curriculum including 18 credits (14 academic and 4 career); coursework in language arts, social studies, mathematics, and science, plus career electives offering eight career tracks.  The Contractor shall be required to enroll and educate 125 students during the first year, 150 students during the second year and 175 students during the third year.


· Mayor - $625,000 to $1,250,000 - The Contractor shall provide & maintain an end-to-end web-based grants management system as a Commercial Off-The-Shelf solution or customized SaaS/PaaS/Cloud hosted subscription-based platform to provide the functionalities described below for at least 1,000 Users with varying levels of access, as well as a wide variety of experience in the use of online tools.  The System must provide Mayor’s Office of Housing & Community Development (MOHCD) staff & potential and awarded Grantees with the ability to initiate, manage and monitor the entire granting process, including Grantee Project proposal set-up, submission, review and negotiations, grant award, reporting and reimbursement, & Agency & User setup and administration.  Services provided shall include System planning & management, including but not limited to, requirements & design, integration, testing, acceptance, deployment, data migration (if applicable), training, & maintenance.  Developer & Subscription System User support Monday through Friday, 8am – 6pm Pacific Time (as a minimum window of availability) is required. 

· San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Report on Position-Based Testing Program.


· Municipal Transportation Agency’s Annual Report on Anticipated and Actual Numbers and Classifications of “Promotive Only” Examinations.


· Appeal by Stephen Engler of the Department of Human Resources’ Decision to Reject His Application for the H-20 Fire Lieutenant Examination. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny the appeal by Mr. Engler.

· Advice from the Deputy City Attorney re: harmonizing the requirements of due process with public comment on items that are likely to come before the Commission in its capacity as an adjudicative body.  Recommendation: Adopt the Executive Officer’s report; make any edits as deemed necessary and direct the Executive Officer to add the above language to the Civil Service Commission Agenda.

· Request for Hearing by Alexander Kan, Student Design Trainee III (Class 5382) on His Future Employment Restrictions with the City and County of San Francisco. Recommendation: Deny the appeal and restrict Alexander Kan to no future employment with the City and County of San Francisco.

Youth (Monday, December 4, 515PM)


Discussion Only


· Presentation on Non-Citizen Voting in School Board Elections (Prop N, November 2016) Implementation Efforts

· Discussion on Youth Experience of Open Space in San Francisco

· Discussion on Possible Holiday Party

Action Items 

· [Third Reading] Resolution 1718-AL-04 [Resolution to Support the Erection of the Comfort Women Statue in St. Mary’s Square]


· [First Reading] Resolution 1718-AL-06 [Resolution in Support of Youth Justice Reform]

Airport (Tuesday, December 5, 9AM)


Action Items


· Award of the International Terminal Duty Free and Luxury Stores Lease DFS Group, L.P.


· Commencement of the Request for Proposals Process for the Terminal 1 Food and Beverage Concession Leases


· Commencement of the Request for Proposals Process for the Terminal 1 Retail Concession Leases


· Authorization to Accept Proposals for Six Terminal 2 Concession Leases


· Award of Contract No. 11151.01 Ground Based Radar Water Perimeter Intrusion Detection System - Security Radar Integrators, Inc. - $2,826,537


· Modification No. 2 to the Funding Agreement, Contract No. 8858, with the California State Parks Foundation


· Modification No. 3 (Annual Renewal) to Professional Services Contract No. 9350.44 Project Management Support Services for the REACH – Customer Hospitality, Boarding Areas A & G Project - The Allen Group, LLC / Avila and Associates Consulting Engineers, Inc., a Joint Venture - $3,190,263


· Approval of Phase C1 to Contract No. 8465C.66 Design-Build Services for the Superbay Hangar Fire Suppression System Replacement Project - The Weitz Company, LLC - $2,880,880


· Award of Contract No. 10516.61 Construction Services for the West Field and Domestic Garages Coating


· and Repairs Project - Olympos Painting, Inc. - $1,829,000


· Modification No. 3 to Professional Services Contract No. 10060.41 Project Management Support Services for the Ground Transportation Unit (GTU) Relocation Project - PGH Wong Engineering, Inc. - $344,089


· Modification No. 4 to Contract No. 9299 Guest Service Enhancement Services - Customer Services Experts, Inc. - $328,500


Community Investment & Infrastructure (Tuesday, December 5, 1PM)


Discussion Only


· Workshop on FY 2016-17 Annual Affordable Housing Production Report

· Annual Certificate of Preference Marketing and Outreach Report, FY 2016-17 from the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development


Action Items


· Conditionally approving the schematic design for an affordable housing and retail mixeduse building at Candlestick Point North Block 10a, consisting of approximately 156 affordable family rental units, including 35 units set aside for formerly homeless families; and adopting environmental review findings pursuant to CEQA; Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Area

Entertainment (Tuesday, December 5, 530PM)

Action Items


· Hearing and Possible Action regarding applications for permits under the jurisdiction of the Entertainment Commission: 


Consent Agenda

· EC-1425 – Garnicki, Tony, Berber, 1516 Broadway St., Limited Live Performance Permit.


Regular Agenda

· EC-1424 – Murphy, Scott, Nate Valentine, and Chad Donnelly, August Hall & Fifth Arrow, 420 & 430 Mason St., Place of Entertainment, Extended Hours Premises, and Billiard Parlor Permits.


· ECLSP-6054 – Delaney, Michelle, Minna Gallery Holiday Party, Outside of 111 Minna St., Saturday, December 9, 2017 from 6pm-12am, Loudspeaker Permit.


· Discussion and Possible Action to adopt written comments and/or recommendations to be submitted by the Acting Director to the Planning Department and/or Department of Building Inspection regarding noise issues for proposed residential projects per Chapter 116 of the of the Administrative Code:

· 425 Mason Street, Bl/Lot: 0306/002, Discussion and possible action to adopt written comments and/or recommendations regarding noise issues for the proposed hotel/motel project at 425 Mason Street, which is located within 300 feet of The Hotel Donatello and former Ruby Skye which will be August Hall & Fifth Arrow, permitted Places of Entertainment.


· 542-550 Howard Street, Bl/Lot: 3721/135, 136, 138, 016, Discussion and possible action to adopt written comments and/or recommendations regarding noise issues for the proposed residential project at 542-550 Howard Street, which is located within 300 feet of Southside Spirit House, Kate O’Brien’s, Temple Nightclub, and Harlot, permitted Places of Entertainment.


· Review and possible action to change the conditions on the Place of Entertainment permit #EC-953 Place of Entertainment permit, dba Hue located at 447 Broadway, San Francisco, CA. 94133 at the request of permittee.


· Consideration and possible adoption of proposed findings and determination, in conjunction with the Commission’s previously announced decision In the Matter of a Complaint against Jose Escolero dba La Oficina’s Place of Entertainment Permit No. EC-1216 that included imposition of a 30-day suspension.  (Commission to discuss and vote to accept, modify, or reject, proposed findings and determination.) 


· Review and possible action to change the conditions of the Good Neighbor Policy

Health (Tuesday, December 5, 4PM, Laguna Honda Hospital and Rehabilitation Center Administration Building Gerald Simon Theatre)

Discussion Only 

· LAGUNA HONDA HOSPITAL AND REHABILITATION CENTER (LHH) ANNUAL REPORT - THE LHH ANNUAL REPORT HIGHLIGHTS ACHIEVEMENTS AND IMPORTANT EVENTS DURING THE FISCAL YEAR 2016-17.


Action Items


· RESOLUTION TO HONOR COLLEEN CHAWLA - THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL CONSIDER A RESOLUTION IN HONOR OF COLLEEN CHAWLA, DEPARTING SFDPH DEPUTY DIRECTOR, AND DIRECTOR OF POLICY AND PLANNING.

· DECEMBER 2017 CONTRACTS REPORT


· REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A NEW CONTRACT WITH DELOITTE CONSULTING LLP, FOR THE OVERALL PROJECT MANAGEMENT OF THE ELECTRONIC HEALTH RECORD (EHR) PROJECT. THE EHR PROGRAM AND PROJECT MANAGER WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL PROJECTS WITHIN THE EHR AND FOR THE OVERALL SUCCESS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION AND ADOPTION OF THE EHR PROJECT FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH, IN THE AMOUNT OF $9,900,000, WHICH INCLUDES A 12% CONTINGENCY AND AN OPTION TO EXTEND THE CONTRACT FOR AN ADDITIONAL 24 MONTHS. THE TERM OF THE CONTRACT INCLUDING OPTIONS IS FOR THE PERIOD DECEMBER 1, 2017 TO NOVEMBER 30, 2022 (60 MONTHS).


· REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A NEW CONTRACT WITH DELOITTE CONSULTING LLP, TO PROVIDE AS-NEEDED PROJECT MANAGEMENT, GO FORWARD INITIATIVES, PROJECT/COORDINATION AND OPERATIONAL READINESS SERVICES IN SUPPORT OF THE ELECTRONIC HEALTH RECORD PROJECT FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH IN THE AMOUNT OF $9,900,000, WHICH INCLUDES A 12% CONTINGENCY AND AN OPTION TO EXTEND THE CONTRACT FOR AN ADDITIONAL 24 MONTHS. THE TERM OF THE CONTRACT INCLUDING OPTIONS IS FOR THE PERIOD DECEMBER 1, 2017 TO NOVEMBER 30, 2022 (60 MONTHS).


· REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A NEW CONTRACT WITH DELOITTE CONSULTING LLP, FOR REVENUE CYCLE MANAGEMENT SERVICES, IS SUPPORT OF THE SFDPH ELECTRONIC HEALTH RECORD (EHR) PROJECT IN THE AMOUNT OF $9,900,000 WHICH INCLUDES A 12% CONTINGENCY AND AN OPTION TO EXTEND THE CONTRACT FOR AN ADDITIONAL 24 MONTHS. THE TERM OF THE CONTRACT INCLUDING OPTIONS IS FOR THE PERIOD DECEMBER 1, 2017 TO NOVEMBER 30, 2022 (60 MONTHS).


· REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A NEW CONTRACT WITH GOLDEN GATE NEUROMONITORING LLC, FOR NEUROPHYSIOLOGICAL MONITORING SERVICES AT ZUCKERBERG SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL HOSPITAL IN THE AMOUNT OF $1,850,000, WHICH INCLUDES A 12% CONTINGENCY AND AN OPTION TO EXTEND THE CONTRACT FOR AN ADDITIONAL 52 MONTHS. THE TERM OF THE CONTRACT INCLUDING OPTIONS IS NOVEMBER 1, 2018 TO OCTOBER 31, 2022. (60 MONTHS).

· REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A NEW PERPETUAL SOFTWARE LICENSE AGREEMENT AND ACCOMPANYING SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT WITH HYLAND SOFTWARE, INC. FOR THE HYLAND ONBASE SOFTWARE APPLICATION FOR ENTERPRISE CONTENT MANAGEMENT (ECM) IN SUPPORT OF THE ELECTRONIC HEALTH RECORD PROJECT. THE SOFTWARE LICENSE AGREEMENT SHALL BE IN THE AMOUNT OF $2,060,268 AND THE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT SHALL BE IN THE AMOUNT OF $4,309,530 FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY 1, 2018 TO DECEMBER 31, 2022 (60 MONTHS).


· REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A NEW CONTRACT WITH NORDIC CONSULTING PARTNERS, INC., TO PROVIDE AS-NEEDED PROJECT MANAGEMENT, GO FORWARD INITIATIVES, PROJECT/COORDINATION AND OPERATIONAL READINESS SERVICES IN SUPPORT OF THE ELECTRONIC HEALTH RECORD PROJECT FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH IN THE AMOUNT OF $9,900,000, WHICH INCLUDES A 12% CONTINGENCY AND AN OPTION TO EXTEND THE CONTRACT FOR AN ADDITIONAL 24 MONTHS. THE TERM OF THE CONTRACT INCLUDING OPTIONS IS FOR THE PERIOD DECEMBER 1, 2017 TO NOVEMBER 30, 2022 (60 MONTHS).


· LAGUNA HONDA HOSPITAL AND REHABILITATION CENTER (LHH) ANNUAL REPORT - THE LHH ANNUAL REPORT HIGHLIGHTS ACHIEVEMENTS AND IMPORTANT EVENTS DURING THE FISCAL YEAR 2016-17.


· CONSIDERATION OF LHH STAFF CREDENTIALING REPORT (Closed Session)

Municipal Transportation Agency (Tuesday, December 5, 1PM)


Discussion Only

· Update on Vision Zero

· Presentation and discussion of the SFMTA’s Fiscal Year 2017 year-end financial audit.

· Presentation and discussion regarding the “Better Market Street” project. 

Action Items


· Approving the following traffic modifications:


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO STOPPING ANYTIME − Mississippi Street, east side, from 17 feet to 45 feet north of 22nd Street.


· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGN − Pico Avenue, eastbound, at Ashton Avenue.


· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGN − Greenwich Street, westbound, at Hyde Street.


· ESTABLISH – 1-HOUR PARKING, 9 AM TO 7 PM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY, AND 9 AM TO 6 PM, SATURDAY − Lowell Street, south side, between Mission Street and Morse Street.


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO STOPPING ANY TIME − Potrero Avenue, east side, from 120 feet to 135 feet north of 16th Street.


· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGNS − Persia Street, eastbound and westbound, at Paris Street.


· EXTEND – RED ZONE − Stanyan Street, east side, from 7 feet to 22 feet south of the northerly marked crosswalk at McAllister Street.


· ESTABLISH – 45 DEGREE ANGLE PARKING − Lisbon Street, west side, from Peru Avenue to 10 feet north of Avalon Avenue


· ESTABLISH – NO PARKING ANYTIME − Carroll Avenue, north side, from 295 feet to 338 feet west of Third Street; and Carroll Avenue, north side, from 490 feet to 533 feet west of Third Street.


· ESTABLISH – PERPENDICULAR PARKING − Carroll Avenue, north side, from 338 feet to 490 feet west of Third Street; and Carroll Avenue, north side, from 533 feet west of Third Street to Mendell Street.


· ESTABLISH – NO PARKING ANYTIME − Mission Street, west side, from 222 feet to 280 feet north of 22nd Street.


· ESTABLISH – BLUE ZONE, DISABLED PARKING ONLY, AT ALL TIMES “698” 18th Avenue, east side, from 1 foot to 21 feet north of Cabrillo Street.

· Amending the Transportation Code, Division II to prohibit parking on both sides of Fillmore Street between Turk Street and Golden Gate Avenue at nine general metered parking spaces except for SFPD vehicles displaying an SFMTA permit and approving parking and traffic modifications as follows:


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO STOPPING ANYTIME EXCEPT CITY-OWNED MARKED SAN FRANCISCO POLICE DEPARTMENT VEHICLES – Fillmore Street, east side, from 69 feet to 151 feet south of Turk Street, and Fillmore Street, west side, from 71 feet to 169 feet south of Turk Street, except for City-owned SFPD vehicles displaying a permit issued by the SFMTA.


· Approving parking and traffic modifications to reconfigure northbound 7th Street between 16th Street and Townsend Street as follows:


· ESTABLISH – TOW AWAY, NO STOPPING ANYTIME - 7th Street, east side, from King Street to 100 feet northerly; 7th Street, east side, from King Street to 365 feet southerly and 7th Street, east side, from 16th Street to 978 feet northerly. 

· Authorizing the Director to execute the 2017 Memorandum of Understanding with the Recreation and Park Commission to facilitate the Phase I renovation of the historic Geneva Car Barn; and approving the Master Lease to allow the Recreation and Park Commission to lease the Powerhouse as a recreation and arts facility for 55 years.

· Authorizing the Director to provide incentive pay for SFMTA service critical operators who begin work on New Year’s Eve 2017 and continued into New Year’s Day for 2018.


· Making environmental review findings and approving various parking and traffic modifications along the L Taraval Muni transit corridor as follows:


· RESCIND – TRANSIT STOP - Taraval Street, south side, west of 35th Avenue; Taraval Street, north side, east of 44th Avenue; Taraval Street, south side, west of 44th Avenue.


· RESCIND – TRANSIT BOARDING ISLAND AND TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME - Taraval Street, north side, from 44th Avenue to 220 feet easterly; Taraval Street, south side, from 44th Avenue to 220 feet westerly.


· ESTABLISH – UNMETERED GENERAL PARKING, 2 HOUR TIME LIMIT, 8 AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY - Taraval Street, north side, from 33rd Avenue to 34th Avenue; Taraval Street, south side, from 33rd Avenue to 34th Avenue; Taraval Street, north side, from 34th Avenue to 35th Avenue; Taraval Street, south side, from 34th Avenue to 35th Avenue; Taraval Street, north side, from 25 feet to 140 feet west of 35th Avenue; Taraval Street, south side, from 35th Avenue to 36th Avenue.


· ESTABLISH – UNMETERED GENERAL PARKING, 4 HOUR TIME LIMIT, 8 AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY - Taraval Street, north side, from 43rd Avenue to 44th Avenue; Taraval Street, south side, from 43rd Avenue to 44th Avenue; Taraval Street, north side, from 44th Avenue to 45th Avenue; Taraval Street, south side, from 44th Avenue to 45th Avenue; Taraval Street, south side, from 45th Avenue to 46th Avenue; Taraval Street, north side, from 46th Avenue to 47th Avenue; Taraval Street, south side, from 46th Avenue to 47th Avenue.


· ESTABLISH – GREEN METERED PARKING, 30-MINUTE TIME LIMIT, 9 AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY AND RESCIND – TRANSIT BOARDING ISLAND AND TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME - Taraval Street, north side, from 25th Avenue to 24 feet westerly.

· Amending Transportation Code, Division II to revise the definition of “Downtown Core”; establish a citywide parking meter zone with variable parking meter rates; establish citywide variable motorcycle parking meter rates; provide a description and maps of the area in the parking meter zone; establish criteria for periodically adjusting parking meter rates; modify Special Event parking meter rates and areas; and eliminate Parking Meter Zone Numbers One through Four.

· Adopting the 2017 Transportation Sector Climate Action Strategy which provides a framework for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector and for increasing the resilience of the transportation system in advance of future climate impacts.

Aging and Adult Services (Wednesday, December 6, 930AM)

Discussion Only


· Informational review of FY 17-18 Area Plan budget amendments related to one-time only funding

Action Items


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Family Caregiver Alliance to provide respite care during the period of January 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $1,250,000 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $1,375,000.

· Requesting authorization to modify existing grant agreement with SELF-HELP FOR THE ELDERLY for the time period beginning July 1, 2017 and ending June 30, 2020, in the additional amount of $258,460 plus a 10% contingency for a total not to exceed amount of $1,120,407.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a contract agreement with Swords to Plowshares for the provision of supportive services and connection for veterans for the time period beginning January 1, 2018 and ending June 30, 2020, in the amount of $758,199 plus a 10% contingency of $75,820 for a total not to exceed amount of $834,019.


Board of Appeals (Wednesday, December 6, 930AM)

Action Items


· APPEAL - ALAN & PEI YI FUNG vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 1968 Quint Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on September 19, 2017, to Xiao Yan Zeng, of an Alteration Permit (first floor: partition bedroom and family room, two baths, replace windows at rear; second floor: alter bathroom to two baths, convert dining room to bedroom, change windows at rear, new deck, new skylight over existing stairwell).


· APPEAL - MUNA AZZGHAYER vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS BUREAU OF STREET USE AND MAPPING, Re: One Front Street & 532 Market Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on September 08, 2017, to Halal Cart LLC, of a Mobile Food Facility Permit (for the sale of chicken, lamb, kabobs and rice).

· APPEAL - PANORAMIC INTERESTS vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY, Re: 333 12th Street. Appealing the DENIAL on August 11, 2017, of a Tree Removal Permit application (denial of request to remove and replace six privately maintained street trees adjacent to the subject property).


· JURISDICTION REQUEST - Subject property at 1801 Mission Street. Mission Economic Development Agency, requestor, is asking that the Board take jurisdiction over Site Permit No. 2013/10/03/8419, which was issued on August 01, 2017 by the Department of Building Inspection. The appeal period ended on August 16, 2017, and the jurisdiction request was filed at the Board office on November 09, 2017. Permit Holder: 1801 Mission LLC. Project: Erect seven stories, 17 dwelling unit, mixed use, Type 1 building.


· APPEAL - TODD ESKER vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 21 Rosemont Place. Protesting the ISSUANCE on September 08, 2017, to Rosemont Place LLC, of an Alteration Permit (revision to BPA No. 2017/02/13/9269; alter exterior windows and siding; remove second staircase).


· APPEAL - CHRIS DO vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 3815 18th Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on September 18, 2017, to Peter Louie, of an Alteration Permit (to comply with Notice of Violation Nos. 201647218 and 201797294, including maintaining clearance at planter box).


Historic Preservation (Wednesday, December 6, 1230PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance


· AFRICAN AMERICAN HISTORIC CONTEXT STATEMENT – Consideration to adopt, modify, or disapprove the African American Citywide Historic Context Statement. Partially funded by the Historic Preservation Fund Committee, the context statement documents the history of African Americans in San Francisco from the City's earliest development to the present day. It outlines significance, integrity considerations, registration requirements, and further recommendations. Proposed for Indefinite Continuance

Action Items


· 500 TURK STREET – northwest corner of Turk Street and Larkin Street, (Assessor's block/lot 0741/002) – Commission Review and Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The proposed project would demolish an existing one- to two-story, 20- to 30-foot-tall, 7,315-square-foot concrete tire and automobile service building and construct an eight-story, 79-foot-tall, 106,000-square-foot building that would contain 107 affordable residential units and one manager's unit. Constructed in 1935, the building is individually eligible for listing on the California Register. Note: This public hearing is intended to assist the Commission on its preparation of comments on the DEIR. Comments made by members of the public at this hearing will not be considered comments on the DEIR and may not be responded to in the final EIR. The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to receive comments on the DEIR on Thursday, January 11, 2018. Written comments on the DEIR will be accepted at the Planning Department until 5:00 p.m. on Friday, January 16, 2018.


· 1610 GEARY BOULEVARD – between Post Street and Geary Boulevard, Assessor's Block 0700, Lots 022, 023 (District 5). Consideration to adopt a Resolution to recommend to the Board of Supervisors Landmark Designation of 1601 Geary Boulevard, historically known as Peace Pagoda and Peace Plaza, as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. Constructed in 1968, the Peace Pagoda and Peace Plaza were designed by master architect, Yoshiro Taniguchi and are significantly associated with the history and identity of the Japantown community. The HPC initiated landmark designation of the subject property on June 21, 2017. It is located in a Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale (NC-3) zoning district and a 50-X Height and Bulk district. Preliminary Recommendation: At the request of the Japantown Task Force, Adopt a revised Recommendation for Approval to include only Peace Pagoda in the Article 10 designation.

· 236-246 1ST STREET – Consideration to Initiate Landmark Designation of the Phillips Building, Assessor's Block 3736, Lot 006 (District 6), as an Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. The subject property is architecturally significant as a distinctive example of the Art Deco style, specifically the Mayan Deco substyle, and is the largest Art Deco style loft building in San Francisco; and is significant for its association with master architects Henry H. Meyers and George R. Klinkhardt. The property at 234‐246 First Street is located within the C-3-O(SD) – Downtown Office (Special Development) Zoning District and 200-S Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· 460 ARGUELLO BOULEVARD – east side of Arguello Blvd. between Euclid Avenue and Geary Blvd., Assessor's Block 1061, Lot 049 (District 1). Consideration to Recommend to the Board of Supervisors 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: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

· 600 32ND AVENUE – east side of 32nd Avenue between Geary Blvd. and Balboa Street, Assessor's Block 1574, Lot 001 (District 1). Consideration to Recommend to the Board of Supervisors 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: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

· 2728 BRYANT STREET – west side of Bryant Street between 25th and 26th streets, Assessor's Block 4273, Lot 008 (District 8). Consideration to Recommend to the Board of Supervisors 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: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

· 99 GROVE STREET – south side, between Polk Street and Larkin Street; Assessor's Block 0812, Lot 001 (District 6) – Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the proposed installation of a neon-lit artwork spanning the brick portion of the western façade and a small portion of the southern façade of the Bill Graham Civic Auditorium. Components include transformers, conduit, and neon tubing. The subject property is a contributory building within the Article 10 Civic Center Landmark District, and is located within a P (Public) Zoning District and 80-X Height and Bulk District. Historically known as the Exposition Auditorium, the subject building was originally designed by architecture firm Howard, Meyer, Reid in the Beaux-Arts style as part of the 1915 Panama-Pacific International Exposition. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business application: 


· 2222 MARKET STREET – on the north side of Market Street between Sanchez Street and Noe Street. Assessor's Block 3560, Lot 031 (District 8). Beck's Motor Lodge is family-owned and –operated motel that has been serving the Castro neighborhood for 59 years. 

· 800 DIVISADERO STREET – on the east side of Divisadero Street at the corner of Fulton Street. Assessor's Block 1180, Lot 013 (District 5). For 43 years, Eddie's Café has been serving comfort food to the residents and visitors of the Western Addition in its diner-influenced atmosphere. 

· 5006 MISSION STREET – on the west side of Mission Street between Seneca Avenue and Italy Avenue. Assessor's Block 6968, Lot 009 (District 11). Little Joe's Pizzeria is a 59-year-old Excelsior/Outer Mission establishment that has been serving up an array of Italian and Mexican dishes in a vintage Italian-restaurant setting. 


· 155 MAIN STREET – on the east side of Main Street between Howard Street and Mission Street. Assessor's Block 3717, Lot 011 (District 6). For 32 years, One Twenty for Hair has been providing affordable, high quality salon services and products to the Downtown/Financial District neighborhood. 

Immigrant Rights (Wednesday, December 6, 3PM, 100 Van Ness Avenue) – SPECIAL/HOLIDAY PARTY

Police (Wednesday, December 6, 530PM)

Discussion Only


· Presentation of the Safe Place Initiative

· Presentation of the 3rd Quarter 2017 Statistical Report


· Presentation of the Summary of Cases Received, Mediation of Complaints, Adjudication of Sustained Complaints for October 2017 & Companion Reports

· 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


· Request of the Chief of Police for approval to accept $6,000.00 in gift cards from Target's Heroes & Helpers Grant Program to help brighten the holiday season for 40 economically disadvantaged children

· Discussion and possible action to recommend that the Board of Supervisors, through the Budget and Finance Committee, approve a budget modification to add unanticipated revenue and overtime expenses to support new police services to the Transbay Joint Powers Authority

· Discussion and possible action to recommend that the Board of Supervisors, through the Budget and Finance Committee, approve a budget modification reallocating Department savings to fund anticipated overtime in excess of the adopted budget at the Airport Bureau


· CONFERENCE WITH NEGOTIATOR-LABOR NEGOTIATION - Anticipated Issues Under Negotiation: Procedures for Implementing Administrative Appeals in Police Discipline Proceedings (Closed Session)


· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE APPOINTMENT - Executive Director, Department of Police Accountability Discussion and possible action to appoint a permanent Executive Director, Department of Police Accountability (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. 0CC 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, December 6, 4PM, 25 Van Ness Avenue, Room 70) - SPECIAL

Discussion Only


· Strategic Plan Overview - Dr. Emily Murase will present near-term goals of the Department’s 5-Year Strategic Plan.


Action Items


· Commission on the Status of Women 2018 Meeting Schedule

· Safer Schools Sexual Assault Task Force Report - Women’s Policy Director Minouche Kandel and Julia Weber present the 2017 Safer Schools Sexual Assault Task Force Report for Commission approval.


· Commission and Boards Gender Analysis Report - Workplace Policy and Legislative Director Elizabeth Newman and Policy Fellow Nami Yokogi present the 2017 Commissions and Boards Gender Analysis Report for Commission approval.


City Hall Preservation (Thursday, December 7, 5PM)

Discussion Only


Planning (Thursday, December 7, 1PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance


· 3314 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET – north side between Mission Street and South Van Ness Avenue - Lot 012 in Assessor’s Block 6571 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1 and 303 for the demolition of an existing 13,000 sq. ft. light industrial building and construction of a 65-ft. tall, six-story and 49,475 sq. ft. mixed-use building that includes approximately 11,430 sq. ft. of ground floor commercial retail and 48,365 sq. ft. of residential use for 58 dwelling units. The proposed project would also include a total 9,020 sq. ft. of private and common residential open space, 62 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and an approximately 6,300 sq. ft. basement-level garage for 27 accessory automobile and 1 car-share parking spaces. The subject properties are located within the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) Zoning District and 65-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 Continuance to January 18, 2018

· 430 BROADWAY ST – between Kearny and Montgomery Streets, Lot 009 in Assessor’s Block 0144 (District 3) - Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 714 and 303, to authorize a Restaurant Use (d.b.a. Fondue Chinoise) at an existing 1,850 square-foot tenant space at the ground floor of an existing four-story mixed-use building, previously occupied by a Limited- Restaurant (The Helmand), within the Broadway Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) Zoning District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. This project was reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). WITHDRAWN

· 247 17TH AVENUE – west side, between California and Clement Streets, Lot 009 in Assessor’s Block 1416 (District 1) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to demolish a two-family dwelling through a major alteration within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal includes renovation of the front façade and vertical and horizontal additions. The resulting building will contain two dwelling units. 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 Indefinitely

Discussion Only


· 2017 HEALTH CARE SERVICES MASTER PLAN – Informational Presentation on the 2017 update to the 2013 Health Care Services Master Plan (HCSMP), pursuant to Planning Code Section 342. The HCSMP identifies current and long-range needs for health care services in San Francisco and is intended to improve access to care, particularly for San Francisco’s vulnerable populations.  As part of the 2017 HCSMP update, supporting legislation will also be proposed concurrently with Plan adoption.

· RESIDENTIAL EXPANSION REVIEW - A CLEAR PROCESS FOR ALTERATIONS AND DEMOLITIONS - This item will be an Informational Presentation on the Department’s proposal to eliminate the existing tantamount to demolition controls in Planning Code Section 317 and to establish a new policy and process that requires Planning Commission review for projects in RH districts that exceed specific Floor Area Ratio (FAR) thresholds. This is an informational item only, no Commission action is required at this time.

· MULTIPLE PROPERTIES OWNED OR LEASED BY GOLDEN GATE UNIVERSITY (GGU) LOCATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO – Notification by the Zoning Administrator of the filing of an Institutional Master Plan (IMP) for Golden Gate University.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 304.5, the Planning Commission must hold a public hearing upon receiving a current IMP.  This public hearing is for receipt of public testimony only.  Receipt of this IMP does not constitute approval or disapproval of any proposed projects contained in the IMP by the Planning Commission.  The IMP contains information on the nature and history of the institution, the location and use of affiliated buildings, and institutions’ development plans.

Action Items


· 2358 FILLMORE STREET – southeast corner of Fillmore and Washington Streets; Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 0612 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to allow the establishment of a Liquor Store (dba “Verve Wine”) in a ground floor retail space of a 2-story commercial building in the Upper Fillmore Neighborhood Commercial District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The location will offer wine and spirits for off-site consumption as well as limited on-site instructional tastings. Minor tenant improvements are proposed as a part of the project. 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

· 4068 18TH STREET – north side of 18th Street, between Castro and Hartford Streets, Lot 053 in Assessor’s Block 3582 (District 8) - Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 715, to authorize Accessory Brewery Activities (ABC Type 75 License “Brewpub”) within a conditionally established Restaurant Use (D.B. A. Lark, 2002.1105C, Motion 16670) within the Castro Street Neighborhood Commercial District and 40‐X Height and Bulk District. An ABC Type 75 License authorizes the sale of beer, wine and distilled spirits for consumption on a Bona Fide Eating Place plus a limited amount of brewing of beer. Minor interior tenant improvements are proposed as part of the project, with no expansion of the existing building. 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

· 171 JUDSON AVENUE – south side between Edna Street and Circular Avenue; Lot 032 in Assessor’s Block 3182 (District 7) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2015.11.09.2182, proposing to alter an existing two-story, single family residence by legalizing and constructing a rear horizontal addition at the first and second floors and a third story vertical addition located within a RH-1 (Residential, One-Family) 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). Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

· 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, 3rd floor vertical addition above the existing two-story, single-family dwelling, a roof deck above the proposed new 3rd floor, as well as front and rear roof decks above the existing 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). Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications

· 1709 BRODERICK STREET – west side of Broderick Street between Bush and Pine Streets; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 1048 (District 2) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.12.23.5878, proposing to construct a 2-story bay window on the south side of the subject building, internal modifications, one roof deck and one rear deck within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-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). Preliminary Recommendation: Recommend to the Board of Appeals that modifications be required

Miscellaneous

· Local Homeless Coordinating Board (Monday, December 4, 11AM)


· Sentencing Commission (Wednesday, December 6, 10AM)

· Environment Commission Urban Forestry Council (Friday, December 8, 830AM)


From: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention
Date: Friday, December 01, 2017 5:33:34 PM
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HiJonas,

Please send the attached memo to the Commission on the status of our Community Stabilization
and Displacement Prevention work.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068,Fax: 415-558-6409

kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)

Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 3:21 PM

To: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)

Cc: Flores, Claudia (claudia.flores@sfgov.org)

Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi AnMarie,

We have this memo signed by John. | wanted to see if you would like to send it to the Board or if you
think it should come from John or Aaron. I'll ask Jonas to send it to the Commission.

Let me know what you think.
Thanks,

Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner


mailto:kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

















SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 'MEMO|

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
DATE:  November 27, 2017 o7 041032470
TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors & Planning Commission Recepton
FROM: John Rahaim, Planning Director 415.558.6378
CC: AnMarie Rodgers, Citywide Planning Director Fax:
RE: Community Stabilization & Displacement Prevention Work 415.558.6409
Planning
Dear Honorable Members of the Board & Planning Commissioners, Information:
415.558.6377

The Planning Department is engaged in a robust, equity-focused response to the ongoing crisis of
displacement and gentrification in the City. We are working closely with City agencies and other partners
to provide detailed analysis of impacts on people and their communities, and develop tools and strategies
to help stabilize vulnerable populations, and minimize the risk and likelihood of displacement for low-
income communities.

You may recall that I outlined the Department’s proposed response to these issues in a December 9, 2016
memo to the Board of Supervisors (attached). Since that time, we have moved several aspects of this work
forward. The purpose of this memo is to update you on the progress we have made and the next steps
relating to that work.

To date, the Community Stabilization & Displacement Prevention effort consists of two primary
components:

1. An analysis of where gentrification, displacement and exclusion are most acute, and where
they are most likely to occur in the future, with an emphasis on low-income communities and
communities of color.

2. A toolkit of community stabilization and displacement prevention strategies that can be
applied citywide and tailored to specific neighborhoods based on the needs and priorities of the

community.

Analysis of Gentrification, Displacement and Exclusion

The purpose of this analysis is to understand the state of gentrification and displacement throughout
different neighborhoods in San Francisco. This information will help the City identify where our
community stabilization work is most critical, where to tailor different strategies based on specific
conditions, and which strategies are most effective.

To build our understanding, we have engaged with the Urban Displacement Project; to quote from
their materials, this program is: “a research and action initiative of UC Berkeley in collaboration with
researchers at UCLA, community based organizations, regional planning agencies and the State of
California’s Air Resources Board (ARB). The [Urban Displacement] Project aims to understand the
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nature of gentrification and displacement in the Bay Area. It focuses on creating tools to help
communities identify the pressures surrounding them and take more effective action.”!

The Urban Displacement Project has recently released an update to their analysis and maps of
gentrification and displacement in San Francisco neighborhoods and other Bay Area cities. The
Department, along with San Francisco’s Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development and
Department of Public Health, have worked closely with the Urban Displacement Project to inform the
analysis and mapping in San Francisco.

The updated maps categorize areas in the city at varying stages of displacement and gentrification: areas
where people are at risk of displacement or gentrification, areas that are currently undergoing
gentrification and displacement, or areas where gentrification and displacement is at advanced stages
and have shifted from being considered low income in 2000 to being considered moderate- to high
income today. A new category in the updated maps is “exclusion” that categorizes moderate- and high-
income areas at varying levels of at risk, undergoing, and advanced exclusion. These are generally areas
where rents are so expensive that low-income people cannot move in. See the UC Berkeley press release
here and updated maps here.

Draft Toolkit of Community Stabilization Strategies

The toolkit provides a comprehensive set of strategies, policies, and programs that can be used to combat
displacement, and stabilize communities at risk of displacement. It builds on the work of the Mission
Action Plan 2020 (MAP2020), endorsed earlier this year by the Planning Commission.
The Draft Toolkit consists of policies and programs in the areas of:

* Tenant protections

= Affordable housing preservation including residential hotels

= Affordable housing production including supportive housing for homeless individuals

= Economic Development - small business, arts, workforce development, and nonprofits

The Draft Toolkit (attached) has been compiled and reviewed over the past six months in partnership
with the Mayor’s Office of Housing, Office of Economic Workforce Development, Department of Public
Health, Rent Board, Human Rights Commission, Small Business Commission, and Potrero HopeSF.

What’s Next

The next steps for our Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention work are to:

e Refine our understanding of conditions and trends in neighborhoods identified “at risk,”
“undergoing gentrification and displacement,” or “undergoing exclusion” in the updated Urban
Displacement Project in order to tailor neighborhood strategies to their specific conditions.
Timeline: Spring 2018.

! http://www.urbandisplacement.org/about
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* Engage community experts and City stakeholders in evaluating the existing policies and
programs in the Draft Toolkit and develop and advance additional displacement prevention and
community stabilization tools. Timeline ( Spring 2018)

* Release a final version of the Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention Strategy.
Timeline: Summer 2018.

We will also continue our on-going work iﬁ the Mission, Tenderloin, Chinatown, Excelsior, and Bayview
and identify other neighborhoods at risk and undergoing advanced gentrification and displacement
where strategies should be immediately deployed.

We intend to hold an informational hearing on this project at the Planning Commission in Spring of 2018.
Please look at the draft toolkit and if you have thoughts and concerns about it or about how we are
collaborating with the Urban Displacement Project please contact Kimia Haddadan at
Kimia.Haddadan@sfgov.org or 415-575-9068.

I recognize the great magnitude of the challenge and the high level of effort required to address these
issues. San Francisco should be a city that provides housing for all, and where small businesses,
community-serving and arts organizations can continue to thrive. I look forward to continuing towork
closely with the Board, Commission, City agencies, and community stakeholders to address these critical
issues of gentrification and displacement towards a racially, culturally, and economically diverse city
where all people and the businesses and institutions that support them have the ability to thrive.

Sincerely,

Djrector of Planning

Attachments:

Draft Community Stabilization & Displacement Prevention Toolkit
December 9, 2016 Memo to the Board of Supervisors
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Draft Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention Toolkit (note: this is a draft compilation of current programs to be expanded and reviewed)

Policy/Program

Service(s)

Public/Non-Profit Lead

Rent Control -

Just Cause Protections, Eviction Protections

2.0,
Tenant Harassment Protections

Neighborhood Preference

Program implementation

Tenant counseling/education

Tenant legal representation

Eviction data tracking

Cultural/linguistic appropriate services

Rent board review/mediation

Application assistance and program education

Rent Board

HRC, Tenants Union, Eviction Defense Collaborative, etc.

Eviction Defense Collaborative
Rent Board
Rent Board
Rent Board

Mayors office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD)

Relocation benefits Relocation expenses for no-fault evictions Rent Board

Rental Assistance One-time assistance to prevent eviction MOHCD, EDC, Compass, etc.
Small Sites Program Acquisition and rehabilitation financing MOCHD

Demolition Restrictions Limit dwelling unit removals Planning

Residential Hotel Conversion Ordinance
Condo Conversion Regulations

Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD)
Community Land Trusts

Short-Term Rental Regulations

Enforcement for illegal conversion of SROs

Condo Conversion

Preservation and imporved maintenance of public housing
Acquisition and conversion to limited equity coop housing
Registration for eligible hosts

Department of Building Inspection (DBI)
Public Works

Housing Authority

SF Community Land Trust

Office of Short-Term Rentals

Homeownership Programs

Rental Programs

Below Market-Rate units

Downpayment Assistance Loan

City Second Loan

Teacher Next Door funds for SFUSD teachers
Middle Income Rental Housing Program

MOCHD
MOCHD
MOHCD
MOCHD
MOCHD

Section 8 Housing Authority
Rental Assistance Demonstration Housing Authority
Public Housing HOPE VI Housing Authority
HOPE SF Housing Authority
Inclusionary Housing Below market-rate units in mixed income projects MOHCD
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fees Fees for 100% affordable housing MOCHD
Density Bonus HOME SF for mixed income developments Planning
Accessory Dwelling Units Rent controlled in-law units Planning
Certain variances and streamlining Various waivers or streamlining to facilitate housing Planning
Housing Accelerator Fund Gap or advance funding MOHCD & HAF
Housing Bond Bond funding for affordable housing MOHDC
Pre-application meetings and outreach Process improvements for earlier noticing and engagement Planning
Education about development process Education and training Planning
Data and trends Reports and mapping All Agencies

Artist space

DRAFT

Lease negotiation and space search services
Private funds and other subsidies

Arts Comission, nonprofit partners

Office of Economid and Workforce Development (OEWD), Arts Commission, Planning

November 20, 2017





Draft Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention Toolkit (note: this is a draft compilation of current programs to be expanded and reviewed)

Policy/Program

Art space database & registry

Arts & Cultural Districts

Small Business Technical Assitance

Commercial Business Owernship
Small business protection

Production, Distribution and Repair
protection

Retention and attraction of PDR businesses
and other businesses

Retention and Relocation Fund
Nonprofit Mitigation Fund

Workforce programs
Invest in Neighborhoods

Service(s)

Inventory of spaces and resources

Programming and incentives

Guidance for businesses

lease negotitation, business and marketing assistance
Prioritize commercial space in new development
Support alternative business models such as coops
Update and enforce land use controls such as Calle24
Legacy Business policies

Enforcement for illegal conversion of PDR space
Zoning updates and business support

Programs to attract and retain PDR and other businesses
Dedicated fund fot tenant improvements for displaced
businesses

Displacement & Relocation Technical Assitance

Training, sector academies, access points for unemployed
Various business support services

Public/Non-Profit Lead
Arts Comission
OEWD, Arts Commission, Planning

OEWD, Arts Commission, Planning
OEWD & Planning

OEWD & neighborhood partners
Planning & OEWD

Planning & OEWD
Planning & OEWD
OEWD & nonprofit partners

MOHCD, OEWD
MOHCD, OEWD

OEWD, Department of Children Youth and Their Families, Human Services Agency.

OEWD

Homelessness Prevention & Supportive
Housing

Support services and transitional housing
New housing units
Navigation Centers

Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) & nonprofit partners

MOHCD
HSH

DRAFT

November 20, 2017
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DATE: December9, 2016 ;ﬁig ":/('Jigsion o
TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors San Francisco,
FROM: John Rahaim, Planning Director CA 94103-2479
RE: Addressing Socio-Economic Changes and the Mission Action Plan 2020 Reception: 1

415.558.6378 !
Dear Honorable Members of the Board: Fax: |

415.558.6409 1

In light of ongoing community concerns about Mission District projects, I would like to reviewPlanning

with you our actions in addressing socio-economic changes in the Mission and otherinformaton:
neighborhoods. 415.558.6377

The concerns and direction you articulated in your decision on the 1515 South Van Ness
Avenue appeal are at the heart of our work in many of our community development efforts. I
want to let you know that I personally share many of the concerns raised at the hearing about
the serious challenges to our city’s racial, cultural, and economic diversity posed by the current
economic climate.

The reality of displacement and gentrification across all of San Francisco — and the entire region
- is undeniable, and of serious concern. In 2013, 45 percent of renters paid more than 30 percent
of their income for rent; that means that nearly half of renters in San Francisco are rent
burdened. Evictions are taking place across the City, with the Mission, Richmond, Sunset,
Excelsior, Tenderloin, and Lakeshore neighborhoods having the highest eviction notices in 2015
and 2016. The Latino population in the Mission had declined to 39 percent in 2014, down from ‘
50 percent in 2000. i

We know that these trends are deeply interconnected. We know that there is simply not enough
housing regionally or in San Francisco to meet our needs. We know that producing housing at
all income levels is critical, and that is why we are working with you and other elected officials
to strengthen our affordable housing policies. We also know that it will take a broad set of
smart, bold strategies to address the totality of the causes and effects of high housing costs and
displacement. This is why the Planning Department has devoted an unprecedented level of
resources and focus on the affordability and displacement crisis facing our communities, and -
we share the goal that San Francisco be a place that provides housing for all. :

We are working every day with the community, Planning Commission, elected leaders, and our
City partners to undertake a series of policy and implementation efforts aimed at pursuing this
goal. These include efforts to stabilize our neighborhoods and existing housing stock; to create
more housing options for San Franciscans at every income level and strengthen our affordable
housing requirements; to deepen our understanding of the complex forces behind these issues;
and adapt our housing supply to the unique needs of every San Franciscan. I look forward to
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providing you a full overview of this work and discuss additional efforts that should be
considered.

While economic displacement is a citywide phenomenon, we recognize heightened effects are
acutely felt in communities of color, families, and neighborhoods that have historically been
havens for immigrants and others seeking opportunity or freedom. To that end, the Department
is at work on its Racial & Ethnic Equity Action Plan to train our staff on these issues, and has
been especially engaged in efforts with Supervisor Campos and the Mayor’s Office to preserve
the viability of the Latino community in the Mission, including the Mission 2016 Interim Zoning
Controls and Calle 24 Special Use District.

Our most robust effort to date, the Mission Action Plan 2020 (MAP2020), is of special note.
MAP2020 is a major, and unprecedented collaboration between the City family and Mission
community organizations and residents. I have been proud to be personally involved in nearly
every stage of this work, which has included a thorough and productive dialogue with
community members, city agencies, and elected leaders over the past two years. I'm encouraged
by the innovative approach that MAP2020 has taken in building a set of broad strategies to
protect existing residents, community services, local businesses, and the Mission’s unique
character. Enclosed is a summary of these efforts; the most significant of these is, to provide
nearly 1,000 affordable housing units in the neighborhood. I look forward to bringing
MAP2020 in its entirety to the Planning Commission in 2017, and working with you to advance
its specific strategies through legislation.

In addition, we are exploring how we undertake a broader socio-economic analysis of
displacement, gentrification and growth with a focus on equity. I recognize that many
community members are frustrated that such analysis cannot be conducted under CEQA, and
we have accelerated our work toward this effort. We expect to have a draft by spring 2017.

As we continue speaking about these issues in the context of specific project approvals and
appeals, I would offer that they extend far beyond the scope of any one project. I welcome any
opportunity to join in this critical conversation with you over the coming weeks and months.

Difector of Planning

Attachment: Overview of Recent Planning Activities in the Mission District
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Overview of Recent Planning Activities in the Mission District

MAP2020

The goal of MAP2020 is to retain low to moderate income residents and community-serving businesses
(including Production, Distribution and Repair), artists, and nonprofits in order to strengthen and
preserve the socioeconomic diversity of the Mission neighborhood. MAP2020 has short to long term
strategies to advance its goal and objectives of community stabilization. The full set of solutions is in the
report in detailed and in a matrix format. They are organized into the following topics:

a. Tenant protections
Housing preservation
Affordable Housing production and access
Economic development (small businesses, arts, PDR, jobs and nonprofits)
Community planning (enhance community participation and engagement)
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) hotels
Homelessness

F@R 0o an T

Funding

While some of the strategies fall within existing City programs, the strategies that were included in the

report were arrived at in two key ways:

1. Members of the community prioritized which existing programs are most needed or require
increased resources or tailoring to this particular neighborhood.

2. The collaborative approach helped identify which additional areas are lacking attention or resources.
For example, the report includes several items related to SROs and the arts which have not been
receiving as much attention and tend to be more unique to this neighborhood relative to others in the
City.

Therefore, it is the packet of solutions together tailored to specific neighborhood needs, the collective
process to arrive at these solutions and priorities, and the emphasis on addressing equitable development
that is different about this effort.

The Planning Commission will consider endorsement of the Plan in early 2017. In order to address most
urgent issues quickly, implementation of the short-term (6-12 month) items was prioritized and is
underway since they are primarily tenant and business protection strategies and are therefore of critical
importance for the immediate retention and stabilization of the neighborhood.

After the Planning Commission hearing, the Plan will be presented to the Board. We have also begun to
draft the short-term legislative items related to PDR and neighborhood-serving business protection and
will be proposing that the Planning Commission initiate some of these items in the mext 2 months.
Additionally, we have begun a study on the medium-term zoning changes related to increasing
affordable housing capacity and hope to bring those to the Commission in summer of 2017.
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Before endorsement action and legislative items come to the Board, we would like to have the
opportunity to brief each of you on the work. In particular, we want to update you on the zoning changes
to zoning districts that exist in more than one Supervisorial District, such as the PDR districts.

LATINO CULTURAL DISTRICT
In regard to its work in the LCD, the Planning Department has been actively engaged with Supervisor
Campos and the community in the formation of the Calle 24 SUD, a multi-phased endeavor.

o The first phase focuses on helping preserve the commercial character of the LCD, and 24 Street
in particular, and will include the introduction of the Calle 24 SUD in January by the Board.

o The second phase builds on the goal of preserving the unique character of the LCD. The
Department is currently preparing an analysis about the potential for adjusting allowed building
heights along 24t Street as an additional strategy to take pressure off the corridor and protect
existing businesses since actual development potential on 24t is very limited. Calle 24-specific
design guidelines for new development will also be developed as a next step in this work.

MISSION 2016 INTERIM CONTROLS & PIPELINE PROJECTS

The Mission 2016 Interim Zoning Controls were adopted by the Planning Commission to allow projects
to move forward with additional scrutiny until MAP2020 is finalized. The Department is engaged in
policy analysis as part of the review of most development in the Mission through the Interim Zoning
Controls. These Controls require that staff analyze materials submitted about many of the issues of
concern to the community. These include: housing production, including changes in affordability;
housing preservation, including occupancy types; nearby development, to understand serial effects;
displacement or loss of PDR, arts uses, and community building services. These factors are studied for all
medium-sized projects between 25 and 75 units. For projects with more than 75 units, we also look at
demogfaphic changes, changes of economic pressure that may affect affordability of housing, certain
nonresidential displacement, a jobs and economic profile, and whether relocation assistance has been
provided to certain community building uses. This level of project scrutiny is unique to the Mission, if not
the country, and is a testament to the Department’s concern about the potential loss of the Latino and
low-income community and its presence in the Mission. We believe that the interim controls have made
projects sponsors more sensitive to these concerns and have contributed to projects making adjustments
to their projects such as voluntarily increasing their affordability, including more PDR space, providing
relocation assistance to businesses being displaced, and having more conversations with the community.

In addition, after Supervisor Campos’ request to delay pipeline projects, I also pledged to hold a series of
conversations about each pending pipeline project within the LCD with the Calle 24 council and the
sponsoring developers. Several meetings took place to ensure that these projects sponsors were aware of
these planning efforts and community concerns so they can best serve the LCD by providing community
benefits and mitigating their impacts as best as possible. We believe that these conversations presented an
opportunity to examine the possible benefits to the LCD and the Mission, I have been personally
facilitating discussions between the Latino Cultural District representatives and the developers of
pipeline projects. These discussions will continue with the goal of further enhancing the projects’
compatibility with the district and advancing the goals of all of our Mission stabilization work.
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Between these current long-term community planning efforts of MAP2020 and the LCD, the overarching
policy guidance that the Eastern Neighborhoods provides, and the scrutiny of projects through the
Interim Zoning Controls, the Department is dedicated to ensuring the stabilization of the community and
that development projects contribute to the goals of MAP2020 and the LCD. I am personally committed
to continue to work with my staff to deepen the analysis and the conversations about these critical issues.

We believe that MAP 2020 represents a national model for how urban neighborhoods might address
issues of gentrification and displacement. We are also having this conversation in other neighborhoods,
such as the Tenderloin and through the SoMa Filipinas work. We appreciate the opportunity to engage
with you all on these complex policy issues and we will continue to work with you and the community to
understand these socio-economic pressures affecting the Mission and our City.
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		DATE: November 27, 2017

		TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors & Planning Commission

		FROM: John Rahaim, Planning Director CC: AnMarie Rodgers, Citywide Planning Director

		RE: Community Stabilization & Displacement Prevention Work








Planning Department|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068Fax: 415-558-6409

kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Flores, Claudia (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 2:52 PM

To: Rahaim, John (CPC)

Cc: Varat, Adam (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Haddadan, Kimia (CPC); Green, Andrea (CPC)
Subject: FW: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi Andrea,

John reviewed this already (see attached email) but | believe you were left out of this last email
accidentally. I'm just resurfacing this in our inboxes for his signature (if all we are all good with the
final edits Kimia made) as we would like to transmit to the Board and PC this week, if possible.

Thanks much!

Claudia

Claudia Flores

Planning Department | City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6473 | Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: claudia.flores@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or;

B e O &

From: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)

Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 2:19 PM

To: Rahaim, John (CPC)

Cc: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC); Flores, Claudia (CPC)

Subject: Memo to the Board and CPC re: Community Stabilization and Displacement Prevention

Hi John,

Hope you had a great time over the holidays.


mailto:kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:claudia.flores@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://www.facebook.com/sfplanningdept
http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning
https://twitter.com/sfplanning
http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning

Attached I've finalized the memo to the Board for your final review and signature. This should reflect
all the comments from yourself, AnMarie, and Adam that Claudia coordinated and worked on while |
was away. I've made some minor edits and removed some duplicate language. You can see my
changes in track changes in the second attachment.

The two pdfs attached are the two attachments to this memo.
Please let me know if you have any questions or comments.

Thank you,
Kimia

Kimia Haddadan
Policy and Legislative Planner

Planning Department;City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9068Fax: 415-558-6409

kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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From: lonin, 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: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Executive Directive 17-02

Date: Friday, December 01, 2017 3:56:53 PM

Attachments: Executive Directive 17-02 Process Improvements Plan (Planning Department....pdf

Executive Directive 17-02 Parallel Processing Plan (DBl and Planning) 12....pdf

FYI

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Green, Andrea (CPC) On Behalf Of Rahaim, John (CPC)

Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 3:48 PM

To: Mayor, MYR (MYR)

Cc: Elliott, Jason (MYR); Rich, Ken (ECN); Buckley, Jeff (MYR); Dennis-Phillips, Sarah (ECN); Sider, Dan
(CPC); Bintliff, Jacob (CPC); Leung, Sally (MYR); Jacobson, Caitlin (MYR); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Hui, Tom
(DBI); Strawn, William (DBI)

Subject: Executive Directive 17-02

Mayor Lee,

We are pleased to submit the Planning Department Process Improvement Plan, and the joint
Planning/DBI Parallel Processing Plan, in response to your Executive Directive on Housing
Production. | look forward to your comments.

John

John Rahaim

Planning Director

1650 Mission Street Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103
415-558-6411
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SAN FRANCISCO
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December 1, 2017

Mayor Edwin M. Lee

City Hall, Room 200

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  Executive Directive 17-02: Keeping up the Pace of Housing Production

Your Executive Directive 17-02 charged the Planning Department with submitting a plan for
your consideration by December 1, 2017 outlining process improvement measures to enhance
our regulatory and development review functions in order to streamline the approval and
construction of housing in San Francisco.

While there is no single solution to the housing crisis in San Francisco, we agree that
increasing the supply of housing at all income levels is critical to alleviating the pressures we
currently face. San Francisco is building more housing now than in the past, but we are far
from overcoming decades of under-production and keeping up with current population
growth. While the Planning Department has limited control over the market demand for
housing, we do play a considerable role in determining housing supply; our focus has been
and will continue to be expanding housing opportunities for all San Franciscans.

I can say without reservation that the Planning Department is staffed by a highly talented,
knowledgeable, and dedicated group of people who, despite innumerable challenges outside
of their control and growing workloads, are committed to improving this extraordinary city
we call home. They take their responsibilities seriously; not just in regards to housing, but to
environmental review, historic preservation, design review, and much more. Nonetheless,
planners, including myself, recognize that unnecessarily complex processes hinder our ability
to do good planning and diminish our ability to serve the needs of the public. We welcome
this opportunity to revisit how we do our work.

To this end, we have conducted a comprehensive Department-wide review of our processes —
not only those directly related to housing, but the full range of our procedures. We believe
that such a holistic review, coupled with responsive policy and administrative and
technology-based improvements, will allow more time and attention to be spent on the critical
planning issues that are most in need of attention — housing production chief among them.
Since shortly after the issuance of your Executive Directive, we facilitated an internal process
involving many staff members, and we are excited to share with you the recommendations in
this plan that will be most impactful to our ability to approve more housing, faster.

1650 Mission St.

Suite 400
1650 Mission St.

Suite 400
San francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377





We will continue to work to streamline procedures with your office, the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions, the Board of Supervisors, and the entire San Francisco community.
We look forward to discussing these proposals with you in greater detail and further refining
this plan.

cc (via electronic mail):

Jason Elliott, Chief of Staff

Ken Rich, Director of Development

Jeff Buckley, Senior Advisor for Housing

Sarah Dennis-Phillips, Office of Economic & Workforce Development
President and Members, Planning Commission

President and Members, Historic Preservation Commission
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INTRODUCTION

The mission of the San Francisco Planning Department is to shape the future of San Francisco
and the region by generating an extraordinary vision for the General Plan and in neighborhood
plans; fostering exemplary design through planning controls; improving our surroundings
through environmental analysis; preserving our unique heritage; encouraging a broad range of
housing and a diverse job base; and enforcing the Planning Code.

This mission, and our vision for making San Francisco the world’s most livable urban place —
environmentally, economically, socially, and culturally — reflect the commitment and values
that Planning Department staff apply to an array of tasks, large and small, on a daily basis. In
response to the Executive Directive on Housing Production, staff at all levels were invited to
identify specific ideas for streamlining and improving our current practices, with the goal of
pursuing this mission in the smartest, clearest, and most effective way possible.

To develop this plan, staff inventoried proposals generated from past improvement efforts,
formed a steering committee of content experts and senior staff from all organizational
divisions, and participated in a series of Department-wide, team-level, and one-on-one
discussions with the Planning Director and other senior staff. The Planning Commission has
provided initial guidance as well, through two public discussions at hearings on October 5 and
November 16, 2017, and through informal engagement between staff and Commission officers.

This process improvements plan is presented in the two following sections.

The first section presents an implementation outline for the plan, including an overview of the
anticipated timeframe and phases for implementation, and a description of the refinement
process, public review, and adoption steps that will be used for each of the different vehicles for
improvement (e.g. Department Procedures, Planning Code Amendments).

The second section presents the process improvement measures themselves, grouped in the
following categories:

Application and Intake Procedures

Routine Projects and Permits

Environmental Planning, Historic Preservation, and Design Review
Planning Code and Commission Policies

Administration, Training, and Technology

moNw >

The implementation phase and type of action are indicated for each process improvement
measure, as described in the implementation section.
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|. IMPLEMENTATION AND PHASING

Planning Department staff will work with Planning and Historic Preservation Commissioners,
the planning and development community, general public, sister agencies, Mayor’s Office, and
Board of Supervisors over the coming months to refine and implement the process
improvement measures presented in this plan. To ensure that decision-makers and the public
remain aware and engaged as these efforts progress, staff will deliver quarterly progress reports
to the Mayor’s Office, as required by the Executive Directive, as well as to the Planning
Commission, beginning in early 2018. These reports will provide an opportunity for all parties
to discuss and help shape the city’s planning processes.

The various improvement measures in this plan correspond to one of several implementation
paths, depending on the type of action to be adopted. These are noted for each measure in the
following section, and are as follows:

Operating Procedures refer to internal staff practices that may vary by Division or
functional team, and that generally are not accompanied by external documents, but are
established in internal guidance documents. These are established and modified at the
discretion of appropriate managers and senior staff.

Administrative/Technology Procedures are Department-wide procedures, technology
services, financial and personnel policies that are generally implemented by the
Administration Division. These are established at the discretion of the Chief
Administrative Officer or the Planning Director, as appropriate, and are generally not
accompanied by external documents.

Department Policies are formal policies establishing the specific procedures and
processes through which the Department executes its core functions, and are established
in formal, publicly available documents such as various Applications and Forms,
Director’s Bulletins, Zoning Administrator Bulletins, Guidelines, and public information
documents available online and at the Planning Information Center. These policies are
adopted at the discretion of the Planning Director, Zoning Administrator,
Environmental Review Officer, or other responsible official of the Planning Department.

Adoption actions in the above categories generally do not require public notification or
community outreach, though targeted informal engagement with community partners and
participants in the planning process is common.

Commission Policies: Formal policies establishing the rules governing Planning or
Historic Preservation Commission hearings and procedures. These are established by
adoption of the Commissions at duly noticed public hearings, and maintained by the
Office of Commission Affairs.
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Code Amendments refer to amendments to the Planning Code, or other parts of the
Municipal Code, which can be enacted only through legislative action by the Board of
Supervisors and the Mayor. Planning Code Amendments are typically either initiated by
the Planning Commission at a duly noticed public hearing and referred to the Board of
Supervisors for consideration, or introduced at the Board of Supervisors and referred to
the Planning Commission for a formal recommendation before the Board can adopt the
amendment. In addition to public hearings, community outreach and public
engagement is standard for significant changes, and formal staff analysis and
recommendations are required.

The following indicates the anticipated implementation phase for each proposed measure, as
follows:

Phase 1: To be implemented in the first quarter of 2018, Phase 1 generally includes
changes to internal operating procedures, administrative and technology procedures,
and departmental policies that are the highest priority for streamlining housing
production. This phase will include targeted engagement and outreach with community
partners.

Phase 2: To be further refined in the first half of 2018 and implemented by the end of the
calendar year, these generally include code amendments and Commission policies that
require a high level of public outreach and formal action by Commissions or the Board
of Supervisors.

Phase 3: Measures that are already underway or planned, but have timelines which may
stretch beyond 2018, or measures that need to be further developed before being
implemented or are lower priorities for streamlining housing production. Timeframes
for these measures will be updated as more information is available.

Finally, the Planning Department’s efforts to align our procedures and processes with our
mission do not begin or end with this plan. The Department will continue to evolve, expand,
and refine this plan and will update the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions,
Mayor’s Office, Board of Supervisors, and public as appropriate.
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Il. PROCESS IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

A.

Application and Intake Procedures

The Department’s procedures for accepting and reviewing development applications are the
foundation of the project review process, including the Department’s ability to inform the
public, initiate review, and establish clear entitlement timeframes and expectations. Current
procedures allow for multiple rounds of overlapping review and can create opportunities
for confusion, redundant work, and unnecessary delays. Of all residential new construction
projects currently under review, roughly half were initiated more than two years ago,
exceeding the longest entitlement timeframe of 22 months established in the Executive
Directive.

The following proposed measures would comprise a significant shift in the way the
Department, and project sponsors, engage in the review process. These changes are
proposed to establish clear and consistent project descriptions; streamline the way staff
conduct project review; clarify expectations for the Department and project sponsors; and
integrate the entitlement timeframes established in the Executive Directive into the
development review process.

A.1. Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) Review Action Phase

A.1.1. Convert the PPA letter to an abbreviated PPA response | Department Policy 1
packet including a cover letter stating key policy and design
issues related to the project and expected entitlement path;
checklists summarizing how specific Planning Code and
environmental review provisions will apply to the project; and
a policy factsheet to be included as an attachment, which will
cover broader policy considerations that may or may not apply
to the specific project and are currently included as standard
language in PPA letters. PPA responses will be delivered no
later than 60 days following application, rather than the
current 90-day response period.

A.1.2. Revise and clarify intake requirements for PPA Department Policy; 1
applications, as needed, and reassess intake staffing practices Operating Procedures
to ensure applications supply all necessary information in a

complete and acceptable manner prior to commencing review.

A.1.3. Discontinue acceptance of an Environmental Department Policy 1
Evaluation Application (EEA) concurrently with the PPA.
EEAs will be accepted as part of a consolidated Development
Application (see A.2.1 below). This change will significantly
improve the value and efficiency of the environmental review
process by ensuring that project descriptions are sufficiently
stable prior to commencing review.
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A.1.4. Reduce and consolidate the number of internal and Department Policy 1
external meetings associated with the PPA review. Internal
project review meetings will be consolidated into a single
meeting held concurrently with the project's (UDAT) Urban
Design Advisory Team review meeting. Only one meeting with
the applicant team will be provided, as an optional meeting
following issuance of the PPA response packet.

A.1.5. Revise staffing practices among Divisions for PPA Operating Procedures 1
applications to maximize efficiency and value of each Division's

role in the review process.

A.2. Development Application and Review Process Action Phase

A.2.1. Provide one consolidated Development Application to | Department Policy 1
be submitted for all projects that require an entitlement action
or environmental review, including supplemental forms to
capture necessary detail related to specific entitlements (e.g.,
Conditional Use Authorization), Environmental Evaluations,
Historic Resource Evaluations, and Streetscape Plans, as
applicable. This Development Application will include a master
project description that will greatly improve certainty and
consistency.

A.2.2. Within 30 days from the filing date, provide the Department Policy 1
applicant a notice that the Application was deemed complete
or not complete, including an assessment of its responsiveness
to any requirements stated in the PPA response packet and
specifying any outstanding items that are required. This 30-day
review period will recommence each time a revised Application
is received until it can be deemed complete.

A.2.3. Once an Application is deemed complete, issue a first Department Policy 1
consolidated Notice of Planning Department Requirements
(NOPDR) or state that nothing additional is required, in a
consistent timeframe. Once the applicant has submitted a
response to the NOPDR, staff will have 30 days to verify if the
response is complete; this review period will recommence with
any subsequent responses to the NOPDR, if necessary.

A.2.4. Upon verification of a complete response to the first Department Policy 1
NOPDR, notify the applicant of the project's entitlement
schedule (i.e. 6, 9, 12, 18, or 22 months per the Executive
Directive), including target deadlines for intermediate
milestones and deliverables and the project's entitlement
hearing date before the Planning Commission. Planning Code
compliance review and environmental review will commence

no sooner than this notification.
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A.2.5. Develop all necessary administrative and technical
capabilities to implement this Application procedure,
including any necessary modifications to application fee
schedules, electronic permit tracking functions, and internal
staff and case assignment practices.

Administrative/
Technology Procedures

A.2.6. Revise Director's Bulletin No. 2 to establish clear
department-wide criteria for Priority Application Processing
to support the entitlement timeframes for residential projects
established in the Executive Directive and develop all necessary
administrative and technology capabilities to implement.

Department Policy

A.3. Plan Submittal and Intake

Action

Phase

A.3.1. Adopt a uniform set of Application Submittal
Guidelines, including required size, format, and content of
plan sets and a single point of contact for the project sponsor
team.

Department Policy

A.3.2. Develop capability to accept applications and plans
online to enhance staff’s capacity to efficiently review
submittals for consistency and completeness.

Administration/
Technology

A.3.3. Establish clear communication protocols for sponsors to
contact staff during the review process, including guidelines for
when requests for review meetings may be granted or deferred.

Operating Procedures

A.3.4. Establish function-based email addresses (i.e.
HRE@sfgov.org) that go to the appropriate intake staff or staff
team, rather than relying on individual staff members' direct
contact information.

Administration/
Technology

A.4. Public Notification and Community Outreach

Action

Phase

A.4.1. Complete the Planning Department website strategy
and design upgrade to improve the overall user interface, user
experience, transparency and availability of public documents
and information about the Department’s projects, initiatives
and procedures. The completion of the website redesign will
make it easier for members of the public to locate the
information and services they need, including the capabilities to
support the below alternative notification proposals.

Administration/
Technology

A .4.2. Notification Format and Content

a. Convert mailed notice packet to a postcard format with a
web link to plans and applications for active projects within
the noticing period to expand public access to this information
while reducing staff time and material resources to prepare and
mail packets. Make hard copies available for pick-up at the
Planning Department or by phone request.

Planning Code
Amendment;
Administration/
Technology
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ensure that routinely permitted scopes of work that have
negligible impact to the surrounding neighborhood can
proceed with the appropriate level of staff time and resources.

b. Adopt consistent requirements for content, size, and format | Planning Code
for all notice types, including mailed and posted notice, to Amendment
streamline staff time spent preparing notices and reduce room

for error in noticing materials.

c. Use the Permit and Project Tracking System (PPTS) to Administration/
automatically generate notice content from project records. Technology

d. Explore alternatives to newspaper noticing for actions that | Planning Code
require general notification, such as email lists and online Amendment;
posting to the Planning Department or other City websites in Administration/
order to expand public access to this information while freeing | Technology
up staff time and reproduction resources for other needs.

A.4.3. Notice Period and Mailing Radius

a. Review required notice periods for consistency and unique | Planning Code
considerations of each notice type to reduce staff time and Amendment
potential for error in fulfilling noticing requirements.

b. Adopt a consistent mailing radius for owners and/or Planning Code
occupants for all notice types to reduce staff time and potential | Amendment
for error in fulfilling noticing requirements.

A.4.4. Streamline Required Notice Types

a. Revise land use types that require 312 notice in NC and Planning Code
Mixed-Use Districts to ensure efficient use of staff time and Amendment
focus attention on those uses are of specific public interest and

for which other controls (e.g. Formula Retail) are not available

to address the concern. Examples to consider include Limited

Restaurant, Restaurant, and Group Housing.

b. Revise 312 notice requirement in the Eastern Neighborhood | Planning Code
Mixed Use Districts such that notice is no longer required for Amendment
change of use from any land use category to any other category,

but only for changes of use to or from specific use categories of

particular concern.

c. Review additional minor alterations that may be exempted | Planning Code
from 311/312 notification in Residential and NC Districts to Amendment

d. Inventory Building Permits that are also required to issue
public notice by DBI and other agencies and consider whether
such duplicative noticing can be consolidated.

Code Amendments

e. Revise notice of Project Receiving Environmental Review
content and procedures to align with modifications to other
notice types and consolidated Development Application
procedures in A.2.1. above.

Department Policy
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B. Routine Projects and Permits

The Planning Department exercises jurisdiction over a wide array of changes in the physical
environment, ranging from window replacements in single-family homes to the
construction of new high-rise towers. Many of the projects that fall within the Department’s
purview require detailed and complex staff analysis, and rightfully demand significant time
and coordination to properly review. Many other projects, however, can be reviewed and
approved in minutes provided clear regulatory guidance and the attention of experienced
planning professionals. Already, some 5,000 building permits are reviewed and approved
“over the counter” (OTC) at the Planning Information Center (PIC) every year by dedicated
staff who also field general planning questions and serve as the first point of contact for
more complex projects as well.

The following measures are proposed to enhance the ability of planning staff to process
projects that can already be approved over the counter, and expand the projects in this
category. Such measures can significantly reduce its permit backlog, reduce project review
times, and focus professional resources on the issues most in need of in depth analysis.

B.1. Enhance Capacity for OTC Approvals Action Phase

B.1.1. Reassess overall PIC staffing and resources to ensure Operating Procedures 1
that OTC permit volume and general inquiries can be
accommodated efficiently and with accuracy.

B.1.2. Assign a Planner Technician position to the PIC to Operating Procedures 2
complete permit intake procedures, provide additional support
functions, and handle very routine OTC approvals.

B.1.3. Consider dividing the PIC counter by function (e.g., Operating Procedures 1
general questions, approvals and intakes, preservation) to
provide more efficient and accurate service to the public by
matching specialized staff to the type of inquiry or action and to
allow staff to direct their time more efficiently at PIC.

B.1.4. In collaboration with the Department of Building Administration/ 2
Inspection, explore replacement of paper building permits Technology

with joint electronic tracking by Planning and DBI in the (interagency)

Permit and Project Tracking System (PPTS).

B.1.5. Integrate the existing CEQA Categorical Exemption Administration/ 1

checklist into the PPTS interface to allow for faster processing | Technology
of projects that are already eligible for OTC approval when a
Categorical Exemption can be granted.

B.1.6. Expand use of Planning stations at DBI 5th floor for Operating Procedures; 2
"advanced" OTC plan review and approval, including a by- Administration/
appointment feature, for more complex OTC categories Technology

(existing and proposed); pilot these procedures with Accessory | (interagency)
Dwelling Unit (ADU) and Unit Legalization projects.

SAN FRANCISCO
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B.2. Expand Permits for OTC Approval Action Phase

B.2.1. Identify commonly approved or minor scopes of work Planning Code 2
that can be regulated by quantitative or descriptive standards Amendment
(e.g., certain permitted obstructions in yards or setbacks,
including limited horizontal additions or infills under existing
decks) that can be approved OTC; in some cases also modify
thresholds for intake to accommodate very common scopes of
work that are typically approved; indicate when certain
approvals will require "advanced" OTC capability due to
complexity or related code compliance review.

B.2.2. Remove requirement for Certificate of Appropriateness | Planning Code 2
and Minor Permit to Alter for specific scopes of work, within | Amendment
thresholds established in Articles 10 and 11, to eliminate
Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) hearings and
associated hold times for these, and to allow OTC approval by
Preservation planners at PIC. Scopes of work include Rooftop
Appurtenances (excluding wireless facilities), Skylights,
Automatic Door Operators, and Business Signage.

B.2.3. Provide a clear checklist of acceptable window Operating Procedures 1
treatments for Class B (age-eligible, but not surveyed) buildings
to allow non-preservation planners to approve window
replacement permits OTC more efficiently.

B.3. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) and Unit Legalizations | Action Phase
B.3.1. Establish parallel processing procedures for ADUs and Department Policies; 1
Unit Legalizations that will allow for concurrent review by Operating Procedures
Planning and Department of Building Inspection (DBI) to (interagency)

expedite approval of these small-scale but common density

increases.

B.3.2. Provide for combined pre-application meetings for Department Policies 3
ADUs with Planning, DBI, and Fire Department (SFFD), as (interagency)

needed, upon request of project sponsor.

B.3.3. Establish an ADU liaison at all responsible agencies Department Policies 3
(Planning, DBI, SFFD, Public Works, SFPUC) involved in (interagency)

review and approval of ADUs to establish protocols for
streamlining permit review and serve as a technical resource
and coordinator for staff and project sponsors to simplify and
expedite approval of ADUs.
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B.3.4. Develop capability for ADU and Unit Legalization OTC
plan review and approval by appointment, with electronic
documentation provided in advance, to facilitate faster
approvals by using a Planning station at DBI as an exclusive
ADU/Legalization station.

Administration/
Technology

B.3.5. In collaboration with the Rent Board, develop enhanced
procedures for property owners to obtain eviction history
information prior to filing a building permit for ADUs to
reduce staff time spent on ineligible projects.

Operating Procedures
(interagency)
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C. Environmental Planning, Historic Preservation, and Design Review

San Francisco is one of a kind. Our rich cultural and architectural legacy and truly unique
natural setting are a justifiable source of pride for all, including the professionals of the San
Francisco Planning Department. A complex web of local, state, and federal regulatory
frameworks are in place to protect and preserve this unique character, even as the city
continues to grow and change. These policies are executed by a committed group of
environmental planning specialists, preservationists, architects and designers.

The following measures have been developed by these teams to consolidate, clarify, and
strengthen related procedures and processes that have been proven effective, and revisit the
practices we recognize can get in the way of good planning. By improving the way we
balance environmental, preservation, and design factors in the development process, we
enhance our ability to appropriately weigh other factors, like housing opportunity, in the
balance as well.

C.1. Environmental Review Action Phase
C.1.1. Codify Effective Mitigation Measures

a. Archeology: Codify archeological review procedures and Planning Code 2
mitigation measure requirements. Expand archeological Amendment

sensitivity areas in order to streamline review.

b. Transportation: Create best practices for driveway and curb | Planning Code 3
cut design and off and on street loading and queue Amendment

management. Codify requirements from these best practices,
including potential study requirements.

c. Noise: Revise the Noise Ordinance to require health Police Code 3
protective criteria for construction impact equipment and an Amendment
analysis with a development application that demonstrates
proposed mechanical equipment compliance with health
protective criteria.

d. Air Quality: Adopt a community risk reduction plan and/or | Public Health Code 3
legislation that requires health protective criteria for Amendment
construction exhaust and stationary sources for areas within the
air pollutant exposure zone.

C.1.2. Improvements to Topic-Specific Review Procedures

a. Transportation

i. Re-assess department wide transportation review. Operating Procedure 2
For small and medium size projects, rely on existing

internal intra and inter-departmental review bodies to
address the technical and policy related aspects of
localized transportation impacts.
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ii. Update Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines.
The department last updated the guidelines in 2002.
Specifically, conduct and analyze data that will result in
the creation of refined trip generation estimates for
newer developments, including the impacts of emerging
mobility service.

Department Policy

iii. Create and maintain a web-based, travel demand
tool using the data from the guidelines update. The tool
will reduce staff review time needed to estimate travel
demand or "trips generated", and also reduce time and
cost associated with iterative review of technical
transportation studies provided by external consultants.

Administration/
Technology

b. Wind

i. Create guidelines that outline the criteria,
methodology, and thresholds for wind analysis.

Operating Procedure

ii. Explore creation of a computerized wind screening
tool at environmental planning.

Operating Procedure

c. Shadow

i. Update guidelines that outline the criteria, Planning Code
methodology, and thresholds for shadow analysis. The | Amendment
department last updated the guidelines in 2014.

ii. Revise the Planning Code to allow for administrative | Planning Code
modification of shadow impact limits for specific Amendment

facilities when no environmental impact is found
through CEQA-compliant review

C.1.3. Technical studies and consultants

a. Integrate technical studies analysis into environmental
review documents, and include technical elements of the
analysis as part of the administrative record instead of
requiring a separate technical study and review process. Those
technical studies include: air quality, archeology, biology (may
need to be separated case by case), noise, preservation, shadow,
transportation, and wind.

Operating Procedure

b. Revise standards for acceptable deliverables from
consultants, including performance standards to reflect target
timeframes, and update the list of qualified consultants to
ensure the current pool is responsive to all current standards.

Department Policy

c. Reassess the criteria for requiring a consultant-prepared
technical study.

Operating Procedure

e. Develop scope-of-work templates (e.g. checklists) for each
technical study. Make these documents easily available to
sponsors and consultants early in the process.

Operating Procedure
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C.1.4. Environmental Review Exemptions

a. Expand the exemption checklist form to cover more classes | Department Policy
of exemption and discontinue "certificates" for exemptions.
b. Reassess procedures and applicability of infill exemptions Department Policy

(e.g. Class 32 exemptions).

c. Discontinue required development density conformance
form (“CPE Referral”) to be completed by Current and
Citywide Planning divisions for Community Plan Evaluations
(CPEs); this verification procedure would no longer be
necessary under the proposed modifications to the
Development Application and EEA procedures.

Operating Procedure

C.1.5. General Environmental Review procedures

a. Prepare (or request the assigned environmental consultant to
prepare) an impact statement tracking sheet that would
indicate the likely environmental impacts of a project at the
earliest possible stage of environmental review to enhance the
clarity and transparency of the review process.

Operating Procedure

b. Allow for concurrent drafting and review of administrative
draft Initial Studies and single topic EIRs or limited topic
EIRs, or include those Initial Study topics to be in a separate,
smaller section of EIR in order to consolidate response period
and reduce delays between NOP and final determination
document.

Operating Procedure

c. Create a list of standard short responses for response to
comments for project merit and non-CEQA comments.

Operating Procedure

d. Clearly define the types of projects to be included in
consideration of cumulative impacts.

Operating Procedure

e. Reassess planner assignments for Preliminary Project
Assessment (PPAs) and Environmental Evaluation
Applications (EEAs) (e.g. default to the same planner for both
types of review) or create teams that conduct PPA and
application completeness review).

Operating Procedure
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C.2. Historic Preservation Review Action Phase

C.2.1. Revise Preservation Bulletin No. 16 to provide clear, Department Policy 2
updated guidance on how the department conducts historic
impact analysis — both in determining whether a resource is
present and in assessing impacts to historic resources.

C.2.2. Complete a citywide historic preservation survey to Historic Preservation 3
eliminate case-by-case review for many projects. Prioritize Commission
surveying first on areas seeing the most residential Adoption

development activity and establish criteria for not requiring a
new Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) after survey is
conducted at the site clarify the historic review process for
already surveyed sites.

C.2.3. Reassess Historic Preservation staffing at Planning Operating 2
Information Center (PIC) to expedite review and Over-the- Procedures

Counter (OTC) approval on historic properties, where

appropriate.

C.3. Design Review Action Phase
C.3.1. Identify design guidelines and criteria that could be Planning Code 3

codified in the Planning Code to reduce the level of individual | Amendment
analysis required for routine scopes of work and design
treatments (e.g. define a list of acceptable "high quality
materials" in the Planning Code)

C.3.2. Re-evaluate scheduling and staffing of Urban, Operating 2
Residential, and Streetscape Design Advisory Team (UDAT, Procedures

RDAT, SDAT) review meetings.

C.3.3. Complete update to the Urban Design Guidelines Planning 1
(UDGs) in order to add greater and more objective specificity Commission

of acceptable design approaches to better guide Planning staff | Adoption
and project sponsors.

C.3.4. Complete and publish a How-To Guide on the Department Policy 1
residential design review to increase public understanding of
the process and decrease staff time related to confusion arising
from this process.

C.3.5. Create Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) Matrix Operating 1
template to be used by current planners and design review staff | Procedures
to help establish compliance with the RDGs in lieu of
Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) notes to increase
public understanding of the process and decrease staff time
related to confusion arising from this process.
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D. Planning Code and Commission Policies

This year marks the centennial of the San Francisco Planning Commission and the
subsequent adoption of the City’s first Zoning Ordinance, an occasion to reflect on the
essential role that the Planning Commission and Planning Code have played in shaping the
character of this unique city over the past century. This history also reminds us that the
policies and purview of the Commission are ever-evolving as conditions change. For
instance, Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) originated as a means of regulating the
placement of gas stations at the beginning of the automobile era, while today the Planning
Code requires a CUA in order to remove a gas station in many cases. Similarly, the power of
Discretionary Review (DR) originated as a means to guarantee public review at a time when
the Planning Code did not include the robust development standards, public notification
requirements, or thresholds for review that it does today.

While this plan is intended to reinforce the Commission’s authority to exercise such
discretion, the Department recognizes that staff time associated with processing DR requests
(the equivalent of roughly two full-time planners each year), is one of many areas that
should be reconsidered in light of current priorities and conditions. The measures below are
proposed to align our policies and practices to better reflect the purview and sophistication
of today’s Planning Code; the entitlement timeframes established in the Executive Directive;
and the evolving issues we face as a city in order to focus review by planners and
Commissioners on those issues most in need of robust public deliberation.

D.1. General Planning Commission Procedures Action Phase

D.1.1. Schedule all residential projects for an entitlement Commission Policy 1
hearing automatically within the review timeframes
established in the Executive Directive (i.e. 6, 9, 12, 18, or 22
months) at the point of first complete response to NOPDR, as
specified in the above proposed Development Application
procedures; in cases where the application review is not
complete in time for the hearing date, the Planning Director or
designated senior manager will report to the Commission the
outstanding issues and revised schedule.

D.1.2. Consider a policy to automatically schedule an Commission Policy 2
entitlement revocation hearing for entitled projects to require
the projects that have not begun construction within a specific
period of time to return to the Commission in order to evaluate
progress toward securing necessary building and other permits
and to revoke the entitlement if deemed appropriate. This is
intended to increase public understanding of the post-
entitlement review process, encourage greater collaboration
between the Planning Department and Department of Building
Inspection (DBI), and enhance oversight of entitled projects.

SAN FRANCISCO
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D.1.2. Revise standards for packet materials to be provided to | Operating Procedures 1
Commission in advance of hearings by staff (e.g., Executive
Summaries, Case Reports, Draft Motions) to include only the
most pertinent analysis, deferring to materials provided in the
project sponsor application where possible.

D.2. Discretionary Review (DR) Procedures Action Phase

D.2.1. Automatically schedule the DR hearing for the next Commission Policy 1
hearing date no more than 45 days from the end date of the
notice period and require all additional documentation from
the DR filer and response from the project sponsor within 2
weeks from the filing date.

D.2.2. Streamline hearing materials for DRs such that Operating Procedures 1
Department Staff would prepare only a brief cover memo that
would largely serve as a table of contents for attached materials,
including Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT)
comments, and materials submitted by the DR filer and project
sponsor, including plan sets and photographs.

D.2.3. Revise RDAT review procedures, such as replacing Operating Procedures 1
written RDAT comments with the Residential Design
Guidelines (RDG) matrix, adjusting the RDAT review schedule,
or revisiting the roles of RDAT staff in review.

D.2.4. Make requests for additional staff analysis for DR cases | Commission Policy 1
as part of a formal motion for continuance by the Commission
in order to ensure that staff time is only redirected when the
full Commission deems appropriate.

D.2.5. Present all DR cases at Commission by a designated Operating Procedures 1
senior staff member working closely with RDAT staff rather
than the project planner to ensure greater consistency in staff
treatment of DR cases at Commission and to reduce time
commitment for planning staff.

D.3. Conditional Use Authorizations (CUAs) Action Phase

D.3.1. Consider making change of use from one formula retail | Planning Code 2
use to another formula retail use, or the addition of a formula | Amendment
retail use within an existing or proposed formula retail use,
principally permitted rather than conditionally permitted in
order to reduce the number of cases brought to the Commission
and Department staff, recognizing that Conditional Use
Authorization for the establishment of a new formula retail use
in a location previously occupied by another use is an effective
policy for regulating the presence of formula retail in the City.

SAN FRANCISCO
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D.3.2. Consider removal of Conditional Use Authorization for
HOMES-SF projects and provide for administrative approval of
certain density bonuses and exceptions designated in the
Planning Code in order to facilitate the use of this program and
produce more housing, including more affordable units.

Planning Code
Amendment

D.3.3. Consider removing the requirement to re-issue a
Conditional Use Authorization for existing temporary parking
lots in C-3 districts, which must currently be renewed every 5
years even when no physical changes are proposed.

Planning Code
Amendment

D.3.4. Consider removing the requirements for a Conditional
Use Authorization for the establishment of a Restaurant or
Limited Restaurant in Zoning Districts where no specific
controls regarding restaurant concentrations are in place.

Planning Code
Amendment

D.4. Planning Code Clarification and Reorganization

Action

Phase

D.4.1. Review the Code to ensure consistent and accurate
definition of all key terms, including in different Articles, and
eliminate areas of duplicative or outdated definitions (e.g.,
"Development Application")

Planning Code
Amendment

D.4.2. Continue to pursue reorganization of certain Articles to
clarify key terms, use categories, exceptions, and procedures
and ensure that the provisions of each Article are readily
understandable to the general public, project sponsors, and
planners with minimal room for ambiguity or interpretation.
Article 7 (Neighborhood Commercial Districts) was recently
reorganized in this manner. Articles 8 (Mixed Use Districts) and
9 (Mission Bay Districts) have been identified for upcoming
reorganization efforts.

Planning Code
Amendment

D.5. Planning Code Section Refinements

Action

Phase

D.5.1. Remove the requirement that all Inclusionary units
provided through the Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program be ownership units unless the sponsor has entered
into a Costa-Hawkins letter agreement with the City. This
change is now permitted by recent changes to state law and is
intended to remove an unnecessary administrative burden and
achieve significant time savings for staff specializing in
housing.

Planning Code
Amendment

D.5.2. Amend Section 309 to be consistent with Section 329 by
allowing the Planning Commission the ability to grant the same
exceptions as allowed under Section 329. This will eliminate
the need for most variances for new construction projects
downtown, similar to the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas.

Planning Code
Amendment

SAN FRANCISCO
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Unit (ADU) projects (e.g., for exposure, rear yard controls) to
reduce process and opportunity for delays for these routine

increases in residential density in existing buildings.

D.5.3. Consider modifications to the Planning Code to clarify Planning Code
the applicability and entitlement path for 100% affordable Amendment
projects that qualify for the streamlined approval process

recently established in state law.

D.5.4. Provide further clarifications in the Planning Code to Planning Code
reduce the need for Variances for many Accessory Dwelling | Amendment

SAN FRANCISCO
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E. Administration, Training, and Technology

The Department has several technology projects already underway that will streamline the
Department’s work in support of the Executive Directive to increase housing production
and decrease entitlement and permitting timelines. Many are being pursued as
enhancements to the Department’s existing Permit and Project Tracking System (PPTS).
These technology projects are intended to increase public transparency, assure data integrity
and financial accountability, and improve performance with the overarching goal of
supporting staff to increase efficiencies in the Department’s development review functions.

E.1. Technology Improvements Action Phase

E.1.1. Configure and implement capability to accept online Administration/ 2
applications and payments to reduce time spent preparing and | Technology
processing documents and checks by staff and project sponsors.

E.1.2. Develop a solution to perform electronic plan review, to | Administration/ 2
support “advanced” over the counter (OTC) approvals and Technology
enhance tracking and coordination of application review.

E.1.3. Enhance Planning’s electronic document management Administration/ 1
system to streamline and improve staff’s ability to store, search, | Technology
and edit records.

E.1.4. Finalize coordination and launch an integrated permit Administration/ 2
and project tracking system with the Department of Building Technology

Inspections (DBI). (interagency)

E.1.5. Introduce an impact fee calculator tool for use by project | Administration/ 1

planners to reduce staff time associated with assessing impact Technology
fees and to reduce uncertainty and improve consistency and
tracking of impact fee collection.

E.2. Administration and Training Practices Action Phase

E.2.1. Continue ongoing efforts to increase regular training Operating Procedures 1
opportunities for staff on current topics such as urban design
guideline updates or Planning Code amendments.

E.2.2. Work with the Department of Human Resources (DHR) Operating Procedures 3
to review certain City technology and personnel procedures (interagency)
that impact staff time spent on administrative functions.

E.2.3. Reassess meeting and communication protocols for staff | Operating Procedures 1
to more effectively manage coordination with project sponsors,
other city agencies, community members, and other concerned
parties.

SAN FRANCISCO
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Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O, Director
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street

San Francisco CA 94103

John Rahaim, Director
Planning Department
1650 Mission Street

San Francisco CA 94103

December 1, 2017

Honorable Mayor Edwin M. Lee

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mayor Lee:

Pursuant to Executive Directive 17-02, please find the attached joint Planning Department and
Department of Building Inspection plan to allow and encourage parallel processing of housing
development applications.

Once finalized, our respective departmental staffs will make this plan easily available on our
web sites, and will take all necessary steps to encourage proposed housing development
project sponsors to take full advantage of the more rapid review and approval process available
through this voluntary parallel processing plan option.

Please contact us directly with any questions.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

iom Hu1 S. E ,C. B 0., and Director

Department of Bundlng Inspection

ohn Rjhain, Director
ancis¢o Planning Department

Attachment

cc:  Jason Elliott, Chief of Staff, Mayor’'s Office
Ken Rich, Director of Development, Mayor’'s Office
Jeff Buckley, Senior Advisor, Mayor's Office
Sarah Dennis-Phillips, Office of Economic & Workforce Development

City & County of San Francisco
Edwin M. Lee, Mayor






City & County of San Francisco Parallel Processing Program
A Joint Initiative of the Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection

In response to Mayor Edwin M. Lee’s Executive Directive 17-02, the Planning Department and the
Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”) a voluntary Parallel Processing Program focused on those
Housing Projects defined in Executive Directive 17-02. This program expands on current parallel
processing options, is offered at no additional cost, and is intended to accelerate housing production in
San Francisco.

What is Parallel Processing?

Parallel Processing is the simultaneous review of a development project by staff at both DBI and the
Planning Department. This approach typically involves DBI's review of a site or building permit
application for a given project at the same time that the Planning Department reviews the project’s
entitlement application(s), analyzes potential environmental impacts pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), or completes required neighborhood notification.

Why use Parallel Processing?

Through Parallel Processing, Project Sponsors can potentially save months of review time compared to
conventional serial processing, provided that the project does not substantially change once Parallel
Processing has begun. Essentially, this process enables both the Planning Department and DBI to identify
project deficiencies simultaneously. While Planning Department approval will continue to be required
prior to permit issuance, through Parallel Processing, in some cases permit issuance by DBl may be
possible soon after Planning Department approval.

Are there risks associated with Parallel Processing?

While the provisions of this Program are intended to mitigate risks to the maximum extent possible,
project sponsors who choose to enroll projects in the Parallel Processing Program are advised that
potential downsides exist. Specifically, revisions to an element of the project required by one agency
(e.g. the Planning Department) may need to be re-reviewed by the other (e.g. DBI), despite that element
having been previously reviewed. This not only consumes additional time, but creates a risk of a circular
review process when dealing with conflicting Building and Planning Code provisions.

Are the standards of review used in Parallel Processing any different?

No. The standard of review (e.g. Planning Code provisions, Planning Commission policies, CEQA) is
unchanged. Similarly, Building Code requirements are unchanged. This program changes only process,
streamlining the permitting process where possible in order it to increase its efficiency and to reduce
the time required to permit issuance.

This joint DBI-Planning Parallel Processing Program plan is divided into two sections. Section 1 outlines
the criteria for enrollment in the program, while Section 2 details applicable procedures. The overall






Program along with the specific provision contained therein will be evaluated and amended as
appropriate by DBI, the Planning Department, and the Office of Economic and Workforce Development
on a quarterly basis.

SECTION 1: ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA
To be eligible for parallel processing, a project must meet the following criteria:

[ Number of units. The development must include either {1) 50 or more net new dwelling units
with no non-residential uses excepting ancillary ground floor uses, or (2) 250 or more new units
along with other, non-residential uses. ‘

O Height. The development must be less than 240 feet in height. Projects over 240 feet in height
require third-party peer review, which adds complexity that is not conducive to Parallel
Processing.

[] New construction. The development must be new construction and not an alteration.

[ Accessto public right of way. The development must not be landlocked and have legal access to
existing public rights-of-way.

[ subdivisions & Mergers. The development may include a lot merger or a new construction
condominium application; however, it may not include any land subdivision application.

SECTION 2: PROCEDURES

Affidavit and Statement of Eligibility

As a voluntary program, Project Sponsors will be assuming some risk if plans need to be modified during
the review process. Sponsors are required to complete an affidavit declaring they have chosen to enter
into the Parallel Processing Program and are aware that revisions required by one agency may
precipitate revisions from the other agency and that he or she is responsible for any associated fees that
may be required due to DBI back-check reviews or additional Planning Department review costs.

Parallel Processing Commencement and Re-Routing Checklist

The benefits of Parallel Processing are realized most fully when those building features most critical to
each DBI and the Planning Department have been fully vetted and are no longer subject to change.
Bearing this in mind, the Planning Department has developed a list of project features that, if changed
during the parallel review process, may result in additional review by Planning staff and pofentially lead
to increased timelines, and costs, for review. Similarly, the Planning Department will not commence
Parallel Processing for any application until it is satisfied that they are likely to remain unchanged for the
remainder of the review process. These features include but are not limited to the number of dwelling
units, the building’s exterior dimensions, ground floor use types, and the area of commercial square
footage. Similarly, DBI has created a checklist of project features that if changed during the Planning
Department review stage would require re-review by DBI.
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Application Submittal

Typically, Planning Department review begins prior to DBI review. If Planning Department staff receives
a permit application or Development Application and the Project Sponsor elects to proceed with parallel
processing, the following will occur:

1. The Project Sponsor completes the Affidavit and Statement of Eligibility stating he or she is
aware of the potential risks of the Program.

2. The Project Sponsor submits a building or site permit (if not already submitted) along with three
sets of plans (two for DBl and one for Planning), including the Affidavit and Statement of
Eligibility printed on the cover sheet.

3. Both Planning Department staff and DBI staff commence review.

4. Any revisions submitted will have a revision scope printed on the cover sheet of the submittal.
Revisions required by one agency will be distributed to the other through the conventional
routing process.

Parallel Processing Coordinator

If a Project Sponsor elects to enter into the Parallel Processing Program, he or she will provide to both
agencies the name of a Parallel Processing Coordinator who will serve as the primary point of contact for
the project. This contact information for the coordinator will be included in the Affidavit and Statement
of Eligibility and is essential to ensure effective communications and responsiveness.

Materials, Windows and Addenda. While both agencies encourage early selection of materials, window
treatment, and landscaping, they may nonetheless be selected later in the review process. In addition,
the Parallel Processing Program does not affect the typical addenda process and these exterior materials
are stipulated in the architectural addenda.

If you have questions about this new joint Planning-DBI Parallel Processing Plan, please contact James
Zahn at DBI, Tel. 415/558-6152, and/or Kate Conner at Planning, Tel. 415/575-6914.







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Son. Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: 318 30th Avenue - 2015-009507CUA

Date: Friday, December 01, 2017 11:32:19 AM
Attachments: 318 30th Prop_Planning Comm Ltr_11.27.17.pdf
Importance: High

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: Connie Best [mailto:cbest@pacificforest.org]

Sent: Thursday, November 30, 2017 11:22 AM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)

Cc: Fewer, Sandra (BOS); May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Lindsay, David (CPC);
Jamie Dyos; Jeff Kelly; roberta@plumarchitects.com

Subject: 318 30th Avenue - 2015-009507CUA

Importance: High

Dear President Hollis and Members of the Commission,

Please see the attached letter in opposition to the revised proposal for this new building at

318 30" Avenue. The design remains massive and out of character for the neighborhood, as
detailed in our letter. We urge you to require additional conditions for this project to be
authorized.

Thanks very much for your careful consideration.

Sincerely,
Connie Best


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

Constance Best
Laurie Wayburn
314 30th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121
November 30, 2017

Rich Hillis, President

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re: 318 30th Avenue - Case No. 2015-009507 CUA
Hearing Date: December 14, 2017 Agenda Item TBD

Neighborhood Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization to Demolish Existing Housing
and Build an Outsize 3-Story Residence

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Commission:

We live next to the proposed project at 314 30t Avenue. We spoke in opposition to the
proposal at the Commission’s October 5 hearing and we continue to strongly oppose

this project.

We are grateful that the Commission required the developer remove the 4t floor and
called for two comparably sized units as required by RH-2 and to reduce massing on the
side of the apartment building as well as our house.

We need your help again as only you can direct the developer to make further changes
to this outsized, uncharacteristic project.

Here is the current situation:

e The new plans call for a massive, blocky 3.5 story (4 stories in the rear) building
that contains the same 5400 square feet in two units as the last design. This is
still 5-times bigger than the current house and completely out of scale and
character for our neighborhood.

e Its two units are not of comparable sizes as required: one is 1900 sf and the
other 2600 sf - almost 40% larger. Two 1900 sf units would allow for two 3-
bedroom flats that are comparable, appropriate to the neighborhood AND more
affordable for the middle class. Reducing the overall size also allows for the
building mass to be more sculpted and the top floor reduced.

e The new design has lost all consideration for its effect on the neighbors. It fills
out the yard to the greatest possible degree, reducing privacy and open space for






San Francisco Planning Commission 2015-009507 CUA

all the neighbors. It masses up against both adjacent houses, except where
minimum setbacks are required.

e There are still too many intrusive windows on the north side, including ones that
look directly into our kitchen and deck. These are unnecessary for light given
the dozens of other windows in the design.

e Finally, there is a roof deck that amazingly is situated right next to the windows
of the top floor apartment at 320 30t Avenue. Everyone can see each other right
at eye level. The developer claims this is the only way to provide the required
open space for this unit, BUT in the original design, the two units share the yard
as open space. Please direct them to return to that solution and remove the
unnecessary and intrusive rooftop deck.

While we are distressed that it appears inevitable that the naturally affordable 107 year
old cottage at 318 30t is going to be demolished, at least let the new building be of a
size and scale that is compatible with our neighborhood - and have units of a size that
two middle class families could afford, as these are the people being priced out of the
Richmond today.

What you have before you is just a slight repackaging of the mega-building presented in
October. We call on the Commission to require these conditions for authorization:

= two units not to exceed 3800 sfin total (3x the current house)

= two units share the yard as open space with no roof deck

» reduce massing against neighboring buildings

= eliminate intrusive windows on the north side.

Respectfully,
Constance Best Laurie wayburn
Constance Best Laurie Wayburn

c.c. Supervisor Sandra Fewer
David Lindsey, San Francisco Planning Department
Christopher May, San Francisco Planning Department






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: Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: statement to be made today regarding SABA facility in the Bayview

Date: Friday, December 01, 2017 11:32:13 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: ina dang [mailto:ina@xenathedog.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 30, 2017 12:17 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Chandler, Mathew (CPC)

Subject: statement to be made today regarding SABA facility in the Bayview

Hello Commissioners:
| plan to speak today at one pm in room 300. Here is a copy of my brief statement.
| am a homeowner and business owner in the Bayview, San Francisco 94124

| am concerned about SABA moving into our neighborhood. From what | understand SABA is a
national chain with ten outlets and will be transporting live animals from Pennsylvania to be
slaughtered in our neighborhood. Their Oakland plant slaughters 150k chickens per year and
2500 other livestock. I am extremely concerned about the waste and by products of this
slaughterhouse.

The Bayview has historically been used as a dumping ground for toxins. Have you taken a walk
along Hurons Point recently? It is a memorial highlighting the toxic waste created by the PGE
plant in the Bayview.

| grew up in San Francisco and my father used to fish in the waterways off Yosemite in the
Bayview. It is no wonder that 3 out of 5 members of my family have battled cancer. We were

eating toxic waste.

It is your responsibility to stop this cycle and it is your moral and legal responsibility to, at the
very minimum, request an environmental impact study before proceeding .

| own a doggy daycare at 2253 Shafter in the Bayview. From 1992 to 2012 it was used as a
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http://www.sfplanning.org/

meat processing plant. We are still dealing with dredging the waste and blood out of our
drains and pipes. | can only imagine what the blood of 150k plus live animals would look like as
it goes directly into our water system.

| understand that supporters highlight the need for a butcher in the Bayview. May | point out
that we have an excellent butcher within Sav On market on third and we have a butcher
counter within Duc Loi Market that is underutilized. We need to support Duc Loi Market -
owned by a local family that used their own money in order to create a well needed market in
the Bayview.

Why aren't more people opposed and why aren' t there over 50 people here? | conducted my
own random poll and out of 15 residents that | interviewed all 15 thought that only chickens
were being processed and had no clue that there were other livestock involved and no idea
that the animals would be coming from Pennsylvania.

Please think about the safety of the families in the Bayview and do not approve this business
at least not without an environmental impact study.

Ina Dang
3 Bell Court 94124
and owner of Xena's Clubhouse for Dogs in the Bayview

Ina Dang
Your Pup's other BFF @ Xena's Clubhouse

www.xenasclubhousefordogs.com
415-282-3330
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