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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINM

Hearing Date: Thursday, January 18, 2018

Time: Not before 1:00 PM

Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400
Case Type: Large Project Authorization

Hearing Body: Planning Commission

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICATION INFORMATION
Project Address: 1863 Mission Street Case No.: 2009.1011ENX
Cross Street(s):  14™ and 15" Streets Building Permit:  N/A
Block /Lot No.: 3548/033 Applicant: Stephen Antonaros
Zoning District(s): Mission St NCT/ Telephone: 15) 864-2261

40-X & 65-X E-Mail: Santonaros@gmail.com
Area Plan: Mission (EN)
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Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they
communicate with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications,
including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department's website or in other
public documents.

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:
Planner; Linda Ajello Hoagland Telephone: (415) 575-6823 E-Mail: linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org -
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

HEARING INFORMATION

You are receiving this notice because you are either a property owner or resident that is adjacent to the proposed project
or are an interested party on record with the Planning Department. You are not required to take any action. For more
information regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant or
Planner listed on this notice as soon as possible. Additionally, you may wish to discuss the project with your neighbors
and/or neighborhood association as they may already be aware of the project.

Persons who are unable to attend the public hearing may submit written comments regarding this application to the
Planner listed on the front of this notice, Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, by
5:00 pm the day before the hearing. These comments will be made a part of the official public record and will be brought
to the attention of the person or persons conducting the public hearing.

Comments that cannot be delivered by 5:00 pm the day before the hearing may be taken directly to the hearing at the
location listed on the front of this notice. Comments received at 1650 Mission Street after the deadline will be placed in
the project file, but may not be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission at the public hearing.

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION INFORMATION

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 or 312, the Building Permit Application for this proposal may also be subject to a
30-day notification of property owners and residents within 150-feet of the subject property. This notice covers the
Section 311 or 312 notification requirements, if required.

APPEAL INFORMATION

Iy
An appeal of the approval (or denial’):t_:g._a Large Project Authorization Application and/or the associated building permit
application may be made to the Board ofsAppeals within 15 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning
Commission pursuant to the”provisions‘b_f Section 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at
1660 Mission Street, Rm. 3036, San Fran&scq CA 94103. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals,
including current fees, con% the Ckrk of tl*‘e; Board of Supervisors at (415) 575-6880. 5

An appeal of the appro#al (or d@hiél)ﬁff afpuilding permit application by the Planning (forr}mission may be made to the
Board of Appeals within 15 lghdar days after the building permit is issued (or derfied) by the Director of the
Department of Building Inspectionippeals must P& submitted in person at the Board's office at 160 Mission Street, 3rd
Floor, Room 304. For further informatigk about appealsto the Board of Appeals, including currentfees, contact the Board
of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. Y ¢ § .

Pursuant to California Governr;lent Code Section 65009, if you %hallenge, in court, the decision of an ehtitlement or
permit, the issues raibed shall be limited to those raised in the publk hearing or in written correspondence delivered to

the Planning Com?gissi n prior to, or at, the public hearing.
8 gt Q p P g -

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW - . »
¢

This project has undergone p;é%ixxry review pur;dsuanz to Califorr:?a Environmen;‘al Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part of
this process, the Department’s Tnvironmental Review gfficer Has deemed this project to be exempt from further
environmental review, an eyemption determination hm.éen@repared and can bé obtained through the Exemption Map,
on-line, at www.sfplanning.org. Afl appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be made to
the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project appro¥al action identified on the determination. The
procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of the Board at City Hall,
Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184.

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission,
Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal
hearing process on the CEQA decision.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Hearing Date: Thursday, January 18, 2018

Time: Not before 1:00 PM

Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400
Case Type: Large Project Authorization

Hearing Body: Planning Commission

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICATION INFORMATION
Project Address: 1863 Mission Street Case No.: 2009.1011ENX
Cross Street(s): 14" and 15" Streets Building Permit: ~ N/A
Block /Lot No.: 3548/033 Applicant: Stephen Antonaros
Zoning District(s): Mission St NCT / Telephone: (415) 864-2261

40-X & 65-X E-Mail: santonaros@gmail.com
Area Plan: Mission (EN)
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FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:
Planner: Linda Ajello Hoagland Telephone: (415) 575-6823 E-Mail: linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

HEARING INFORMATION

You are receiving this notice because you are either a property owner or resident that is adjacent to the proposed project
or are an interested party on record with the Planning Department. You are not required to take any action. For more
information regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant or
Planner listed on this notice as soon as possible. Additionally, you may wish to discuss the project with your neighbors
and/or neighborhood association as they may already be aware of the project.

Persons who are unable to attend the public hearing may submit written comments regarding this application to the
Planner listed on the front of this notice, Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, by
5:00 pm the day before the hearing. These comments will be made a part of the official public record and will be brought
to the attention of the person or persons conducting the public hearing.

Comments that cannot be delivered by 5:00 pm the day before the hearing may be taken directly to the hearing at the
location listed on the front of this notice. Comments received at 1650 Mission Street after the deadline will be placed in
the project file, but may not be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission at the public hearing.

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION INFORMATION

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 or 312, the Building Permit Application for this proposal may also be subject to a
30-day notification of property owners and residents within 150-feet of the subject property. This notice covers the
Section 311 or 312 notification requirements, if required.

APPEAL INFORMATION

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a Large Project Authorization Application and/or the associated building permit
application may be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning
Commission pursuant to_the provisions of Section 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at
1660 Mission Street, Rmi§3036, San Francisco CA 94103. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals,
including current fees, comtact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 575%880. f

An appeal of the approvaf(q;r denial) of a building permit applicatiég by the Planning Commission*%nay be made to the
Board of Appeals within % glendar days after the building permit is issuef] (or denied) by the Dire®tor of the
Department of Building Inspe£ . Appeals must,be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd
Floor, Room 304. For further infor%ation about appeals to the Board of Appeals, includingycurrent fees, contact the Board
of Appeals at (415) 5725-6880. s *

» ¥ T - 3
Pursuant to Califorfja Govepnmgiit Code Seghion 65009, if you challenge, in court, the decision of an entitlement or
permit, the issyes fised shafl be limited to fhose raised ingthe public hearing or in written correspondence delivered to

the Planning CMsi  prigf to, or at, the public hearing
ENVIRONMENTAL REVE “
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Thig project has undergo?’iyinaw review pursuanti) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part of
this protesg®the Departrhent’s ‘Environmental Review Offieér #as deemed this project to be exempt from further
environtental review, an exemption detertfijnation has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption Map,
on-line, at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal df t#€ décision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be made to
the Board of Supervisfis wjithin 30 calendar days after the project approval action i'céntiﬁed on the determination. The
procedures for ﬁl% appeal of an gxempti&h jd}ermf:ation are available from the Clerk of the Board at City Hall,

Room 244, or by cffling ¢445) 554-5184." -+ /™ o
Under CEQA, in a latetwcourt challenge, a litigant may be limited to réising only those issues previously raised at a
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission,
Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal

hearing process on the CEQA decision.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEAM}JG

Hearing Date: Thursday, January 18, 2018

Time: Not before 1:00 PM

Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400
Case Type: Large Project Authorization

Hearing Body: Planning Commission

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICATION INFORMATION
Project Address: 1863 Mission Street Case No.: 2009.1011ENX
Cross Street(s): 14" and 15" Streets Building Permit: ~ N/A
Block /Lot No.: 3548/033 Applicant: ephen Antonaros
Zoning District(s): Mission St NCT / Telephone 415) 864-2261

40-X & 65-X - antonaros{@gmail.com

Area Plan: Mission (EN)

o

f§ Code reqmrements
Code Section 145.1).

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS: If you are ifgrested in viewi plans for the proposed project
please contact the planner listed below. $he plans and artment recommendation of the
proposed project will be available prior to the*hearing through the Planning Commission agenda
at. http://www. sf-plannlnq org or by request at the Planning Department office located at 1650
Mission Street, 4™ Floor.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they
communicate with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications,
including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other
public documents.

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:
Planner: Linda Ajello Hoagland Telephone: (415) 5675-6823 E-Mail: linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES -

HEARING INFORMATION

You are receiving this notice because you are either a property owner or resident that is adjacent to the proposed project
or are an interested party on record with the Planning Department. You are not required to take any action. For more
information regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant or
Planner listed on this notice as soon as possible. Additionally, you may wish to discuss the project with your neighbors
and/or neighborhood association as they may already be aware of the project.

Persons who are unable to attend the public hearing may submit written comments regarding this application to the
Planner listed on the front of this notice, Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, by
5:00 pm the day before the hearing. These comments will be made a part of the official public record and will be brought
to the attention of the person or persons conducting the public hearing.

Comments that cannot be delivered by 5:00 pm the day before the hearing may be taken directly to the hearing at the
location listed on the front of this notice. Comments received at 1650 Mission Street after the deadline will be placed in
the project file, but may not be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission at the public hearing.

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION INFORMATION

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 or 312, the Building Permit Application for this proposal may also be subject to a
30-day notification of property owners and residents within 150-feet of the subject property. This notice covers the
Section 311 or 312 notification requirements, if required.

APPEAL INFORMATION i’

An appeal of the approval (or denial) gfia Large Project Authd';_jzation Application and/or the associated building permit
application may be made to the Board of als withitr # calendar days after the date of action by the Planning
Commission pursuant to the pro»m of S}Z:O@OS 1(b). ﬁgeab must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at
1660 Mission Street, Rm. 3036, San*Francisc 94103. For

er/Anformation about appeals to the Board of Appeals,
including current fees, contact the Clerk of tie B*‘)ard of Supervis

(at (415) 575-6880."

An appeal of the approval (or dénial) of a bmldn{ rmit apphcafon by the Plnr*n é; ommission may be made to the
Board of Appeals within 15 calendar d s ﬂe}e the building p!rmqt is issuegh(or denfed) by the Director of the
Department of Building I'nspectlon Appeals must be submltteLVrbcrmn at the Board's office # 1650 Mission Street, 3rd
Floor, Room 304. For further i#fforgnation about appeals to the ]in ard }Eaﬁ Eﬂls #hcludinggcurrent fees, contact the Board

f A Is at (415) 575-6880. ) . B h
of Appeals at (415) P B & > .ij

Pursuant to California Government CadésSection 65009, if .yo,u challenge,‘j‘f court, the decisiofy'of an entitlement or
permit, the issues raised shall be limitec"f‘o 0se raised in the @iblic hearifig or in written cop#éspondence delivered to
the Planning Commission prior to, or at, fhe pubhc hearing. #*

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ’ ’ﬁ 4’

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part of
this process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further
environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption Map,
on-line, at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be made to
the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action identified on the determination. The
procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of the Board at City Hall,
Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184.

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission,
Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal
hearing process on the CEQA decision.



Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development January 11,2018
City and County of San Francisco

1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5 Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

415-701-5598

RECE VED
San Francisco Planning Commission JAN ] 8 20,8
1650 Mission Street Cl

San Francisco, CA 94103 PLA(%JNICNSEJNTY OF s -
CPC/EggRTMENT i

NOTICE OF FINDING OF NO SIGNFICANT IMPACT AND
NOTICE OF INTENT TO REQUEST RELEASE OF FUNDS

These notices shall satisfy two separate but related procedural requirements for activities to be undertaken
by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development

REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF FUNDS

On or about February 12, 2018 the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development of the City and
County of San Francisco (MOHCD) will submit a request to the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s (HUD) Office of Community Planning and Development for the release of an estimated
$16,000,000 in Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds under Title 1 of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, as amended to undertake a project known as the Stanyan Street
Development.

The proposed action. located at 730 Stanyan, involves the purchase of the property, demolition of the existing
5,000-square-foot (sf) building and paved parking lot and construction of a residential building with affordable
dwelling units and ground floor commercial/retail space, resident amenity space, bike storage, and an estimated
4,000-square feet at-grade open space. Overall, there would be an estimated total of 32.400-square feet of
commercial/retail space and resident amenity space. The proposed project does not include vehicular parking. It
is assumed that any earthwork or ground disturbing activities would occur on the project site, an area where there
may be deep sand, and therefore may require pile driving to reach bedrock or soil improvements to support a
foundation.

There are two alternatives for the residential building: The preferred alternative, Alternative 1 would create a 50-
foot five-story building with up to 124 dwelling units (with an estimated 31 units per residential floor) and
Alternative 2 would create 65-foot seven-story building with up to 186 dwelling units (with an estimated 31 units
per residential floor); the ground floor layout would be the same for both alternatives.



FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

The Mayor’s Office o Housing and Community Development has determined that the project will have no
significant impact on the human environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement under the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) is not required. Additional project information is contained in the
Environmental Review Record (ERR) on file at the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, 1
South Van Ness Avenue, 5™ Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 and may be examined or copied weekdays 9 A.M
to 5 P.M. The ERR can also be viewed at the MOHCD website at:

http://www.sfmohcd.org/index.aspx?page=1314.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Any individual, group, or agency may submit written comments on the ERR to the Mayor’s Office of Housing
and Community Development, City and County of San Francisco, 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5" Floor, San
Francisco, CA 94103, attn.: FEugene Flannery or to Eugene.flannery(@sfgov.org. All comments received by 5:00
pm on February 11, 2018 will be considered by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
prior to authorizing submission of a request for release of funds. Comments should specify which Notice they
are addressing.

ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION

The City and County of San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development certifies to HUD
that Katha Hartley in her capacity as Director of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
consents to accept the jurisdiction of the Federal Courts if an action is brought to enforce responsibilities in
relation to the environmental review process and that these responsibilities have been satisfied. HUD’s approval
of the certification satisfies its responsibilities under NEPA and related laws and authorities and allows the
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development to use Program funds.

OBJECTIONS TO RELEASE OF FUNDS

HUD will accept objections to the Responsible Entity’s (RE) Request for Release of Funds and Environmental
Certification for a period of fifteen days following the anticipated submission date specified above or its actual
receipt of the request (whichever is later) only if they are on one of the following bases: (a) the certification was
not executed by the Certifying Officer of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development; (b) the
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development has omitted a step or failed to make a decision or
finding required by HUD regulations at 24 CFR part 58 or by CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508, as
applicable; (c) the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development has omitted one or more steps in
the preparation, completion or publication of the Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Study per
24 CFR Subparts E, F or G of Part 58, as applicable; (d) the grant recipient or other participant in the development
process has committed funds for or undertaken activities not authorized by 24 CFR Part 58 before release of funds
and approval of the environmental certification; (e) another Federal, State or local agency has submitted a written
finding that the project is unsatisfactory from the standpoint of environmental quality. Objections must be
prepared and submitted in accordance with the required procedures (24 CFR Part 58, Sec. 58.76) and shall be
addressed to Director, Community Planning and Development, United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 1 Sansome St #1200, San Francisco, CA 94104. Potential objectors should contact Director,
Community Planning and Development , San Francisco Regional Office — Region IX, One Sansome Street,
Suite 1200 San Francisco, California 94104-4430 to verify the actual last day of the objection period.

Katha Hartley
Director, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development



Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
City and County of San Francisco

London Breed
Acting Mayor

Kate Hartley

Director

January 10, 2018

RE: Environmental Assessment for Proposed 730 Stanyan Street Development
Dear Neighbor:

Enclosed with this letter you will find the Finding of No Significant Impact and Notice of Intent to
Request a Release of Funds (NOI/RROF) for the proposed development of affordable housing at
730 Stanyan Street. An Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared by the Mayor’s Office of
Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). The purpose of the EA was to evaluate and describe any significant
environmental effects of the proposed development. The EA concluded that the proposed project
would have no significant impact on the environment.

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). A FONSI is issued when the environmental analysis
and review during the EA process determines that a project will have no significant impacts on the
quality of the environment. Since the EA resulted in a Finding of No Significant Impact, an
Environmental Impact Statement under the NEPA is not required. Federal law requires the
reviewing agency, MOHCD, to publish and distribute the FONSI to interested persons and
agencies. The FONSI was published in the San Francisco Examiner on January 11, 2017, posted on
the MOHCD website at http:’sfinohcd.org/environmental-reviews, and mailed to residents and
businesses within a 1,000 foot radius as well as interested parties. The FONSI is also emailed to
interested parties.

Comment Period. Publication of the FONSI is followed by a 30-day comment period.

You may comment in writing on the EA until the close of the comment period. The comment
period closes on February 11, 2018. Comments should be addressed to the Mayor’s Office of
Housing and Community Development, City and County of San Francisco, 1 South Van Ness
Avenue, 5th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103, attn.: Eugene Flannery or to
Eugene.flannery@sfgov.org. MOHCD will respond to comments upon the close of the comment
period.

Notice of Intent to Request Release of Funds (NOI/RROF). Following the close of the comment
period and the publication of MOHCD’s response to those comments, MOHCD will submit an
application for the release of federal funds (RROF) to the United States Department of Housing and

1 South Van Ness Avenue - Fifth Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 701-5500 Fax: (415) 701-5501 TDD: (415) 701-5503 ® www.sfmohcd.org



Page 2

Urban Development (HUD). The application for the RROF certifies to HUD that MOHCD
followed the requirements of NEPA and HUD regulations at 24 CFR Part 58.

Members of the public may object to the RROF by writing to HUD at Director, Community
Planning and Development, United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, |
Sansome St #1200, San Francisco, CA 94104. This objection period lasts for 15 days following the
submission of the RROF by MOHCD to HUD. The exact date of the close of the objection period
can be obtained from HUD.

Members of the public can object on the following bases:
a. The certification was not in fact executed by the responsible entity’s Certifying
Officer.
b. The responsible entity has failed to make one of the two findings pursuant to Sec.
58.40 or to make the written determination required by Secs. 58.35, 58.47 or 58.53
for the project, as applicable.
c. The responsible entity has omitted one or more of the steps set forth at subpart E
of this part for the preparation, publication and completion of an EA.
d. The responsible entity has omitted one or more of the steps set forth at subparts F
and G of this part for the conduct, preparation, publication and completion of an EIS.
e. The recipient or other participants in the development process have committed
funds, incurred costs or undertaken activities not authorized by this part before
release of funds and approval of the environmental certification by HUD (or the
state).
f. Another Federal agency acting pursuant to 40 CFR part 1504 has submitted a
written finding that the project is unsatisfactory from the standpoint of environmental
quality.

Upon the close of the objection period, HUD will ask MOHCD to respond to the objections and will
make a determination as to them. Following the determination, HUD will release the funds to
MOHCD if it finds that the requirements of NEPA and HUD regulations have been met.

The complete Environmental Review Record (ERR) on file at the Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development, 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 and
may be examined or copied weekdays 9 A.M to 5 P.M. The ERR can also be viewed at the
MOHCD website at http://sfmohcd.org/environmental-reviews.

Sincegely,

Eugene T{/Flannery
Environmental Compliance Manager



Dan Larson, President
Milton Hum, Secretary-Treasurer

Local 648 « San Francisco
1980 Mission Street « San Francisco, CA 94103 -415 861-7840 - (fax) 415 861-8267

January 11, 2018

/A
/
President Rich Hillis Oy 4 8 2018
SF Planning Commission PlanniydUNTY,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 CPc?,f,ngngv’; S.k

San Francisco, CA 94103
Re: Whole Foods 365 CUA for 1600 Jackson Street
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

UFCW Local 648 recommends disapproval of the conditional use authorization application for
a formula retail use, 365/Whole Foods Market at1600 Jackson Street at Polk Street one block
off of Van Ness Avenue.

Polk Street is unique as it houses mainly small businesses that fit with the unique character of
the neighborhood. One of those businesses, The Jug Shop, has been in the neighborhood for
over half a century and a union employer. Allowing a chain store in this neighborhood not only
destroys the neighborhood but small businesses that have thrived in this part of San
Francisco.

For these reasons, UFCW 648 recommends disapproval of the conditional use application.
Sincerely,

Dan Larson

President






San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 10600, San Francisco, California 94102 tel 415 352 3600 fax 415 352 3606
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NOTE: To view the graphic exhibits for each project, please go to our home page at
www.bcdc.ca.gov and click on “Design Review Board” listed under Public
Meetings. For information about the meeting, please contact Andrea Gaffney
at (415) 352-3643 or andrea.gaffney@bcdc.ca.gov.

Tentative Agenda
L PR R

1. Call to Order and Safety Announcement
2. Approval of Draft Minutes for December 11, 2017 Meeting
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3. Briefing on the “San Francisco Blue Greenway Restoration and Revegetation Guidelines for
Contaminated and Impacted Areas”

The Design Review Board and the Port of San Francisco’s Waterfront Design Advisory Committee
will receive a briefing by Peter Brastow, Senior Environmental Scientist at the City of San
Francisco’s Department of the Environment on the recently published SF Blue Greenway
Restoration and Revegetation Guidelines for Contaminated and Impacted Areas. The document is
available for download here:
https://sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/fliers/files/sfe_ej_bluegreenwayguidebook_final_102417.pdf
The Board, Committee, and the public will be given time to ask questions about the Guidelines.
(Andrea Gaffney) [415/352-3643; andrea.gaffney@bcdc.ca.gov]

info@bcdc.ca.gov | www.bcdc.ca.gov
State of California | Edmund G. Brown — Governor .
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4. Alcatraz Island Embarkation at Piers 31, 31 %, and 33, City and County of San Francisco and
Joint Review with Port of San Francisco WDAC (Forth Pre-Application Review)

The Design Review Board and the Port of San Francisco’s Waterfront Design Advisory
Committee will hold their forth pre-application review of the proposal by National Parks
Service, Port of San Francisco, and Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy for a redesigned
ferry terminal to service Alcatraz Island and other points at Piers 31, 31 4, and 33, on the
northeast San Francisco waterfront. The proposed project would create three berths to expand
ferry service, reconfigure and redesign the embarkation area at Pier 31 %, create a public plaza,
and rehabilitate and reuse portions of the Piers 31 and 33 bulkhead and shed buildings.

(Ethan Lavine) [415/352-3618; ethan.lavine@bcdc.ca.gov]

5. Alameda Shipways Project at 1100-1250 Marina Village Parkway, City and County of
Alameda (First Pre-Appiication Review)

The Design Review Board will hold their first pre-application review of the proposal by
Steelwave Acquisitions, LLC and the City of Alameda to construct a multi-unit residential
development and waterfront park. The project would involve demolishing the all existing
shipway wharf structures and constructing a 329-unit residential development consisting of
four buildings, ranging from four stories to six-stories in height. The project includes an
approximately 2.4-acre waterfront park for public access and approximately 0.8 acres of
auxiliary public access paths to connect the park to Marina Village Parkway including a Bay trail
extension.

(Erik Buehmann) [415/352-3645; erik.buehmann@bcdc.ca.gov]

6. Adjournment
T

Role of Design Review Board. The De5|gn Review Board serves as an advisory board to the
Commission and its staff. The Board was formed to advise the Commission on the adequacy of
public access proposed as a part of projects in the Commission’s Bay and 100-foot Shoreline Band
jurisdictions. Public access may include both physical improvements as well as visual access. The
Board advises the Commission on a project’s effects on appearance, design and scenic views in
accordance with the Commission’s San Francisco Bay Plan policies and the Public Access Design
Guidelines. The Board’s recommendations are advisory only.

Questions and Copies of Staff Reports. If you have any questions concerning an item on the
agenda or would like to receive a staff report related to the item, please contact the staff member
whose name and direct phone number are indicated in parentheses at the end of the agenda item,
or visit the BCDC’s website at www.bcdc.ca.gov.

Access to Meetings. Meeting facilities are accessible to persons with disabilities. If you require
special assistance, please contact any staff member prior to the meeting. An interpreter for the
deaf will also be made available upon request to the staff at least five days prior to the meeting.

Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act. As a state agency, the Commission is governed by the Bagley-
Keene Open Meeting Act which requires the Commission to (1) publish an agenda at least ten days
in advance of any meeting; (2) describe specifically in that agenda the items to be transacted or
discussed; and (3) refuse to add an item subsequent to the published agenda. In addition to these
general requirements, the Bagley-Keene Act includes other specific provisions about how meetings
are to be announced and conducted.



BART

Embarcadero Station (0.5 mi/about 10 min walk)

Head southwest on Market Street toward Beale Street. Turn left on Beale Street.
Montgomery Station (0.7 mi/about 14 min walk)

Head northeast on Market Street toward Sutter Street. Turn right on Beale Street.

Muni Metro

Take the KT (K-Ingleside/T-Third Street) or N-Judah to The Embarcadero and Folsom
Street. Walk northwest on The Embarcadero toward Folsom Street. Turn left on Folsom
Street, left on Beale Street. (0.3 mi/6 min walk)

Temporary Transhay Terminal (200 Folsom Street)
Walk southwest on Folsom Street toward Beale Street. Turn left on Beale Street.
(0.1 mi/2 min walk)

Ferry
From the Ferry Building, turn left onto The Embarcadero. Turn right onto Folsom Street,
then turn left onto Beale Street. (0.7 mi/14 min walk)

Caltrain (Fourth and King Station)

Walk to Muni Metro platform. Take KT (K-Ingleside/T-Third Street), N-Judah or
S-Shuttle toward downtown. Exit at The Embarcadero and Folsom Street stop. Walk
northwest on The Embarcadero toward Folsom Street. Turn left on Folsom Street, left
on Beale Street.

| Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Bay Area Metro Center
375 Beale Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94105-2066

Phone: 415-778-6700
MTC Main Fax Number: 415-536-9800
TTY/TDD number: 415-778-6769

Auto

From the East Bay; Take I-80 West to Fremont Street. Use the right 2 lanes to take exit
2Cfor Fremont Street. Turn right on Fremont Street. Turn left at the first cross street
onto Folsom Street. Turn right onto Beale Street.

From the South Bay/Peninsula: From US-101 North use right 3 lanes to take exit 4338
for I-80 toward Bay Bridge. Use right 2 Janes to take exit 2 for Fourth Street. Use left 3
lanes to turn slightly left onto Bryant Street. Turn left on Beale Street.

From 1-280 North, use right 2 lanes to take exit 57 for Sixth Street, continue north on
Sixth Street for 0.4 mite to Folsom Street, turn right on Folsom Street and continue
east on Folsom Street for 1 mile to Beale Street. Turn right on Beale Street.

From the North Bay: Take US-101 South to Van Ness Avenue. Use the right 2 tanes

to turn right onto Van Ness Avenue. Use the left 2 lanes to turn left on Broadway.
Continue through the tunnel and onto Broadway. Turn right on Battery Street. Turn left
on Clay Street, Turn right onto Davis Street. Davis turns slightly left and becomes Beale
Street. Continue on Beale Street.

Parking
Parking near the Bay Area Metro Center is difficult. There are public and private
parking garages in the area and limited metered street parking.

For detailed transit directions, visit www.511.0rg






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 *** ACTING MAYOR BREED AND LABOR GROUPS ANNOUNCE NEW PARTNERSHIP
AIMED AT CREATING MORE JOBS AND HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES

Date: Tuesday, January 23, 2018 12:15:15 PM

Attachments: 1.23.18 Modular Housing Facility Study.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: Tuesday, January 23, 2018 9:21 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** ACTING MAYOR BREED AND LABOR GROUPS ANNOUNCE NEW
PARTNERSHIP AIMED AT CREATING MORE JOBS AND HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 23, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
ACTING MAYOR BREED AND LABOR GROUPS ANNOUNCE
NEW PARTNERSHIP AIMED AT CREATING MORE JOBS
AND HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES

City to fund development of a business plan and stakeholder engagement process for potential
modular housing production facility

San Francisco, CA — Acting Mayor London Breed and San Francisco labor groups today
announced a new partnership effort aimed at creating well-paying jobs while increasing
housing opportunities for local residents.

In collaboration with local labor unions, the City will create a business plan and fund a
stakeholder engagement process for the development of a modular housing production facility
in San Francisco. Modular construction is a method in which building components are built
offsite and then transported to a construction site for quick assembly. The modular units
created at this San Francisco facility will primarily be used for residents experiencing
homelessness.

“The housing shortages and homelessness issues facing our city are the challenges of our time,
and we need to deliver creative solutions,” said Acting Mayor Breed. “It is clear that we need
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 23, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
ACTING MAYOR BREED AND LABOR GROUPS ANNOUNCE
NEW PARTNERSHIP AIMED AT CREATING MORE JOBS
AND HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES

City to fund development of a business plan and stakeholder engagement process for potential
modular housing production facility

San Francisco, CA — Acting Mayor London Breed and San Francisco labor groups today
announced a new partnership effort aimed at creating well-paying jobs while increasing housing
opportunities for local residents.

In collaboration with local labor unions, the City will create a business plan and fund a
stakeholder engagement process for the development of a modular housing production facility in
San Francisco. Modular construction is a method in which building components are built offsite
and then transported to a construction site for quick assembly. The modular units created at this
San Francisco facility will primarily be used for residents experiencing homelessness.

“The housing shortages and homelessness issues facing our city are the challenges of our time,
and we need to deliver creative solutions,” said Acting Mayor Breed. “It is clear that we need
more housing and we need it now. With this initiative, we are taking bold new steps to build
homes in a timely, efficient manner while continuing to create strong union jobs for our
residents.”

“I want to thank former Mayor Ed Lee and current Mayor London Breed for recognizing
building trades workers and the importance of keeping these jobs in San Francisco,” said Larry
Mazzola Jr., President of the San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council. “Fixing
the homeless problem, along with the housing shortage in San Francisco are two major issues
that San Francisco faces, and we are proud to partner with the City to help develop a facility that
addresses these issues while keeping jobs in our local economy.”

"We see a real opportunity in this for pathways into good careers for San Francisco residents,”
said Michael Theriault, Secretary-Treasurer for the San Francisco Building and Construction
Trades Council. “Our gratitude is with the late Mayor Lee and we look forward to a highly
productive partnership with Mayor Breed.”

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Roowm 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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SAN FRANCISCO

The City will seek a consultant with substantial experience in the design, construction and
operation of modular housing production facilities that can both develop a business plan and
facilitate the stakeholder process. Funding for the consultant will come from the Mayor’s Office
of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) and Office of Economic and Workforce
Development (OEWD).

“We are very excited about the prospect of creating more permanent, quality union jobs while
also producing affordable housing faster and more cost-effectively,” said MOHCD Director Kate
Hartley. “We are optimistic that this exploratory effort will result in a great win for all San
Franciscans.”

“We have made growing and retaining good manufacturing jobs a priority in San Francisco,”
said OEWD Director Todd Rufo. “This funding is an important first step in developing a facility
in partnership with labor that creates good jobs and accelerates affordable housing.”

The project will have two phases. The first phase will consist of the consultant’s facilitation and
leadership of a series of meetings with San Francisco City staff and labor sector partners
regarding the construction and long-term operation of a modular housing production facility. The
meetings will explore the broad components essential to a facility’s creation, including capital
investment requirements, construction specifications, site logistics, transport requirements for
raw materials and finished components and staffing levels, among other details.

In the second phase of the project, the consultant will develop a business plan for a modular
housing production facility in San Francisco using the Phase 1 process to inform its
development. MOHCD and OEWD will finalize recommendations for Acting Mayor Breed by
the end of the year.
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“We have made growing and retaining good manufacturing jobs a priority in San Francisco,”
said OEWD Director Todd Rufo. “This funding is an important first step in developing a
facility in partnership with labor that creates good jobs and accelerates affordable housing.”

The project will have two phases. The first phase will consist of the consultant’s facilitation
and leadership of a series of meetings with San Francisco City staff and labor sector partners
regarding the construction and long-term operation of a modular housing production facility.
The meetings will explore the broad components essential to a facility’s creation, including
capital investment requirements, construction specifications, site logistics, transport
requirements for raw materials and finished components and staffing levels, among other
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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: Commission Update for Week of January 22, 2018
Date: Monday, January 22, 2018 9:30:55 AM

Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 1.22.18.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, January 22, 2018 9:27 AM

To: Tsang, Francis

Subject: Commission Update for Week of January 22, 2018

Good morning, 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.

Francis

Francis Tsang

Deputy Chief of Staff

Office of the Mayor

City and County of San Francisco

415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org
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To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

January 22, 2018

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of January 22, 2018

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of January 22, 2018. 


Civil Service (Monday, January 22, 2PM, Room 408) - SPECIAL

Discussion Only


· Discussion on De-Identification in the Civil Service Hiring Process. 

Action Items

· Department’s Fiscal Years 2018-2019 and 2019-2020 Budget Preparation Schedule. Recommendation:


Direct the Executive Officer to: continue to negotiate with the Office of the Mayor and the Controller to ensure that the Commission’s budget sufficiently supports anticipated service and staff to continue its Charter mandated functions; finalize the Fiscal Years 2018-20 Budget Request; incorporate changes made by the Commission and submit the Fiscal Years 2018-20 Budget Request to the Controller and the Mayor by February 21, 2018.


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

· Assessor/Recorder - $20,000,000 - The project is a multi-phase, joint endeavor between the Office of the Assessor-Recorder (ASR), the Treasurer & Tax Collector (TTX), and Office of the Controller (CON) to secure and modernize the City’s property tax functions by replacing legacy systems that enable the assessment and collection of approximately $2.5 billion in annual property tax revenues.  The departments currently maintain two separate legacy IT systems to perform these functions.


· General Services Agency – City Administration - $600,000 - Vendor will provide a 21-seat shuttle bus, clean and in good condition, and an appropriately licensed driver, to shuttle City employees from 1650/1660 Mission Street to Mission street and 8th Street and Market Street (BART station).  Vendor must meet insurance coverages required by the City.  There will be three trips in the morning (from 6:25 AM to 8:35 PM) and four trips in the evening (4:15 PM to 6:15 PM).  Provision of this shuttle bus service was required at the time the City purchased the buildings in 2007.  The San Francisco Planning Commission required the shuttle bus as a traffic mitigation, as a condition of approval.  It is memorialized in the escrow instructions for the purchase.

· General Services Agency – City Administration - $5,000,000 - A Request for Qualifications (RFQ) will generate a list of firms qualified to perform as-needed relocation management services.  These services will include assessment of old and new locations, development of a relocation plan and move strategy, inventory of furniture and equipment, identifying and mitigating potential risks to equipment and other special items, developing a move instruction guide for a department, supervising the move and decommissioning (closing down) facilities from which departments moved.  Current plans include moves to new facilities for Animal Care and Control, 49 South Van Ness, and Fleet Management.  Additionally, in early 2020, the Department of Public Works, Department of Building Inspection and Department of Health Environmental Services may move.  Future moves out of the Hall of Justice are planned in the next few years.  The firms will advise on how items should be moved.

· City Planning - $10,000,000 - The San Francisco Planning Department has determined the need to develop a new RFQ to select a pool of pre-qualified environmental, transportation, historic resources, and archeology review consultants to use on an as-needed basis.  Projects developed will include the following, but are not limited to: environmental review of transportation impact studies, historic resource & archeology review.  In addition, private development proposals will be required to use this as-needed pool to conduct independent environmental analysis, maintain better quality control, and follow the model used in most other jurisdictions. Inclusion in the pre-qualified pool are as follows: 1) enter into an independent contract with a private developer for environmental or transportation impact studies, Planning Railyard Alternatives, I-280 EIR, historic resource & archeology review which must be reviewed & finalized by Department staff or 2) enter into contracts with the City.

· Human Services - $271,343 - The contractor will develop a cohesive brand and external communications plan for the Department of Human Service to better identify the three distinct divisions (DAAS, HSA, and OECE) and the services each offers.  In order to better engage stakeholders, shape public perception, and to provide quality human services, the contractor will provide the following service:


· Conduct research


· Facilitate interviews and focus groups


· Develop the brand strategy


· Formulate an external communications plan


· Compile response data and analyze research findings


· Deliver final brand strategy and communications plan


· Municipal Transportation Agency - $9,500,000 - The contractor will provide as-needed technical assistance for Advanced Train Control System (ATCS) function, maintenance, testing, system performance, reliability, and safety certification.  These as-needed consulting services are required to confirm that the ATCS is configured properly, has not been compromised or subjected to degradation, and is certified for revenue service. Withdrawn at the request of MTA



· Mayor - $1,000,000 - The qualified firm will provide strategic planning and community engagement services, including survey and other data collection tool development, communications and outreach strategy development and execution, data, policy and research analysis, and report writing and compilation.

· Municipal Transportation Agency - $9,900,000 - The SFMTA (Agency) requires a knowledgeable, skilled and experienced consultant to train SFMTA employees in customer service, conflict de-escalation, and managing implicit bias.  The consultant will also coach designated SFMTA staff in providing instruction and disseminating information in these subjects to future Agency employees.

· Treasurer/Tax Collector - $20,000,000 - The Offices of The Treasurer & Tax Collector (TTX) and the Controller's Office (CON) are seeking a vendor to provide design, development/configuration, installation, and implementation services to replace their legacy Property Tax Systems with a modern software solution.  This is a multi-year project that that has been planned alongside and will be implemented in parallel with the Office of the Assessor-Recorder (ASR) project to replace their legacy property assessment system.  Upon completion of implementation, training and knowledge transfer will be provided to City staff who will provide support services for the system.



· Department of Public Health - $150,000 to $800,000 - To perform annual physical inventory counts of pharmaceuticals in all pharmacy areas (inpatient pharmacy, satellite pharmacies, outpatient pharmacy, pharmacy warehouse and storeroom) of the Zuckerburg San Francisco General Hospital (ZSFGH).  This includes physical counts of pharmaceuticals and generation of detailed price reports by specific pharmaceutical item and location.


· Municipal Transportation Agency - $2,425,000 to $3,130,000 - Provide separate professional parking garage operational services for 13 parking facilities organized into three groups as follows: Group A – 6 Facilities (Civic Center, Lombard, Mission Bartlett, Performing Arts, and 16th & Hoff garages, and 7th & Harrison lot); Group B – 2 Facilities (Golden Gateway and St. Mary’s Square garages); Group C – 5 Facilities (SF General Hospital, Moscone Center, North Beach, Vallejo St., and Polk Bush garages). Services include: providing qualified and experienced parking personnel for cashiering, janitorial and security.  The Operator shall provide oversight of all aspects of administrative functions including, but not limited to, collection, reconciliation and deposit of all parking and non-parking revenue; repair and maintenance of facilities and revenue control equipment; compliance with insurance and bond requirements; providing valet or valet-assist parking services during special events.  The term is for six (6) years, thereafter on a month-to-month basis, not to exceed 36 months.  The amount of $1,770,000 represents the compensation paid to the parking firms for providing professional operational services at the 13 garages.  The $1,770,000 amount breaks down to approximately $590,000 ($72,000 per year, with a 5% increase starting in year four) for each of the three groups.  Operating expenses, including parking taxes, are funded through gross parking revenue collected, but is not part of the compensation paid to the parking firm.


· Municipal Transportation Agency - $34,000,000 to $39,967,320 - The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) is self-insured for Workers' Compensation (Workers' Comp) and existing claims are currently adjusted by a third party administrator (TPA).  The contractor will provide claims adjusting and consulting services for existing and new claims for Workers' Comp benefits filed by SFMTA employees.  Services include: claims review and compensability determination; payment of statutory benefits, medical providers and ancillary claims services; vendor management for bill review; investigative services; coordination of claims defense with the City Attorney; management of benefit delivery system; and data collection and management.

· Municipal Transportation Agency - $98,000 to $250,000 - The contractor will plan, coordinate, and conduct trainings and classes for two-week-long programs in San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) middle and high school grade levels.  The contractor must also provide a bicycle fleet for use by the students in the classes.  This service is being provided, in part, to address and accomplish goals set forth in “Chapter4: Education” of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan in offering bicycle education for children, youth, and adults.


· Department of Public Health - $4,000,000 to $6,000,000 - Contractor(s) will provide as-needed primary care physician services to persons living in San Francisco, including preventive, diagnostic, and related emergency care. Services will be provided at Department of Public Health sites and primary care community clinics. It is the intent of the Department to expand the current services to include as  needed support of the Emergency Medical Services Disaster Medicine Fellowship and to support as needed services as a result of the implementation of the Electronic Health Record (EHR) system.


· Department of Public Health - $801,600 to $851,600 - The proposed work has three components.  First, the Contractor will provide on-going 24/7/365 access for the application, and maintenance services for the comprehensive web-based database application, the Shared Youth Database, which is a customized database that creates matched records for children adolescent clients served by the Department of Public Health, San Francisco Human Services Agency, San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department and San Francisco Unified School District.  This data base is used to identify opportunities for early intervention, care planning, practice improvement, and research.  Second, the Contractor will complete building a data dashboard and associated reports using data obtained from Avatar, the behavioral health electronic health record.  Third, the Contractor will build Clinical Reports, specifically ANSA (Adult Mental Health Outcome measure) reports that mirror those they previously built for CANS (Child/Youth outcome measure).  The Data Dashboard and Clinical Reports components will involve the development of the reports, followed by training DPH IT staff to create similar new reports or modify existing reports using Crystal Reports.  The training component is critical in that these reports require more complex programming than is typically done within Avatar and we are committed to building internal capacity to produce and maintain reports with the Avatar environment.

· Department of Public Health - $12,500,000 to $24,500,000 - Contractor(s) will provide fiscal and programmatic services for a variety of intermittent and as-needed community health, planning, support and service projects.  Areas of service will include the promotion and support of childhood immunization projects, environmental health, asthma prevention, lead exposure prevention, diabetes prevention, smoking cessation, dental health programs, primary care promotion, and specialized health related training and research projects.  Contractor(s) will also assist individuals and small organizations with the needed organizational and financial management skills essential to the effective delivery of these projects.  The proposed PSC amount includes the value of the community planning, support and service projects, which may be funded through grants, work orders, or (limited) general funds.
Modification
Continuous


· Economic and Workforce Development - $100,000 to $240,000 - The Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) directs the City's Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative, which includes funding to plan and evaluate long-term partnerships such as program expansions or shared administrative staff.  This Contractor will design a minimum of two workshops for nonprofit leaders to foster awareness of strategic restructuring options and will guide at least 20 nonprofits in strategic restructuring readiness assessments.  The Contractor will additionally provide one-on-one consultation to nonprofits regarding strategic restructuring and will provide guidance and facilitation services to 10-15 nonprofits to begin exploration of new partnership structures.

· Appeal by Kerry Mann of the Department of Human Resources’ Decision to Deny her Protest of the H-22 Fire Lieutenant Performance Examination Administered on November 30, 2017. Recommendation: Deny the appeal and adopt the report of the Department of Human Resources.

· Proposed Amendments to the Civil Service Commission’s Policy and Procedures on Exempt Appointments. Recommendation: Accept the amended language; direct the Executive Officer to post the proposed revisions to the Commission’s policy; and meet and discuss the proposed revisions with any interested stakeholders.

Oversight (Monday, January 22, 11AM, Room 408)


Action Items

· Approving the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule for July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019 (ROPS 18-19) including the Administrative Budget for the Successor Agency and supporting documentation

Small Business (Monday, January 22, 2PM)


Action Items

· Approval of Legacy Business Registry Applications and Resolutions.

· AIDS Legal Referral Panel (Application No.: LBR-2017-18-023)


· Lucca Delicatessen (Application No.: LBR-2017-18-027)


· Noe Valley Bakery (Application No.: LBR-2017-18-020)


· San Francisco Market Corporation (Application No.: LBR-2017-18-025)


· Board of Supervisor File No. 171108 - Planning Code - Restaurant and Bar Uses in Jackson Square, Broadway and North Beach, and Pacific Avenue Office Uses - Ordinance amending the Planning Code to regulate restaurant and bar uses in the Jackson Square Special Use District, Broadway Neighborhood Commercial District, North Beach Neighborhood Commercial District, and North Beach Special Use District; amending the Jackson Square Special Use District to require a conditional use permit for Office Uses, Business Services, and Institutional Uses fronting on Pacific Avenue; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity, convenience and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 


· Board of Supervisor File No. 171317 - Health Code - Banning Sale of Animal Fur Products - Ordinance amending the Health Code to ban the sale in San Francisco of animal fur products. 


· Determination as to Whether a Business that has Submitted a Legacy Business Registry Application is Eligible for Listing on the Registry. 


· Draft Sections of the Proposed Rules and Regulations for the Legacy Business Registry.

· Election of Officers – Small Business Commission President. In accordance with the Commission’s Rules of Order, Article II, Section 3, an election of the President must occur at the regular meeting of the Commission in January of each year. The President shall serve a term of one year, and shall be elected upon a vote of the Commission.

· Election of Officers – Small Business Commission Vice President. In accordance with the Commission’s Rules of Order, Article II, Section 3, an election of the Vice President must occur at the regular meeting of the Commission in January of each year. The Vice President shall serve a term of one year, and shall be elected upon a vote of the Commission.

Environment (Tuesday, January 23, 5PM)


Discussion Only


· Presentation of the Commission on the Environment – Environmental Service Award to GRID Alternatives

· Discussion of supporting the Mayor Edwin M. Lee Community Fund 

· Discussion of San Francisco’s Climate Action Strategy goal to be powered by 100 percent renewable energy by 2030. Under the City Charter, the Commission on the Environment conducts public education and outreach to the community on San Francisco’s sustainability efforts. 


· Presentation on California’s energy efficiency mandates set forth in Senate Bill 350 (2015), and achievements to date.


· Presentation on San Francisco’s BayREN and Energy Watch energy efficiency programs. 


· Presentation on California’s renewable energy and zero emission vehicle mandates, and achievements to date.

· Presentation on San Francisco’s Community Choice Aggregation program, CleanPowerSF.


· Presentation on San Francisco’s Distributed Energy Resources program including zero emission vehicles. 


Action Items

· Approval of Resolution File No. 2018-01-COE urging the San Francisco Retirement Board to divest from fossil fuel companies.

· Review and Approval of the Department of the Environment’s Fiscal Year 2017-18 and 2018-19 Budget.  


· Approval of Resolution File No. 2018-02-COE Approving Funding for the San Francisco Carbon Fund Grants. 


· Nomination and Election of Commission on the Environment President and Vice-President.  

PUC (Tuesday, January 23, 130PM)


Discussion Only


· CleanPowerSF Update

· Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency Report

Action Items

· Approve the plans and specifications, and award Contract No. WW-637, Various Locations Sewer Replacement and Pavement Renovation No. 5, in the amount of $4,107,083, and with a duration of 526 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year, five months), to the lowest, qualified,  responsible and responsive bidder, Shaw Pipeline, Inc., to replace the existing sewers and street pavement on specified streets in the Visitacion and Sunnydale neighborhoods of San Francisco.

· Public Hearing: Approve revised SuperGreen rate premiums for the CleanPowerSF program and proposed modifications to CleanPowerSF’s Net Energy Metering Tariff, to be effective March 1, 2018 to: (1) Reduce CleanPowerSF’s SuperGreen premium to $0.015 per kilowatt-hour (kWh) for residential customers and $0.010 per kWh for commercial customers; and (2) Modify the existing CleanPowerSF Net Energy Metering Tariff to: (a) eliminate the current two-tier Net Surplus Compensation (NSC) Rate in favor of a single NSC Rate and discontinue the requirement that customers transfer rights to the Renewable Energy Credits produced to the program; (b) set credit rollover as the default compensation method for NSC, with a check payment available by request; and (c) clarify that true-ups for NSC determination will only be conducted for customers who have completed at least 10 billing cycles in the program

· Approve the form of a Credit Agreement and associated Fee Agreement with JP Morgan Chase Bank with a not-to-exceed commitment amount of $150,000,000 and term of up to six years to provide credit support of the CleanPowerSF Program; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate final terms and execute the Credit Agreement and associated Fee Agreement, subject to Board of Supervisors approval of the ordinance in Board of Supervisors File No. 171172.

· Approve the plans and specifications and award Contract No. WD-2838, Sunol Valley Water Treatment Plant Powdered Activated Carbon System, for an amount not-to-exceed $5,965,300, and with a duration of 386 consecutive calendar days, to Anvil Builders Inc., to construct a powdered activated carbon facility to reduce taste and odors in the regional drinking water system for water coming from Sunol Valley Water Treatment Plant; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a contract for an amount not-to-exceed $5,965,300 with the sole qualified, responsible, and responsive bidder, Anvil Builders Inc., or, if negotiations are unsuccessful, with another qualified contractor, as permitted under San Francisco Administrative Code Section 6.23(c)(2). 


· Discussion and possible action to authorize the General Manager to consent, on behalf of the SFPUC, to the Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and Seawall Lot 337 Associates, LLC, as it relates to matters under the SFPUC’s jurisdiction; Consent to the Mission Rock (Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48) Project Interagency Cooperation Agreement; and Adopt findings, pursuant to the CEQA, and a Mitigation and Monitoring and Reporting Program.

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Anticipated Litigation: as defendant 1 as Plaintiff (Closed Session)

· Threat to Public Services or Facilities (Closed Session)

Status of Women (Wednesday, January 24, 4PM)


Action Items

· Commission/Department on the Status of Women Annual Report FY2016/17


· Commission/Department on the Status of Women 5-Year Strategic Plan FY2016-2020


· Resolution Recognizing San Francisco Police Department Captain Una Bailey


· Resolution Recognizing Olga Ryerson

· Family Violence Council Report - Women’s Policy Director Minouche Kandel and Anti-Human Trafficking Fellow Rachael Chambers present the San Francisco Family Violence Council 7th Comprehensive Report on Family Violence in San Francisco Report FY2016 for Commission approval.


· Proposed FY2018/19 Department Budget - Fiscal & Policy Analyst Jillian Johnson of the Mayor’s Budget Office gives a brief overview of the City budget context. The Department presents its proposed budget.


· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION: Director Emily M. Murase, PhD. (Closed Session)

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, January 24, 5PM) – CANCELLED

Fire (Wednesday, January 24, 5PM)


Discussion Only


· FIRE DEPARTMENT OPERATING BUDGET – FISCAL YEARS 2018-2019/ 2019-2020 - Presentation from Mark Corso, Deputy Director of Finance and Planning on the Fire Department’s operating budget for Commission review and discussion.


Action Items

· FIRE COMMISSION ELECTION OF OFFICERS

· Nomination and election of Commission President.


· Nomination and election of Commission Vice-President.

· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – EXISTING LITIGATION: Johnson v. City and County of San Francisco, United States District Court Case No. 09-5503 JSW (Closed Session)

Police (Wednesday, January 24, 5PM) – CANCELLED

Retirement (Wednesday, January 24, 1130AM) - SPECIAL

Action Items

· Possible Recommendation and/or Action on Sale and Purchase of Particular, Specific Pension Fund Investment under California Government Code Section 54956.81 (One investment) (Closed Session)

Retirement (Wednesday, January 24, 1PM) - SPECIAL

Action Items

· Consideration of Commissioner Makras' Motion to Divest from CU200 Fossil Fuel Securities


Housing Authority (Thursday, January 25, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· San Francisco Police Department-Crime Statistics


· SFHA Corrective Action Plan Summary Update

Action Items

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO SUBMIT AN INVENTORY REMOVAL APPLICATION TO THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (“HUD”) FOR CA001000985; 4101 NORIEGA, 2206-2268 GREAT HIGHWAY, 200 RANDOLPH/409 HEAD, 363 NOE, AND 1357-1371 EDDY


· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO SUBMIT PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY RECOVERY AND SUSTAINABILITY ("PHARS") ACTION ITEM: “PORTFOLIO TRANSFORMATION” DELIVERABLES DUE ON JANUARY 31, 2018, DEMOLITION AND DISPOSITION APPLICATION TO THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD) FIELD OFFICE]


· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ALLOCATE FUNDING FOR THE HOPE SF HOUSING EMERGENCY STABILIZATION PROGRAM TO ASSIST PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS AT RISK OF LOSING THEIR HOUSING BY PROVIDING FUNDS TO: (1) ENABLE PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS WITH CHRONIC DELINQUENCIES TO ENTER INTO HOUSING RETENTION AND/OR STIPULATED AGREEMENTS; AND (2) PROVIDE PHASE IN DRAMATIC INCREASES IN RENT DUE TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD) MANDATED FLAT RENT CALCULATIONS FOR MIXED FAMILIES IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED ONE MILLION FIFTY FIVE THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED SEVENTY SIX DOLLARS ($1,055,976) FROM RAD PHASE 1 EXCESS PROCEEDS

· RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AND APPROVING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO ENTER INTO A SECOND EXTENSION AGREEMENT TO THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO AND THE LABORERS’ INTERNATIONAL UNION AFL-CIO LOCAL 261

· Threat to Public Services or Facilities: Consultation with David Rosario, Director of Information Technology and Security Operations Manager of the Housing Authority (Closed Session)

Human Rights (Thursday, January 25, 530PM) - DRAFT

Discussion Only


· Presentations on data collection policies and practices. Exploring the strategic role that data and its collection play in creating a diverse, inclusive and equitable society for all. 


· James Bell, Burns Institute – National best practices


· Commissioner Toni Carter – Ramsey County Minnesota


· Representative from Senator Harris’ Office -impacts from a federal level


· Theodore Miller, Hope SF – 7 corners


· Department of Public Health


· San Francisco Unified School District


· San Francisco Public Defender’s Office


· San Francisco Sheriff’s Department


· San Francisco Police Department


· Neva Walker – Coleman Advocates


Human Services (Thursday, January 25, 930AM)

Action Items

· Requesting ratification of actions taken by the Executive Director since the December 21, 2017 Regular Meeting in accordance with Commission authorization of January 25, 2018:


· Submission of requests to encumber funds in the total amount of $446,913 for purchase of services or supplies and contingency amounts;


· Submission of 6 temporary positions for possible use in order to fill positions on a temporary basis;


· Submission of report of 37 temporary appointments made during the period of 12.6.17 thru 1.12.18.

· Consideration and possible action regarding the Department of Human Services’ Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2018-2019 and 2019-2020.


· Request authorization to modify the grant agreement with INSTITUTO FAMILIAR DE LA RAZA to provide Differential Response Coordination Services for the period of January 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019, in an additional amount of $152,658 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $700,973.


· Request authorization to modify the grant agreement with HOMELESS PRENATAL PROGRAM to provide New Beginnings and Family Treatment Court Programs for the period of January 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020, in an additional amount of $768,688 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $2,686,428


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with ARRIBA JUNTOS to provide Employment Services to Formerly and Currently At-Risk Homeless Individuals; during the period of February 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021; in the amount of $1,254,275 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,379,702.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with COMMUNITY HOUSING PARTNERSHIP to provide Employment Services to Formerly and Currently At-Risk Homeless Individuals; during the period of February 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021; in the amount of $1,161,667 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,277,834.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with EPISCOPAL COMMUNITY SERVICES OF SAN FRANCISCO to provide Employment Services to Formerly and Currently At-Risk Homeless Individuals; during the period of February 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021; in the amount of $1,367,400 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,504,140.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with GOODWILL to provide Employment Services to Formerly and Currently At-Risk Homeless Individuals; during the period of February 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021; in the amount of $824,848 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $907,333.


· Election of the Human Services Commission President and Vice President, commencing February 1, 2018

Planning (Thursday, January 25, 1PM)


Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance


· ALCATRAZ FERRY EMBARKATION PROJECT – Appeal of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration – The proposed project would improve the existing Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation site at Pier 31½ in the Port of San Francisco by renovating the marginal wharf, bulkhead buildings and portions of the sheds at Piers 31 and 33 to provide a combination of indoor and outdoor spaces to welcome, orient, and provide improved basic amenities for the public. The proposed project also includes new boarding ramps and floats to support the berthing of up to three ferry boats at a time. The proposed project would also establish limited (weekend only) ferry service between Pier 31½ and the Fort Baker pier in Sausalito, and would repair and upgrade the Fort Baker pier substructure, install a new gangway landing and float, and construct a new trail to the pier. The project site is zoned M-1 Light Industrial and C-2 Community Business in 40-X Height and Bulk District. (Proposed Continuance to February 22, 2018)

· 984-988 JACKSON STREET – north side of Jackson Street, between Mason and Powell Streets, Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 0180 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1, 253 and 303 to permit a building to exceed 40 feet in height within a RH Zoning District. The proposed project would add a fourth floor (one-story) to the existing three-story-over-basement residential building containing 3 dwelling units, with a net addition of approximately 1,100 square feet of living space to the existing dwelling unit located on the third floor. The project does not add or remove any existing dwelling units, nor does the project add any off-street parking. With the addition of one floor, the building would reach a height of 44’-6”. Even though the underlying Bulk and Height District (65-A) for the subject property would allow for a taller structure, the Planning Code requires approval by the Planning Commission according to the procedures for conditional use approval. 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 May 24, 2018)

· 681 FLORIDA STREET – southern portion of the block bounded by Bryant and Florida Streets and 18th and 19th Streets; Lot 021 of Assessor’s Block 4022 (District 8) – Request for 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 206 and 328 to allow for the demolition of an existing one-story building and construction of a new nine-story 100% affordable housing development for low-income and formerly-homeless families with 130 dwelling units and arts-related Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) space at the ground floor. The project requests development bonuses, zoning modifications and exceptions for 1) increased height above that which is principally permitted by the zoning district, 2) reduced rear yard pursuant to Planning Code Section 134, 3) reduced dwelling unit exposure pursuant to Planning Code Section 140, 4) reduced usable open space pursuant to Planning Code Section 135, and 5) reduced ground floor minimum floor-to floor height pursuant to Planning Code Section 145.1. This project is within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District and 68-X Height and Bulk District. (Proposed for Indefinite Continuance)

· 2100 MISSION STREET – southwest corner of Mission and 17th Streets, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 3576 (District 9) – Request for a Large Project Authorization (LPA), pursuant to Planning Code Section 329 and Mission 2016 Interim Zoning Controls (Planning Commission Resolution No. 19865), to construct a new 65-foot tall, six-story, 28,703 square-foot mixed-use building with 29 dwelling units and approximately 3,000 square feet of ground floor commercial. Under the LPA, the Project is seeking an exception to the Planning Code requirements for street frontage (Planning Code Section 145.1). The proposed project is located within the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (Mission St NCT) Zoning District and 65-B 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). WITHDRAWN

Discussion Only


· FY 2018-2020 PROPOSED DEPARTMENT BUDGET and WORK PROGRAM – An Informational Presentation of the department's proposed revenue and expenditure budget in FY 2018-2019 and FY2019-2020, including grants, capital budget requests, and staffing changes; high-level work program activities for the department in FY 2018-2019 and FY2019-2020; and proposed dates where budget items will be discussed during the budget process. 

· AREA PLAN IMPLEMENTATION UPDATE AND INTER-DEPARTMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE (IPIC REPORT) – Informational Presentation on the activities of the Department's Plan Implementation Group, including overview progress toward funding infrastructure projects called for in adopted area plans and coordination with CACs. Presentation of 2018 Interdepartmental Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) Report, which includes capital planning accomplishments and recommendations for each plan area.

· PIER 70 MIXED-USE PROJECT – east side of Illinois Streets between 20th and 22nd Streets – Assessor’s Block 4052 Lot 001 (partial), Block 4111 Lot 004 (partial), Block 4110 Lots 001 and 008A, and Block 4120 Lot 002 (District 10) – Informational Presentation on Phase 1 Submittal of the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project. On December 15, 2017, the Board of Supervisors approved the Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) associated with the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project. The Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project includes new construction of market-rate and affordable residential uses, commercial use, retail, arts, and light industrial uses, parking, shoreline improvements, infrastructure development and street improvements, and public open space.


Action Items

· 1555 UNION STREET – south side of Union Street, between Franklin Street and Van Ness Avenue, Lot 001B in Assessor’s Block 0546 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 121.2, 303(c), 303(g), 307(i), and 725.55 to demolish an existing motel and to construct a four-story hotel containing approximately 100 guest rooms, 29 below grade off-street parking spaces, one off-street freight loading space and eight Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within approximately 58,620 square feet. The project is located within the Union Street Neighborhood Commercial 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: Approve with Conditions

1555 UNION STREET – south side of Union Street, between Franklin Street and Van Ness Avenue, Lot 001B in Assessor’s Block 0546 (District 2) – Request for a Variance from the Zoning Administrator to address the requirements for the rear yard (Planning Code Section 134). The proposed project will demolish an existing motel and construct a four-story hotel containing approximately 100 guest rooms, 29 below grade off-street parking spaces, one off-street freight loading space and eight Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within approximately 58,620 square feet. The project is located within a Union Street Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.


· 72 ELLIS STREET - north side of Ellis Street, between Stockton and Powell Streets, Lot 011 in Assessor’s Block 0327 (District 3) – Request for Performance Period Extension for an additional three years for a previously-approved project (Conditional Use Authorization). The amendment proposes minor changes to the overall design of the building with an increase in guest room count from the original proposal (from 156 rooms to 192 rooms). The Project proposes to demolish an existing surface parking lot and construct an approximately 130-foot-tall (up to maximum height of 146 feet, inclusive of mechanical equipment and elevator over-run), 11-story-over-basement, approximately 76,500 gross square foot (gsf) building. The proposed building would contain a Hotel Use (a Retail Sales and Service Use), providing one hundred and ninety two (192) tourist guest rooms, and would also contain approximately 8,500 square feet of retail use. The Project would provide eight (8) Class I bicycle parking spaces in the basement and eleven (11) Class II bicycle parking spaces on Ellis Street. No off-street parking is proposed; the Project would include a passenger loading zone directly in front of the subject property (subject to SFMTA approval). The Project requests Zoning Administrator consideration of a Elevator Height Exemption Waiver pursuant to Section 260(b)(1)(B) The subject property is located within the C-3-R (Downtown Retail) Zoning District, 80-130-F Height and Bulk District, and Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter (KMMS) Conservation District. The project also required action by the Historic Preservation Commission on a Permit to Alter for demolition and new construction within the KMMS Conservation District (Case No. 2017-003134PTA). On June 7, 2017, the Historic Preservation Commission approved the Permit to Alter, with recommendations as amended, by a vote of +4 -0, (HPC Motion No. 0305).  Preliminary Recommendation: Approve Two-Year Extension of Performance Period

72 ELLIS STREET – north side of Ellis Street, between Stockton and Powell Streets, Lot 011 in Assessor’s Block 0327 (District 3) – Request for Performance Period Extension for an additional three years for a previously-approved project (Downtown Project Authorization). The amendment proposes minor changes to the overall design of the building with an increase in guest room count from the original proposal (from 156 rooms to 192 rooms). 

72 ELLIS STREET – north side of Ellis Street, between Stockton and Powell Streets, Lot 011 in Assessor’s Block 0327 (District 3) – Request for Zoning Administrator consideration of an Elevator Height Exemption Waiver pursuant to Section 260(b)(1)(B). The Project requests a height exemption from Section 260(b)(1)(B), which limits the height exemption applicable to elevator penthouses to 16 feet. The rooftop elevator penthouse enclosure at the Project Site would extend 29’-1”above the roof elevation of 130 feet, exceeding the allowable height by 13’-1”. The Zoning Administrator may, after conducting a public hearing, grant a height exemption for an elevator penthouse provided that the exemption is required to meet state or federal laws or regulations. The Project Sponsor has provided a technical memorandum from the Project’s elevator consultant confirming that the exemption is required to meet State of California elevator safety codes.

· 1177 CALIFORNIA STREET, UNIT 1014 AND 1015 – southeast corner of California and Jones Streets; lot 096 of Assessor’s Block 0253A (District 3) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and 317 to merge two dwelling units within a 254-unit building. The project would merge a 1,399 square foot, twobedroom, two and a half-bath unit (#1014) with a 795 square foot, one-bedroom, one-bath unit (#1015) within a RM-4 (Residential - Mixed, High Density) Zoning District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove

· 2750 19TH STREET – located at the northeast corner of Bryant and 19th Streets, Lot 004A in Assessor’s Block 4023 (District 10) - Request for a Large Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, for the demolition of an existing industrial building, with the exception of the brick facade, and new construction of a six-story, 68-foot tall, mixed-use building (measuring approximately 74,446 square feet) with 60 dwelling units, approximately 7,471 square feet ground floor retail, 24 below-grade off-street parking spaces, one car-share parking space, 84 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and 13 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The Project includes 4,800 square feet of common open space roof deck. Under the LPA, the project is seeking an exception to certain Planning Code requirements, including: 1) rear yard (Planning Code Section 134); 2) dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code Section 140); 3) street frontage (Planning Code Section 145.1). The project site is located within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) and 68-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 37 SUSSEX STREET – located on the west side of Sussex Street, between Penny Lane and Diamond Street; Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 6729 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.0219.0012 proposing construction of a vertical one-story addition on a single-family dwelling. The Project is located within a RH-1 (Residential, House, Single-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not take Discretionary Review and Approve

· 3600 SCOTT STREET – located on the east side of Scott Street, between Beach Street and Capra Way; Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 0441A (District 2) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.03.29.2707, proposing replace the glass deck railing, of 42 inches in height, with a glass windscreen of 72 inches in height on an existing roof deck. The Project is located within a RH-3 (Residential House, Three-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

Misc. 

· Market and Octavia Area Plan CAC (Monday, January 22, 7PM, 215 Haight Street) 30 minute site visit will occur at 6:30 PM. Site Visit to begin at 200 Buchanan Street.

· MTA Annual Board Workshop (Tuesday, January 23, 9AM, One South Van Ness Ave, 2nd Floor) – SPECIAL

· Planning Zoning Variance (Wednesday, January 24, 930AM)

· PUC Budget Hearing #2 (Thursday, January 25, 9AM, 525 Golden Gate Avenue, 2nd Floor) – SPECIAL


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 *** ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED ON FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN
Date: Monday, January 22, 2018 9:19:47 AM

Attachments: 1.20.18 Federal Shutdown.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: Saturday, January 20, 2018 10:17 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED ON FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
SHUTDOWN

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Saturday, January 20, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

**% STATEMENT ***

ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED ON FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

“While the failure by Congressional Republicansto avoid a shutdown is deeply alarming, this
breakdown at the federal level will not affect our City’ s ability to deliver critical servicesto
our residents.

San Francisco’s public safety agencies will continue to operate as normal. Our residents can
feel safe knowing that our police and fire stations will be fully staffed and emergency response
services will be fully functioning. Muni services will not be impacted, street cleaning will
move forward as scheduled and parks managed by the City will remain open to the public.

San Francisco will move forward. But in Washington, D.C., the reckless decisions by
Republicans will have impacts. Republicans maintain control over both legislative branches
and the White House. Their pursuit of an extremist immigration agenda—one that holds the
fate of 800,000 DACA recipients hostage—has created unnecessary chaos.

We are urging Congress to do the sensible thing and provide areal path forward for a
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Office of the Mayor

City & County of San Francisco

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Saturday, January 20, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***

ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED ON FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

“While the failure by Congressional Republicans to avoid a shutdown is deeply alarming, this
breakdown at the federal level will not affect our City’s ability to deliver critical services to our
residents.

San Francisco’s public safety agencies will continue to operate as normal. Our residents can feel
safe knowing that our police and fire stations will be fully staffed and emergency response
services will be fully functioning. Muni services will not be impacted, street cleaning will move
forward as scheduled and parks managed by the City will remain open to the public.

San Francisco will move forward. But in Washington, D.C., the reckless decisions by
Republicans will have impacts. Republicans maintain control over both legislative branches and
the White House. Their pursuit of an extremist immigration agenda—one that holds the fate of
800,000 DACA recipients hostage—has created unnecessary chaos.

We are urging Congress to do the sensible thing and provide a real path forward for a generation

of residents who have only known this country as their home. Republicans cannot continue to
play politics with the lives of so many people.”

HitH

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200, San Francisco, California 94102-4641
(415) 554-6141
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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: *** STATEMENT *** ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED ON FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S LATEST ATTACK ON
WOMEN AND LGBTQ HEALTH SERVICES

Date: Friday, January 19, 2018 2:02:37 PM

Attachments: 1.18.18 Federal Health Policies.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: Thursday, January 18, 2018 3:25 PM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED ON FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S LATEST
ATTACK ON WOMEN AND LGBTQ HEALTH SERVICES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 18, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***

ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED ON FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT'SLATEST ATTACK ONWOMEN AND
LGBTQ HEALTH SERVICES

“By allowing medical providersto deny critical care based on personal ideology, the Trump
Administration is once again sanctioning widespread discrimination. Thisis not an issue of
religious freedom. It is another thinly-veiled attack on the health and well-being of women and
LGBTQ communities.

Access to preventive and necessary health services is a basic human need. San Francisco has
long promoted this value through the Department of Public Health, which serves women,
immigrants, and LGBTQ communities of all ages and all backgrounds.

San Francisco is proud of our culture of inclusive and comprehensive health care, regardless
of gender identity and expression, sexual orientation, ethnicity or socioeconomic status. We
will continue to promote these values and ensure that all who need services are able to access
them.”
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Office of the Mayor

City & County of San Francisco

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 18, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***

ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED ON FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT’S LATEST ATTACK ON WOMEN AND
LGBTQ HEALTH SERVICES

“By allowing medical providers to deny critical care based on personal ideology, the Trump
Administration is once again sanctioning widespread discrimination. This is not an issue of
religious freedom. It is another thinly-veiled attack on the health and well-being of women and
LGBTQ communities.

Access to preventive and necessary health services is a basic human need. San Francisco has long
promoted this value through the Department of Public Health, which serves women, immigrants,
and LGBTQ communities of all ages and all backgrounds.

San Francisco is proud of our culture of inclusive and comprehensive health care, regardless of

gender identity and expression, sexual orientation, ethnicity or socioeconomic status. We will
continue to promote these values and ensure that all who need services are able to access them.”

HiH

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









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 ***ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY AGENCIES ANNOUNCE DECREASE IN
HOMICIDES WHILE ANNOUNCING LAUNCH OF NEW PEACE PARKS COLLABORATION

Date: Friday, January 19, 2018 1:21:17 PM

Attachments: 1.19.18 Peace Parks.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: Friday, January 19, 2018 10:13 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE ***ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY AGENCIES ANNOUNCE
DECREASE IN HOMICIDES WHILE ANNOUNCING LAUNCH OF NEW PEACE PARKS COLLABORATION

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 19, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***

ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY AGENCIES
ANNOUNCE DECREASE IN HOMICIDESWHILE
ANNOUNCING LAUNCH OF NEW PEACE PARKS

COLLABORATION

Annual homicidesin San Francisco have dropped 42 percent from a decade ago

San Francisco, CA—Acting Mayor London Breed today announced that San Francisco’'s
homicidetally in 2017 dropped from the year prior and marked a 42 percent decrease from
totals recorded a decade ago.

“One death on our streetsistoo many,” said Acting Mayor Breed. “I have lost friends and
familiesto senseless violence, and | know firsthand that the pain from these incidents never
truly heals. But by working closely with our most impacted residents, we are building the
foundation for safe, healthy communities for generations to come. Together, we can break
these endless cycles of violence.”

“1 know what it islike to lose friends and family members to senseless violence,” said Acting
Mayor Breed. “No one should ever have to experience that, which iswhy | am committed to
improving public safety in our city. One death on our streetsistoo many. But by working
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 19, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

**x PRESS RELEASE ***
ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY AGENCIES
ANNOUNCE DECREASE IN HOMICIDES WHILE
ANNOUNCING LAUNCH OF NEW PEACE PARKS
COLLABORATION

Annual homicides in San Francisco have dropped 42 percent from a decade ago

San Francisco, CA—Acting Mayor London Breed today announced that San Francisco’s
homicide tally in 2017 dropped from the year prior and marked a 42 percent decrease from totals
recorded a decade ago.

“One death on our streets is too many,” said Acting Mayor Breed. “I have lost friends and
families to senseless violence, and | know firsthand that the pain from these incidents never truly
heals. But by working closely with our most impacted residents, we are building the foundation
for safe, healthy communities for generations to come. Together, we can break these endless
cycles of violence.”

“I know what it is like to lose friends and family members to senseless violence,” said Acting
Mayor Breed. “No one should ever have to experience that, which is why | am committed to
improving public safety in our city. One death on our streets is too many. But by working closely
with our most impacted residents, we are building foundations for safe, healthy communities for
future generations.”

San Francisco recorded 56 homicides in 2017, down from 58 in 2016. The totals are a dramatic
reduction from 10 years ago, when there were 96 homicides in San Francisco. San Francisco’s
6.4 homicides per every 100,000 residents is one of the lowest rates in the nation among major
cities, according to data from 2016, the most recent year collected by the FBI.

Acting Mayor Breed announced the drop in homicides at the Potrero Hill Recreation Center
alongside Supervisor Malia Cohen, San Francisco Police Chief Bill Scott and community
members engaged in the revitalization and activation of parks as part of the City’s HOPE SF
initiative.

The recreation center is a participating site in the City’s Peace Parks collaboration, a community
wellness and violence prevention partnership between youth residents, the San Francisco Police
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Roowm 200

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141





OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Department (SFPD), the Department of Public Health (DPH), and the Recreation and Park
Department.

“Today, we proudly celebrate this investment of resources,” said Supervisor Malia Cohen.
“High-quality wellness programs and recreational activities have transformative long-term
impacts on children, families and communities. This is a promising glimpse into the future health
of our city.”

The Peace Parks program supports underserved communities by offering safe spaces for healthy
recreation while providing opportunities for residents to build relationships with local law
enforcement members. Police officers familiar with the neighborhoods from local district
stations are assigned to each site to partner with community members and Recreation and Park
staff, providing a safe and inclusive space for park visitors of all ages.

"Our City's parks are an important community resource,” said Police Chief William Scott. "Our
goal is to bring families together to enjoy creative, fun programs and get to know their
neighborhood-based officers in a safe, productive environment. When our City agencies team up
with community members to provide opportunities for youth, the potential is unlimited."

Peace Parks is offered at the Herz Clubhouse and Playground in Visitacion Valley, Youngblood
Coleman Clubhouse and Playground in Bayview Hunters Point, and the Potrero Hill Recreation
Center. SF Rec and Parks creates the programming and officers from SFPD engage with the
participants as part of the collaborative effort.

“Through the Peace Parks collaboration we are able to offer different programs that are of
interest to teenagers, young adults and families, all while building relationships in the
community.” said Phil Ginsburg, Recreation and Park Department’s General Manager. “The
participation of the Police Department helps us ensure that everyone has access to healthy
recreation in all our parks at all times.”

Peace Parks is a key component of the SFPD’s community policing strategy. It is one of several
community efforts to complement the City’s HOPE SF initiative, a comprehensive commitment
to replace and transform San Francisco’s public housing communities into vibrant, mixed-
income communities without displacement of existing residents.

The Peace Parks programming focuses on exercise, nutrition, job readiness and creative
recreation outlets, and is developed based on each community’s unique needs. Programs include
General Education Diploma (GED) courses, job and skills training and classes related to dance,
nutrition education, cosmetology, boxing and disk jockey skills. The Peace Parks program is
funding by the City’s General Fund with an annual budget of $648,447, serving as many as 300
individuals a month.
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

To remove any registration and administrative challenges, recreational programming is offered
on rolling basis, every Thursday through Saturday from 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. The program
operation hours are selected to meet the recreation demands when many young people do not
have many options for fun and healthy recreation programming.

Video footage of local youth taking part in Peace Parks activities can be found here. Photographs

can be found here.

HiH
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closely with our most impacted residents, we are building foundations for safe, healthy
communities for future generations.”

San Francisco recorded 56 homicides in 2017, down from 58 in 2016. The totalsare a
dramatic reduction from 10 years ago, when there were 96 homicides in San Francisco. San
Francisco’s 6.4 homicides per every 100,000 residentsis one of the lowest ratesin the nation
among major cities, according to data from 2016, the most recent year collected by the FBI.

Acting Mayor Breed announced the drop in homicides at the Potrero Hill Recreation Center
alongside Supervisor Malia Cohen, San Francisco Police Chief Bill Scott and community
members engaged in the revitalization and activation of parks as part of the City’s HOPE SF
initiative.

The recreation center is a participating site in the City’ s Peace Parks collaboration, a
community wellness and violence prevention partnership between youth residents, the San
Francisco Police Department (SFPD), the Department of Public Health (DPH), and the
Recreation and Park Department.

“Today, we proudly celebrate this investment of resources,” said Supervisor Malia Cohen.
“High-quality wellness programs and recreational activities have transformative long-term
impacts on children, families and communities. Thisis a promising glimpse into the future
health of our city.”

The Peace Parks program supports underserved communities by offering safe spaces for
healthy recreation while providing opportunities for residents to build relationships with local
law enforcement members. Police officers familiar with the neighborhoods from local district
stations are assigned to each site to partner with community members and Recreation and Park
staff, providing a safe and inclusive space for park visitors of al ages.

"Our City's parks are an important community resource,” said Police Chief William Scott.
"Our goal isto bring families together to enjoy creative, fun programs and get to know their
neighborhood-based officersin a safe, productive environment. When our City agencies team
up with community members to provide opportunities for youth, the potential is unlimited.”

Peace Parksis offered at the Herz Clubhouse and Playground in Visitacion Valley,

Y oungblood Coleman Clubhouse and Playground in Bayview Hunters Point, and the Potrero
Hill Recreation Center. SF Rec and Parks creates the programming and officers from SFPD
engage with the participants as part of the collaborative effort.

“Through the Peace Parks collaboration we are able to offer different programs that are of
interest to teenagers, young adults and families, all while building relationshipsin the
community.” said Phil Ginsburg, Recreation and Park Department’s General Manager. “The
participation of the Police Department helps us ensure that everyone has access to healthy
recreation in all our parks at all times.”

Peace Parksis akey component of the SFPD’s community policing strategy. It is one of
several community efforts to complement the City’s HOPE SF initiative, a comprehensive
commitment to replace and transform San Francisco’ s public housing communities into
vibrant, mixed-income communities without displacement of existing residents.



The Peace Parks programming focuses on exercise, nutrition, job readiness and creative
recreation outlets, and is developed based on each community’ s unique needs. Programs
include General Education Diploma (GED) courses, job and skills training and classes related
to dance, nutrition education, cosmetology, boxing and disk jockey skills. The Peace Parks
program is funding by the City’s General Fund with an annual budget of $648,447, serving as
many as 300 individuals a month.

To remove any registration and administrative challenges, recreational programming is offered
onrolling basis, every Thursday through Saturday from 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. The program
operation hours are selected to meet the recreation demands when many young people do not
have many options for fun and healthy recreation programming.

Video footage of local youth taking part in Peace Parks activities can be found here.
Photographs can be found here.
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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: *** STATEMENT *** ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THREAT OF FEDERAL IMMIGRATION
ENFORCEMENT ACTION

Date: Friday, January 19, 2018 1:19:35 PM

Attachments: 1.18.18 Sanctuary City - Enalish.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: Friday, January 19, 2018 12:51 PM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THREAT OF FEDERAL
IMMIGRATION ENFORCEMENT ACTION

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 19, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***

ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THREAT OF
FEDERAL IMMIGRATION ENFORCEMENT ACTION

“We will always stand up and defend San Francisco’ s hardworking immigrant communities.

San Francisco is a safer, stronger and healthier place because all residents can access the
critical public servicesthey need, regardless of their immigration status. We will never turn
our back on those policies, and we will never abandon our San Francisco values of
inclusiveness and compassion.

Working with our community based organizations, we have established arapid response
hotline for our residents during these difficult times. Individuals who are facing enforcement
activities and are in need of immediate help should call the San Francisco Immigrant Legal
and Education Network hotline at 415-200-1548. Residents seeking legal immigration services
should call the Office of Civic Engagement and Immigrant Affairs at 415-581-2360.

Our City will remain a beacon of hope and a place for refuge for everyone. San Francisco is,
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Office of the Mayor

City & County of San Francisco

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 19, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***

ACTING MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THREAT OF
FEDERAL IMMIGRATION ENFORCEMENT ACTION

“We will always stand up and defend San Francisco’s hardworking immigrant communities.

San Francisco is a safer, stronger and healthier place because all residents can access the critical
public services they need, regardless of their immigration status. We will never turn our back on
those policies, and we will never abandon our San Francisco values of inclusiveness and
compassion.

Working with our community based organizations, we have established a rapid response hotline
for our residents during these difficult times. Individuals who are facing enforcement activities
and are in need of immediate help should call the San Francisco Immigrant Legal and Education
Network hotline at 415-200-1548. Residents seeking legal immigration services should call the
Office of Civic Engagement and Immigrant Affairs at 415-581-2360.

Our City will remain a beacon of hope and a place for refuge for everyone. San Francisco is, and
always will be, a Sanctuary City.”

it

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200, San Francisco, California 94102-4641
(415) 554-6141
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and always will be, a Sanctuary City.”



From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

lonin, Jonas (CPC)

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

Son. Chanbory (CPC)

FW: 1555 Union Street

Thursday, January 25, 2018 10:38:13 AM

Commissioners,

We have just received a request to continue Union Street on today’s Agenda, indefinitely.

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 P. Tunny [mailto:ttunny@reubenlaw.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2018 10:30 AM
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: DPH - ttunny

Subject: RE: 1555 Union Street

Brittany, Jonas-

On behalf of the project sponsor at 1555 Union Street (Item Nos. 12a and b on today’ s
Planning Commission agenda), | would like to request an indefinite continuance.

Thank you,

Tom

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE LLP

Thomas Tunny

One Bush Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94104

Tel: 415567 9000 « Cell: 415517 2973
ttunny@r eubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com

Please consider our environment before printing this email.

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - Notwithstanding the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act or the applicability of any other law of

similar substance or effect, absent an express statement to the contrary hereinabove, this email message, its contents, and any attachments hereto are

not intended to represent an offer or acceptance to enter into a contract and are not otherwise intended to bind the sender, Reuben, Junius & Rose,
LLP, any of its clients, or any other person or entity. The information and any attachments contained in this email and any subsequent email string
may be privileged, confidential, and protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, any dissemination or copying is strictly
prohibited. If you think that you may have received this email message in error, please notify the sender at the email address above. If you have
received this email in error, you are instructed to delete all copies and discard any printouts without reading the information contained within.


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:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:ttunny@reubenlaw.com
http://www.reubenlaw.com/

From: Bendix, Brittany (CPC) [mailto:brittany.bendix@sfgov.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2018 10:25 AM

To: Thomas P. Tunny <ttunny@reubenlaw.com>
Subject: 1555 Union Street

Hi Tom,

| spoke with Jonas per our conversation this morning. Please submit a request for indefinite
continuation of 1555 Union Street by e-mail to me and Jonas.

Thanks,

Brittany Bendix, Senior Planner
Northwest Team, Current Planning

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9114 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: brittany.bendix@sfgov.org

Web: 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: Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Amazon Whole Foods at 1600 Jackson

Date: Thursday, January 25, 2018 10:00:50 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: Sam Mogannam [mailto:Sam@biritemarket.com]

Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2018 9:47 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Sam Mogannam
Subject: Amazon Whole Foods at 1600 Jackson

Dear Commissioners, Supervisor Peskin, John and Nicholas

As a long time business owner and native San Franciscan, | urge you to oppose the development of
the 1600 Jackson site as a future Amazon location.

Over the past several years, | have seen the fabric of our communities, the heart of which are our
neighborhood commercial districts, get torn apart. We’ve all seen many of our cherished legacy
businesses close. San Francisco needs to take a leadership role in doing everything it can to
encourage small, independent, locally owned business to thrive in our great city.

Companies like Amazon have proven to be a force of community disruption, creating an illusion of
price and convenience which no small business can compete with, and they have been the cause of
many small business closures around the country. They have also contributed to a reduction in foot
traffic, which creates opportunities for neighbors to meet, facilitating true community building. The
other negative impact is the reduction in direct consumer to business owner relationship building, a
cornerstone for any society. Every community deserves and needs to have a direct relationship with
their supplier of food and services, as opposed to having that connection occur thru a web app.
There is nothing personal about Amazon’s operations and there is nothing that they do that
enriches our community.

Furthermore, this project will create a traffic and parking nightmare on a street not designed to
support the volume that Amazon will generate. This will further exacerbate the existing merchants’

Success.

Instead, | encourage you to support building more housing, esp affordable, which we desperately
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need. It would be great if the developer/owner of the project pushed their 2014 housing application
forward, as we feel this would be the best use of this space.

In the spirit of full transparency, we have considered this neighborhood for a future Bi-Rite, having
looked at both the Real Foods space and the old Big Apple Grocery store space. The prospect of a
Whole Foods-Amazon 365 store on that block has been significant factor for us in deciding whether
we should move forward.

| hope you will consider our view and the view of many of the other merchants and neighborhood
associations in the area.

Thanks,
Sam Mogannam

Bi-Rite Family of Businesses

creating community through foodT'v|

BIrRITE
Forbes 2016

Best Small Companices

Certified

#bthechange

A GREEN

/= BUSINESS

3639 18th Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
415-241-9760 ext 8601

follow us on twitter:

@biritesf

@sammogannam

@eatgoodfoodbook

Co-author of EAT GOOD FOOD: a grocer's guide to shopping, cooking, and creating community
through food
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son. Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: Case No. 2017-013406CUA - Project Sponsor Letter to San Francisco Planning Commission 1-23-17
Date: Wednesday, January 24, 2018 11:34:42 AM

Attachments: 1177 California Street - Agenda Item #14 - Project Sponsor Letter.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: Alexis Pelosi [mailto:alexis@pelosilawgroup.com]

Sent: Tuesday, January 23, 2018 4:27 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com

Cc: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Landfair, Stan; Miriam
Montesinos; Adina, Seema (CPC)

Subject: Case No. 2017-013406CUA - Project Sponsor Letter to San Francisco Planning Commission 1-
23-17

President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission,

We are submitting the attached letter on behalf of our client, Stan Landfair regarding his requested
Conditional Use authorization for his property located at 1177 California Street (Case No. 2017-
013406CUA) - Item #14 on the Planning Commission agenda for this Thursday, January 23, 2017. If
you have any questions or would like to discuss please let me know.

Alexis

Alexis M. Pelosi
Principal Attorney

(415) 273-9670 ext. 1 (o)
(415) 290-4774 (c)
alexis@pelosilawgroup.com
www.pelosilawgroup.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail transmission may contain privileged and/or confidential information only for use by the
intended recipients. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to receive messages for the addressee), you may not use, copy, disclose,
or distribute this message (or any information contained in or attached to it) to anyone. You may be subject to civil action and/or criminal

penalties for violation of this restriction. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the

transmission. Thank you.
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January 23, 2018

Rich Hillis

President

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 1177 California Street, Units #1014 and #1015
Case No. 2017-013406CUA

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

On behalf of our client, Stan Landfair, the long-term owner and occupant of units #1014
and #1015 at 1177 California Street, we are writing to request that the Planning Commission
support his application to merge these two units for his personal use and approve the proposed
Conditional Use (CU) authorization under Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 (the “Project”).

Our client, Mr. Landfair is seeking this CU authorization to legally merge the two units he
has owned for 14 and 11 years, respectfully, so that he and his fiancée can accommodate their
combined family of children and grandchildren, care for aging parents, and ensure that they have
enough space in their residence to allow for potential future caregivers for themselves so they can
remain in San Francisco throughout their retirement years. Mr. Landfair is seeking this request to
comply with the law. As a member of the California State Bar and an active member of the Nob
Hill community, he believes it is important to lead by example and is seeking this CU authorization
to obtain the right to combine his two residences legally instead of quietly removing the non-
loadbearing wall without proper approvals.

Planning Department staff is recommending disapproval of the merger. We respectfully
disagree with that recommendation and believe that it based on findings that inaccurately reflect the
standard required for review. As discussed in detail below, we believe that the Planning
Commission can make the findings required to grant a CU authorization and that sufficient evidence
exists to justify and support approval of the requested merger. This includes the fact that the units
to be merged will not eliminate an affordable unit from the marketplace or displace any third parties;
the fact that both units are owner-occupied; the fact that the merger will cure a defect in the original
construction and design of the building; and, most importantly, the fact that the merger will allow
Mr. Landfair to stay in his residences as he ages. Simply put, the Project meets the standards for a
unit merger.

12 Geary Street, 8th Floor San Francisco, CA 94105 (415) 273-9670 www.pelosilawgroup.com





In our discussions with Mr. Landfair, we updated him that despite the fact that unit mergers
are permitted with the granting of a CU authorization, the issue of merging units has become quite
controversial in part because of a few bad actors. Mr. Landfair, however, is not a bad actor as
evidenced by the numerous letters of support attached to this letter. To address concerns raised on
other mergers and to show his good intent, Mr. Landfair will voluntarily agree to conditions of
approval requiring that (a) the two kitchens be maintained in the merged unit, (b) the two separate
entries be maintained, and (c) if in the future the merged units are no longer owner-occupied, the
wall between them will be replaced to form two separate units." The limited scope of work being
proposed (i.e., the removal of a non-loadbearing wall and no other work) ensures that these
conditions can be complied with now and in the future.

For all these reasons, we respectfully request that you reject staff’s recommendation
and support the proposed CU authorization.

BACKGROUND

1177 California Street, otherwise known as Gramercy Towers, is in Nob Hill at the
intersection of Jones Street and California Street. It was originally designed for use as a 450-room
hotel, but before the hotel was completed, it was revised to be a 273-unit apartment building.” Due
to this last-minute change in design, the building has predominately smaller units with few family-
sized units. Specifically, of the 248 residential units’, only nine (9) are family-sized (i.e., eight (8)
three-bedroom units and one (1) four-bedroom unit). The remaining units are studios (40), junior
one-bedrooms (69), one-bedrooms (94) or two-bedrooms (30).

In 2004, Mr. Landfair purchased his first unit in the building, Unit #1014. In 2007, when
the adjacent unit, Unit #1015, was offered for sale, Mr. Landfair purchased it from his neighbor,
with the intent to combine the two units to accommodate his family. Unfortunately, changes in life
circumstances, a little thing called the Great Recession and a busy schedule, delayed any plans for a
merger. Now, at sixty-three (63) years young, Mr. Landfair is engaged to be married and needs an
intact unit with more space than Unit #1014 allows. Mr. Landfair wants to create a place where he
and his fiancée can accommodate children and grandchildren; care for Mr. Landfair’s aging parents,
if necessary; and, eventually, live out their own golden years. By removing the non-load bearing wall
and merging the two units, Mr. Landfair will have one unit that can accommodate his family’s
current needs, as well as potential needs in the future — including, for example, a caregiver, nursing
and hospice care. To understand the scope of the work being proposed, attached to this letter as
Exhibit A is a copy of the existing and proposed floor plans, as well as images of the exterior of the
units.

! Similar conditions were imposed as part of Case No. 2017-007430CUA (1360 Jones Street, Units 902 & 1001). The
specific language of the condition is provided in Exhibit D.

2 This information was obtained from the Property Information Report for 1177 California Street. The applicable
records are CU 69.004 and EE 00.069. A review of the Assessor’s Map shows 260 units.

% It is unclear how Gramercy Towers went from 273 units to 248 residential units. A review of the Assessor’s Maps
shows that five (5) units were eliminated and merged into existing units that likely were common space areas. It appears
that six (6) of the units, based on the staff report, are commercial condominiums. Assuming there were 262 residential
condominium units to start, although the Assessor’s Map shows 260 units, this means since the building was
constructed, five percent (5%) of the units have been merged.





While Mr. Landfair purchased Unit #1014 in 2004, he has lived in the neighborhood since
1999 and has been actively involved in the community for all that time. He has served multiple
terms as a member and officer of the building’s Homeowners Association and has been a member
of the Board of Directors of the Nob Hill Association for approximately eight (8) years, its Secretary
for four (4) years, and now serves as Acting President. Similarly, he is Secretary of the Nob Hill
Foundation (which supports Huntington Park) and this fall he was the organizer of the Nob Hill
Holiday Tree Lighting Ceremony. Mr. Landfair is well-known and respected in the community, and
has built many friendships, as evidenced by the numerous letters of support for his proposed
merger, which are attached for your reference as Exhibit B. Units #1014 and #1015 are Mr.
Landfair’s home and he wants to stay in the neighborhood and in the community, and simply
requests he be able to combine his two units to use their space more effectively and comfortably, to
accommodate future life changes, and to allow him to “age in place” when the time comes. Mr.
Landfair has planned for his future needs by purchasing Unit #1015 approximately ten (10) years
ago and is now doing the right thing by complying with the legal requirements and seecking a CU
authorization for the merger.

The Findings for CU Authorization Approval Can Be Made

As noted above, and as indicated in the staff report for the Project, the Planning
Department is recommending disapproval of the requested CU authorization for unit merger.
While we respect the Planning Department’s position, we strongly disagree with their determination.
We believe that the findings in support of disapproval use a different standard than is called for
under the Planning Code. A detailed discussion of the findings required for CU approval and the
findings made by the Planning Department are included below. As noted below, the Project must
make not only the standard Planning Code section 303 findings, but also the supplemental findings
required under Planning Code section 317(g)(2).

Planning Code section 303 Findings:

A The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible with, the
neighborhood or the community.

The Planning Department found that the merger of the two owner-occupied units into one
2,194 square foot unit “that is unaffordable to the majority of the population is not necessary or
desirable for the community.” Not only do we disagree with this finding, but we find the
interjection of “affordability” into the rationale for whether a CU authorization should be approved
very disconcerting.

Whether a unit merger should be approved should be based on many factors, clearly
identified in the Planning Code, and not just affordability. If affordability were the only factor, or
even a “key” factor, then by that measure most CU authorizations would not be “desirable” for the
community. While we recognize that the creation of a 3-bedroom, 3 2 bath unit would increase the
value of the unit, to be clear, neither Unit #1014 nor Unit #1015 is available for sale and neither is
currently “affordable to the majority of the population.” According to the May 18, 2017, appraisal
done by Churton & Associates, Unit #1015, which is 795 square feet and a 1-bedroom, 1 bath unit,
is valued at $910,000 and the value for Unit #1014, which has 1,399 square feet and 2 bedrooms, 2
Y2 baths is $1.7 million. Both units also include an approximately $1,000 per month Homeowner





Association (HOA) assessment, a cost that further impacts their “affordability.” In our opinion,
neither unit is “affordable.” In part for this reason, affordability cannot be the “key” factor as to
whether this finding can be met.

Instead, we recommend focusing on whether it is desirable or necessary to create a larger
unit in Gramercy Towers and Nob Hill, and whether such a larger unit is compatible with the
community and the neighborhood. As noted above, Gramercy Towers is comprised of mostly
smaller residential units. The building has 248 residential units. Only nine (9) of the 248 units, or
less than four percent (4%) of the units, are sized for families (i.e., greater than 2-bedrooms). If the
intent is to encourage families to locate and remain in San Francisco, we need to provide and
encourage more family housing. This was evidenced by the recent amendments to the Inclusionary
Housing Ordinance, which included provisions requiring at least 10% of all units in a development
include 3-bedroom units. By that standard, there should be approximately 24 3-bedroom units in
the building. Here, merging the units as proposed would meet that intent and get Gramercy Towers
closer to the ideal unit mix in projects.

For these reasons, we believe approving the proposed CU authorization to merge the units is
desirable as it provides much needed new family housing in an area of the City that is unlikely to see
much new development that could accommodate such larger units. A larger unit would also be
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, which has existing schools and parks for families
and children, and great public transit access. Thus, this finding can be made in support of the
proposed Project.

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of
persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project that could be
detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working the area, in that:

1. Nature of proposed site, including its sie and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures;

The Planning Department uses a similar “affordability” rationale to that discussed above, as
well a statement regarding the “ample size” of the individual dwelling units, and removal of a unit
from the city stock, to support a finding that the merger would be detrimental to the community.
This finding, however, concerns whether the nature of the site, including its size and shape, would
be detrimental. It appears that the Planning Department is saying that the creation of a larger,
family-sized unit would be detrimental “to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of
persons residing or working in the area.” The creation of a larger unit simply cannot be found
to meet this standard. While we understand the concerns regarding affordability, and have
addressed them above, the creation of a larger unit could only harm persons residing or working in
the area if the people who may occupy the unit with Mr. Landfair due to the increase in size — i.e.,
his fiancée, children, grandchildren and parents — were to overburden the facilities in a way that
might create a hazard, for example.

In addition, the comment regarding the “ample” size of the units is inappropriately
subjective. Mr. Landfair is 63 years old and a mature adult with an extended family who is past the
stage of being a young adult or someone who desires to live like a “millennial,” as a minimalist or as
a childless couple. It is his desire to live with his wife in a place that fits their mature lifestyles and
their current and future family, professional and social needs, which include the possibility of





working in their home, caring for aging parents and having room for children and grandchildren to
visit. We do not dispute that the existing units are of a size to serve as residential units because
clearly, they are, but that does not mean that a single larger unit is not necessary or desirable, or
inappropriate by community standards

The Project does not involve any alterations to the exterior of the subject building and will
not affect the building envelope. It is limited in scope to removing one non-loadbearing interior
common wall between two adjacent units. The merger of the units will not be detrimental to the
health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the area. For all
these reason, the Project can meet this finding.

. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vebicles, the type and volume of such
traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

We concur with the Planning Departments findings that the Project does not trigger
additional parking and would not increase the amount of traffic.

iii. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust
and odor;

We concur with the Planning Department’s findings that the Project does not create any
additional noise, glare, dust or odor.

tv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

We concur with the Planning Department’s findings that the Project does not require any
additional landscaping, screening, or open space and does not propose any exterior changes.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code and will
not adyersely affect the General Plan.

The Planning Department found that the Project will not comply with “all applicable
requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is not consistent with the Objectives and
Policies of the General Plan.” (Emphasis added.) This, however, is not the standard. The question
is not whether the Project complies with “all” applicable provisions of Planning Code or whether it
is consistent with the General Plan, but rather whether it complies with “applicable” Planning Code
provisions and whether it will “adversely affect the General Plan.” (Emphasis added.) We are
concerned that the language of the Planning Code has been manipulated to create a standard to
support a desired result rather than effect the standard required.

First, the Project does comply with “applicable” Planning Code provisions in that it is
seeking a CU authorization for the requested merger. Second, the Project, as discussed below under
the General Plan consistency discussion, complies with Objectives and Policies of the General Plan
and will not adversely affect the General Plan. The question of whether the Project may be
inconsistent with some of the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan is not determinative, if it
is even relevant.






The General Plan is a broad planning document that establishes overall policy goals for a
jurisdiction, laying out a framework for development and land use. Not all policies or statements in
a General Plan are mandatory. (Sequoyah Hills Homeowners v. City of Oakland (1st Dist. 1993) 23 Cal.
App. 4th 704, 719 (“Sequoyah Hills”).) Only those policies that are written as ‘“shalls” are
mandatory. Other policies are “shoulds” and are statements that express a community’s preferences
or goals; they are not rigid directives or mandatory requirements. Contrary to any implied assertion
by the Planning Department, there is no requirement that the Project comply with each and every
General Plan policy and here, none of the policies cited by the Planning Department are mandatory.

For all these reasons, and as discussed in more detail below, this finding can be made.

D. That the use as proposed wonld provide development that is in conformity with the purpose of the
applicable Use District.

We concur with the Planning Department’s findings that the Project is in a zoning district
where residential uses are principally permitted and the that the Project conforms to the purposes of
that district.

Planning Code Section 317 (g)(2) Findings4:

A. Whether removal of the unit(s) would eliminate only owner-occupied housing, and if so, for how long
the unit(s) proposed to be removed have been owner occupied;

The Planning Department conceded that the units to be merged are owner-occupied but
departed from that standard to conclude instead that “there is no compelling reason to remove the
smaller, and thus by size, more affordable unit.” (Emphasis added.) While we continue to be
concerned by the focus on affordability and refer the reader to our discussion of Planning Code
section 303(A) finding above, we are more concerned as to how and why a new standard appears to
have been interjected into this finding. The language articulated in the finding is clear. The
Planning Commission is to consider whether the removal of the unit “would eliminate only owner-
occupied housing” and if yes, for how long the unit to be removed has been occupied. (Emphasis
added.) The focus of the finding is therefore on whether the unit is owner occupied, as evidenced
by the term “only.” There is no reference or need to have a “compelling reason” to merge the
dwellings. That simply is not the standard.

Here, both units are owner-occupied. The smaller unit (#1015) was occupied by Mr.
Landfair from 2007-2010 and then again from 2016-present. The larger unit (#1014) has been
occupied by Mr. Landfair since 2004. In total, the units have been occupied for 14 years and five (5)
years. No tenants will be displaced as part of the unit merger.” For this reason, this finding can
be made.

4 Planning Code Section 317(g)(2) establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when reviewing
applications requesting to merge residential units. As discussed below, the Project complies with these criteria and the
necessary findings can be made.

% Planning Staff’s finding references a December 18, 2013 Executive Directive by former Mayor Lee. This directive
focused on housing production and preservation of rental housing stock. While it formed the basis for the
requirements to merge residential units, it focused on rental units, not ownership units. As noted above, the units to be
merged are owner-occupied and are not rental stock.





B. Whether removal of the unit(s) and the merger with another is intended for owner occupancy;

The Planning Department once again found that while the merged unit would be owner-
occupied, there is “no compelling reason as to why the owner would need to merge the adjacent
unit.” (Emphasis added.) Again, as noted above, the standard is not whether there is a “compelling
reason,” but rather whether the removal of the unit and merger is intended for owner occupancy.’
That is the standard.

Mr. Landfair intends to own and occupy the merged unit, just as he currently owns and
occupies each individual unit. The difference, however, is that once the units are merged, Mr.
Landfair, his fiancée and family, including his parents, children and grandchildren, will no longer
need to go into the hall, as depicted in the photos attached as Exhibit C, to gain access to the other
part of his residence.’

This finding is intended to ensure that merged units will be owner-occupied. For this
reason, Mr. Landfair, as noted above, will agree to a condition of approval that provides that if the
merged unit is no longer owner-occupied, it will be returned to two separate units. To ensure that
this is possible, Mr. Landfair will also agree a condition that requires the two kitchens be maintained
in the merged unit and that the two entries also remain. Proposed language for conditions of
approval is attached as Exhibit D.

For these reasons, this finding can be met.

C. That the removal of the unit will remove an affordable housing unit as defined in Section 401 of this
Code or housing subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance;

We concur with the Planning Department that the removal of Unit #1015 will not remove
an affordable housing unit. ~We disagree, however, with the Planning Department’s additional
discussion regarding the “affordability” of Unit #1015, for all the reasons discussed above under
Planning Code section 303(A).

In addition, while we understand that prior analyses have referred to the City’s Periodic
Adjustment to Numerical Criteria for what is “affordable” in the city, we are not sure that this
reference is correct. The numerical criteria cited are used in the updated 2014 Zoning Controls on
the Removal of Dwelling Units, the relevant pages of which are attached as Exhibit E, to determine
whether to exempt properties of a certain value from a mandatory hearing requirement, not to set a
baseline as to what is and is not considered “affordable.” Also, the implication of using this
criterion is that anything valued less than $1.9 million is “affordable,” which, in our opinion, is a bit
nonsensical. The subsequent reference to a “compelling need” standard, and the additional

® While not the standard, Mr. Landfair does have a “compelling reason” to merge the two units. Mr. Landfair is 63 years
old and would like to remain in San Francisco and on Nob Hill. Given the needs of his family, including his aging
parents, he needs more space to accommodate them and a potential caregiver. He also is getting married and needs
room for his fiancée, her family and their collective children and grandchildren. Mr. Landfair also is a prudent planner
and recognizes that in the future he or his wife may need a caregiver as they enter their retirement years. The merger will
allow that to occur. Any one of these reasons is “compelling.” In addition, generally speaking, there is a “compelling”
reason to create larger units for families to locate and remain in San Francisco. The merging of the units creates a
family-sized unit for families.

"The use of the term “residence” is intentional as currently Mr. Landfair is occupying both units as his residence but is
required to go into the hall to access them as they are not connected.





discussion of whether merging the units makes the one unit “unaffordable to a larger percentage of
the population” is also concerning as these are not the standards to be applied.

The standard and question under the finding is whether the Project will remove an
affordable housing unit as the term is defined in the Planning Code. It does not, and so under the
standards provided in the Planning Code, the project can meet this finding.

D. If removal of the unit removes an affordable housing unit as defined in Section 401 of this Code or
units subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, whether replacement
housing will be provided which is equal or greater in size, number of bedrooms, affordability, and
suitability to households with children to the units being removed;

We concur with the Planning Department’s finding that the Project will not result in the
removal of an affordable housing unit or units subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and
Arbitration Ordinance. We continue to disagree with the subsequent statements regarding
affordability and their repetition despite a lack of necessity to make the required finding.

E. How recently the unit being removed was occupied by a tenant or tenants;

We concur with the Planning Department’s finding regarding occupancy of Unit #1015.
Mr. Landfair has owned Unit #1015 since 2007. He occupied the unit for four (4) years from 2007-
2011 and has occupied the unit for the last two (2) years, or from 2016-present. Unit #1015 was
occupied by tenants from 2011-2016.

F. Whether the number of bedrooms provided in the merged unit will be equal to or greater than the
number of bedrooms in the separate units;

We concur with the Planning Department’s finding that the merged unit will have 3-
bedroom and 3 V2 baths and that that equals the number of bedrooms in the separate units.

G. Whether removal of the unit is necessary to correct design or functional deficiencies that cannot be
corvected through interior alterations;

The Planning Department found that the merger is not necessary to correct design or
functional deficiencies that cannot be corrected through interior alterations. We disagree because, as
noted above, Gramercy Towers was developed as a tourist hotel, not a residential development, and
the number of larger units is a small percentage of the overall units. The configuration of Unit
#1014 also does not allow for a redesign that would allow for the additional bedroom needed by Mr.
Landfair, nor can Mr. Landfair expand the square footage of Unit #1014 by expanding the building
envelope. Unit #1014 is constrained and while it meets the requirements for a dwelling unit, it does
not meet the needs of the property owner, Mr. Landfair. The reconfiguration and merger of the
units is necessary to provide a practical and functional unit for Mr. Landfair’s family and the increase
in number of bedrooms needed to accommodate his family could not be achieved through interior
alterations. In addition, as noted by the Planning Department, Gramercy Towers is above its
allowed density. For these reasons, this finding can be made.





H. The appraised value of the least expensive Residential Unit proposed for merger only when the
merger does not involve an Unauthorized Unit.

We concur with the Planning Department’s finding that the least expensive unit based on
the dated May 18, 2017 by Churton & Associates valued is $910,000. We continue to disagree,
however, with the subsequent statements regarding affordability and their repetition despite a lack of
necessity to make that finding.

General Plan Compliance

As discussed above, the Planning Department has found that the Project is inconsistent with
certain Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. As noted above, however, the Project is not
required to be consistent with every Objective and Policy of the General Plan. Moreover, as
discussed below, we believe that even with the Objectives and Policies cited by the Planning
Department, a finding of consistency can be made. For this reason, the Project is, on balance,
consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT
Obijectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 2:
Retain existing housing units, and promote safety and maintenance standards, withont jeopardizing

affordability

Policy 2.2:
Retain existing housing by controlling the merger of residential units, except where a merger clearly creates new
Sfamily housing.

The Project would merge a two-bedroom unit with a smaller one-bedroom unit. The newly
created three-bedroom unit would provide common areas for the household and retain the same
number of bedrooms while creating a larger, family housing unit. It also allows for the creation of a
unit that supports multi-generational living and “aging in place.”

While the Planning Department may feel that the size of the existing two-bedroom unit is
“family sized,” it only includes two-bedrooms and cannot be reconfigured to add bedrooms given
the constraints of the building and the unit. Also, unlike modern residential units that are
constructed for efficiency, the units in Gramercy Towers were designed as tourist hotel rooms,
which were converted to residential units and reflect a challenging layout that limits their
functionality as “family” units, even if larger by square footage. Unit #1014, for example, has a
foyer that is approximately 8 feet by 8 feet, and hallway 12 feet long, which are effectively wasted
space. The living spaces are not large. The second bedroom is only slightly larger than the foyer
and accommodates little more than a bed and a chair. The proposed unit merger will create one
three-bedroom unit that will provide sufficient space for a large and/or extended family.





Conclusion

Mr. Landfair’s intent in requesting a CU authorization to merge his two units was simply to
comply with the requirements of the Planning Code and the law. He never envisioned that his
simple request to remove a non-loadbearing wall between two units he has owned for over 10 years
and occupies himself would be caught up in such a larger discussion concerning housing in the City.

Mr. Landfair has lived in Nob Hill for almost 20 years. He loves his neighborhood and his
building, and is simply requesting to merge two units he already occupies so he can remain in his
current residence and meet the needs of his family, as well as ultimately his own needs as he grows
older. He understands the concerns regarding the loss of a unit in theoretical terms but points out
that there is no loss in this case where both units are owner occupied, and is willing to go further
and agree to conditions of approval to ensure that should the unit no longer be owner-occupied, it
be return to two units. He also will agree to maintain two kitchens and two entries in the merged
unit. The Project will affect no one but Mr. Landfair, who occupies both units now and will occupy
the merged unit as well and, thus will not displace anyone or make anyone’s housing more expensive
or less available, if he is allowed to proceed.

Finally, we would like to note that despite our comments on the Planning Department’s
findings, we do acknowledge and recognize the difficult task they have in preparing them. We
applaud their enthusiasm and creative approach, but are concerned that standards are being applied
inaccurately — even though the language of the Planning Code is clear. Because the findings serve as
the basis for the Planning Commission’s decision, it is important that they be precise and include the
necessary facts to reach a decision on the project based on the standards to be applied. In this letter,
we have tried to set forth those standards and explain how Mr. Landfait’s request meets them and
how the necessary findings for approval can be made.® The Planning Commission has the discretion
through the CU authorization process to determine whether a unit merger is appropriate and meets
the requirements of the Planning Code. That decision should be based on the facts presented and
for all the reasons stated in this letter, and to ensure that all residents’ needs are considered, we
strongly recommend that the Planning Commission reject staff’s recommendation and approve the
CU authorization.

8 While not discussed above, the Project can also meet Priority-Planning Policy 2 under Planning Code section 101.1(b).
Specifically, the merger of the units allows the creation of larger family-housing and would allow increased diversity in
the neighborhood by encouraging more families to move and live in the neighborhood. It will not result in a loss of
affordable housing and will not change the economic diversity of the neighborhood. It also includes a condition that
requires a separation of the unit should it no longer be owner occupied. Because the unit is not lost and would be
reinstated if no longer owner-occupied, the number of units in the neighborhood would be preserved and the Project
would be consistent with the policies of Section 101.1(b)(3).
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Thank you in advance for your consideration
contact me.

Yours truly,

Alexis M. Pelosi

Attachments.

. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
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STEPHEN R. FARRAND
1333 Jones Street, Apt, 1601
San Francisco, CA 94109

January 15, 2018

Rich Hillis, President, Planning Commission
Members, Planning Commission

John Rahaim, Director of Planning

Seema Adina, Planning Department Staff

Re:  Proposal for Conditional Use Authorization to Merge Apartments at 1177 California
Street, Case No, 2017-013406CUA

Dear Mr. Hillis, Members, Mr. Rahaim, and Ms Adina:

I am writing in support of the above-referenced application by Stan Landfair for a
Conditional Use Authorization to merge Apartments 1014 and 1015 at 1177 California Street.

I am personally familiar with the applicant, having served with him as a director and an
officer of the Nob Hill Association for over five years. 1 am also familiar with the Gramercy
because Farrand Cooper, P.C., my law firm, served as general counsel to the Gramercy Towers
Condominium Association from approximately 1974 to 1994, and I am a long-time resident of the
Nob Hill neighborhood, having resided at 1333 Jones Street (the Comstock) for over forty years.
I also am familiar with the application and Mr. Landfair’s desire to merge his two adjacent
apartments in the building for his personal use and that of his family.

1 support Mr. Landfair’s application wholeheartedly. The Gramercy building and our :
neighborhood would benefit from an increase in family-sized apartments. Knowing Mr.
Landfair well, I have no doubts regarding the sincerity of his desire to merge his adjacent units
for his personal use.

Sincerely,

Stephen R. Farrand





GRACE ﬂp
CATHEDRAL

John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Seema Adina, Planning Department Staff The'Nary Rev: Dr. Maleolm Clemens Yg;l;?

Rich Hillis, President, Planning Commission
Members, Planning Commission

22 January 2018

Re:  Proposal for Conditional Use Authorization to Merge Apartments
at 1177 California Street, Case No. 2017-013406CUA

Dear Mr. Rahaim, and Ms Adina, Mr. Hillis, and Commission Members,

I am writing to support the application described in the memo line. Our
Cathedral neighbor, Stan Landfair is asking for a Conditional Use Authorization
to merge Apartments 1014 and 1015 at 1177 California Street.

[ know Mr. Landfair as a Director and officer of the Nob Hill Association (NHA),
and its Acting President over much of the last year. As the Cathedral Dean I
represent the Cathedral in all spiritual and civic matters. Mr. Landfair is a good
neighbor to us and I appreciate his work in NHA activities, especially those that
fund and perform maintenance in Huntington Park. This past November, my
office worked with Mr. Landfair and others from the NHA to organize and carry
out the Huntington Park Holiday Tree Lighting ceremony, an important event
that occurs in our neighborhood each year and which brings people in our
community together.

Mr. Landfair cares about this neighborhood and the City. We share the belief that
it is important to maintain an environment that can support families. For that
reason, we believe that the neighborhood would benefit from Mr. Landfair’s
application to create a family-sized apartment dwelling from his two smaller
units.

If I may provide further information in support of this application, please let me
know.

Sincerely,

oo Clevnovss Gevve 2
The Very Rev. Dr. Malcom Young
Dean

1100 California Street San Francisco, CA 94108 (415) 749-6321 (415) 749-6301 FAX www.GraceCathedral org





Phil Hand
Gramercy Towers, 1177 California Street
San Francisco, California 94108

January 17, 2018

Rich Hillis, President, Planning Commission
Members, Planning Commission

John Rahaim, Director of Planning

Seema Adina, Planning Department Staff

Re:  Proposal for Conditional Use Authorization to Merge Apartments at 1177 California
Street, Case No. 2017-013406CUA

Dear Mr. Hillis, Members, Mr, Rahaim, and Ms Adina:

| am writing to express my support for the application referred to above, in order to allow the
applicant Stan Landfair to merge Apartments 1014 and 1015 at 1177 California Street in the
building known as Gramercy Towers. | know Mr. Landfair as a fellow resident and fellow
Board of Directors member for many years. 1 am familiar with his apartment units and with his
application, which he has been working on for many years.

[ believe the combination of units as Mr. Landfair proposes is reasonable and in the best interests
of our building. There are only nine three bedroom units in our building of approximately 250
apartments, and most are studio or one-bedroom units. Mr. Landfair presently occupies two
units side-by-side, and has to exit one apartment and go into the hallway to reach the other. The
construction he proposes would only remove the one non-loadbearing wall between the two
apartments that he already occupies. The combination of the units will not change the number of
bedrooms available, and would be reversible at a later time. In other words, there will be no
change visible to anyone except to Mr. Landfair and his family, who will continue to occupy the
same two units. | know Mr. Landfair well, and I know that he desires to merge the units for his
personal use as described above.

As indicated above, T am a member of the Board of Directors at Gramercy Towers. This matter
will not be formally before the Board until afier a Conditional Use Application is approved and
Mr. Landfair submits that application. There is no reason to believe the application should be
denied when submitted, however, as the combination is consistent with the needs of the building
and will conform to all appropriate building standards.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding my support for the application.

Sincerely, y B
&y in KV £ 11""—‘6,/”'.

Phil Hand
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On the personal side, I have known Mr. Landfair as leader in our Nob Hill community for
nearly twenty years. He has served our neighborhood as a member of the Board of Directors of
the Nob Hill Association, of which he is presently the Secretary and Acting President. I know
his family, including his children and grand-children, from their stays in our building. I know
that his desire to have a more family-friendly living space for his own use and that of his family,
rather than for resale, is sincere and longstanding.

Finally, I believe Mr. Landfair’s proposal is consistent the By-Laws and other conditions
imposed under the rules of our condominium association, which will call for approval by the
association after a CUA is issued and before the “construction” starts. Given the sequence of
these requirements, formal consideration by the Association is premature. Nevertheless,
approval of Mr. Landfair’s application would be consistent with our treatment of approximately
six similar mergers over the years, and [ see no reason why the application should not be granted.

In closing, 1 believe that Mr. Landfair’s application should be granted, for all of the

reasons above.

Sinegiely,

Stephen K. Gomez

106184503\V-1
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EXHIBIT D





Potential Language for Conditions of Approval

The Merged Unit shall maintain the existing kitchens and main entrance doots, as
shown in the plans attached to the conditional use permit application approved by
the Planning Commission.

The Metged Unit shall remain "Owner-Occupied” (as defined below) now and in the
future. At the time that such owner occupancy ceases, the previous units must be
restored to approximately the same square footage as prior to the approved unit
merget.

"Ownet-Occupied" ot "Owner Occupant" shall refer to occupancy by an individual
or individuals who own the Property, including the spouse, registered domestic
partner, child or parent of an owner of the Property, or by a limited liability company
whose membership includes an individual who occupies the unit (or has a spouse,
registered domestic partner ot parent who occupies the unit), provided that such
individual is the sole member (or managing member) of a limited liability company
which holds title to the Property at the time of occupancy.

In the event that the current or future Owner Occupant (as defined above) no longer
occupies the Merged Unit, the then owner of the Property at that time shall, within
three (3) months of vacation of the Merged Unit, file an alteration permit with the
City to restore Unit #1014 and Unit #1015 as separate units in approximately the
same size and configuration as shown in the plans attached to the conditional use
application approved by the Planning Comimnission.

The current Owner Occupant and all future Owner Occupants shall submit an
affidavit under penalty of petjury, in the form attached as Exhibit B, to the City's
Zoning Administrator on an annual basis starting on the sixth month after the
current Owner Occupant receives a job card or certificate of occupancy as to the
construction work authorized by the conditional use permit, and again each year on
the one-year anniversary of the receipt of such job card or certificate of occupancy.
Failure to timely submit the required affidavit so shall be a violation of this condition
of approval. If such a certification is not timely filed within two months of the date
due, the City shall have the right to initiate revocation of the conditional use
authorization and/or issue a notice of violation and pursue abatement.
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3. Because a major intent of this ordinance is to (iv) whether the removal of the resource will have a
preserve existing sound housing stock and thus substantial adverse impact under CEQA,;

conserve its affordability, the Code exempts the most . .
_ (v)  whether the project converts rental housing to
from hearing requirements, unless other aspects other forms of tenure or occupancy;

of the project require a public hearing (RN (vi) whether the project removes rental units subject to

_ the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance or

affordable housing;

‘hearing if an appraisal indicates that the existing
[property is not relatively affordable; This appraisal (vii) whether the project conserves existing housing

at least 80% of the combined land and structure diversity;

values of single-family homes in San Francisco.

(viil) whether the project conserves neighborhood

‘Publications for Dwelling Unit Removal- Current character to preserve neighborhood cultural and
Numerical Values - Implementation of the Controls economic diversity;

(on the Loss of Residential Units. These values wil | . |

be adjusted periodically by the Zoning Administrator ~ (X) - whether the project protects the relative

based on established real estate indicators and affordability of existing housing;

current economic conditions. (x)  whether the project increases the number of

permanently affordable units as governed by

4. Structures proposed for demolition, where a )
brop Section 415;

Discretionary Review hearing would otherwise be

required, are exempt from hearing requirements (xi)
if they are determined by the Department to be

“unsound.” Soundness is an economic measure

of the feasibility of upgrading a residence that is (xii) whether the project increases the number of family-
deficient with respect to habitability and Housing sized units on-site;

Code requirements, due to inadequacies of original

construction. See below, and Part 4, for details about ~ (Xiii) whether the project creates new supportive

whether the project locates in-fill housing on
appropriate sites in established neighborhoods;

Soundness Reports and their preparation. housing;
Demolition Review Criteria: (xiv) whether the project is of superb architectural
and urban design, meeting all relevant design
Under direction of the General Plan, the Department gwdelmes., to enhance existing neighborhood
is predisposed to disapprove demolition applications character;

of sound buildings. So a finding of unsoundness
is a sufficient condition to recommend demolition
approval (on a building that is not an historic resource),

(xv) whether the project increases the number of
on-site dwelling units;

but not a necessary condition. The Applicant must (xvi) whether the project increases the number of
demonstrate that the proposed project is in conformity on-site bedrooms.
with a preponderance of other General Plan policies to
outweigh this predisposition if the building is sound. Note that Section 317 does not permit the demolition of
Residential Buildings in those areas of the City where
Planning Code Section 317(d)(3)(C) identifies these other sections of the Code prohibit such demoalitions or
criteria for consideration, in addition to building their replacement structures.
soundness:
Also note that it does not exempt projects where
(i) whether the property is free of a history of serious, demolition is proposed from undergoing review with
continuing Code violations; respect to Articles 10 and 11 of the Code, where the

y , o , requirements of those articles apply.
(i) whether the housing has been maintained in a

decent, safe, and sanitary condition; Notwithstanding the definition of “Demolition of
Residential Buildings” herein, with regard to the loss of
Residential Units, the criteria of Planning Code Section
1005 shall apply to projects subject to review under the
requirements of Article 10 with regard to the structure
itself.

(iiiy  whether the property is an “historical resource”
under CEQA;
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PART 6: Dwelling Unit Mergers

Because housing in San Francisco is a valuable
resource that requires protection and the Planning
Commission supports the conservation of existing
housing, and, although certain special circumstances
may arise in which the removal of a dwelling unit may
be necessary to further the Objectives and Policies of
the General Plan, the Commission maintains a strong
objective to minimize the loss of relatively affordable
market rate housing.

Mergers occur when two or more legal Residential Units
are combined, resulting in a decrease in the number of
Residential Units within a building, or the enlargement of
one or more existing units while substantially reducing
the size of others by more than 25% of their original floor
area, even if the number of units is not reduced.

As with demolitions, the merger of Residential Units not
otherwise subject to Conditional Use Authorization by
the Planning Code must be approved by the Planning
Commission at a Mandatory Discretionary Review
hearing, or, if the project qualifies for administrative
approval, the Planning Department may approve the
application.

if the hearing is required only on the
basis of the merger request.

Please see the Department’s website under Publications
for Dwelling Unit Removal: Current(Numerical

Values - Implementation of the Controls on the Loss of
Residential Units.

6

The Planning Commission, at a Mandatory Discretionary
Review hearing, shall apply the criteria listed below
when deciding whether to approve the building permit
application proposing a Dwelling Unit Merger:

(i) whether removal of the unit(s) would eliminate only
owner occupied housing, and if so, for how long the
unit(s) proposed to be removed have been owner
occupied,;

(i) whether removal of the unit(s) and the merger with
another is intended for owner occupancy;

(i) whether removal of the unit(s) will remove an
affordable housing unit as defined in Planning
Code Section 415 or housing subject to the Rent
Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance;

(iv) whether removal of the unit(s) will bring the building
closer into conformance with prescribed zoning;

(v) if removal of the unit(s) removes an affordable
housing unit as defined in Planning Code Section
401, or units subject to the Rent Stabilization and
Arbitration Ordinance, whether replacement housing
will be provided which is equal or greater in size,
number of bedrooms, affordability, and suitability
to households with children to the units being
removed;

(vi) whether the number of bedrooms provided in the
merged unit will be equal to or greater than the
number of bedrooms in the separate units;

(vii) whether removal of the unit(s) is necessary to
correct design or functional deficiencies that cannot
be corrected through interior alterations.

NOTES AND CLARIFICATIONS:

1. The Planning Commission has a long-standing policy of
treating as mergers any applications that connect (via a
door or other communicating opening) two or more existing
units, even if all kitchens are retained in each unit, and
construction of the opening would be reversible.

2. Criterion (vii) would be satisfied only under exceptional
circumstances arising from the necessity to remove a unit
to relieve significant design deficiencies that compromise
its livability and would correct situations that create
uninhabitable spaces.
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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: January 25 Continuance

Date: Wednesday, January 24, 2018 11:33:08 AM

Commissioners,
Please be advised, that we have received a request to Continue the Sussex DR on tomorrow’s Agenda.

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: Jackson, Erika

Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2018 9:18 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Cc: Washington, Delvin (CPC)

Subject: January 25 Continuance

Please continue 37 Sussex (2016-003051DRP) to the hearing on March 15.

Thanks,
Erika

Erika S. Jackson, AICP, LEED AP
Senior Planner

Office of Short Term Rentals, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6363 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: erika.jackson@sfgov.org

Web: http://shorttermrentals.sfgov.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: 2018 CEQA handbook
Date: Wednesday, January 24, 2018 8:52:08 AM

Commissioners,
Please let me know if you would like a copy of the latest updates to CEQA in their annual Handbook and
Guidelines document.

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: Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC)

Sent: Monday, January 22, 2018 1:33 PM
To: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: 2018 CEQA handbook

Hi Jonas,

I was just checking in with you to see if Historical & Planning Commission would
need a copy of the CEQA Handbook & Guidelines. I am about to order copies for the
department today.

Thank you

Virna Byrd

Planner Technician

Environmental Planning

San Francisco Planning Department
Direct: 415-575-9025

Jax:  415-558-6409

virnaliza.byrd@sfgov.org
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Please forward to Commissioners - Doodle for HCSMP follow up meeting, RSVP by Jan 30th
Date: Wednesday, January 24, 2018 8:43:43 AM

Importance: High

Per your request...see below.

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: Chen, Lisa (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, January 23, 2018 4:14 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Cc: Silva, Christine (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: Please forward to Commissioners - Doodle for HCSMP follow up meeting, RSVP by Jan 30th

Hi Jonas and team,

As discussed, could you please forward this doodle poll to Commissioners Melgar, Moore, and
Richards so that we may schedule the requested follow-up meeting on the Health Care Services
Master Plan?

We are hoping to hold the meeting between February 7-19, and request that they respond to the
Doodle by Tuesday, January 30th,

https://doodle.com/poll/rur82mfibp67r5u

Thank you for your assistance.

Best,
Lisa

Lisa Chen, MCP/MPH
Senior Planner, Citywide Planning Division

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

415-575-9124 | www.sfplanning.org
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From: Chen, Lisa (CPC)

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Cc: Silva, Christine (CPC); Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: Please forward to Commissioners - Doodle for HCSMP follow up meeting, RSVP by Jan 30th
Date: Tuesday, January 23, 2018 4:14:31 PM

Hi Jonas and team,

As discussed, could you please forward this doodle poll to Commissioners Melgar, Moore, and
Richards so that we may schedule the requested follow-up meeting on the Health Care Services
Master Plan?

We are hoping to hold the meeting between February 7-19, and request that they respond to the
Doodle by Tuesday, January 30th,

https://doodle.com/poll/rur82mfibp67r5u

Thank you for your assistance.

Best,
Lisa

Lisa Chen, MCP/MPH
Senior Planner, Citywide Planning Division

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

415-575-9124 | 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: Eoster, Nicholas (CPC); Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Hotel Council Letter of Support for 72 Ellis Hotel Project

Date: Tuesday, January 23, 2018 3:44:06 PM

Attachments: Hotel Council Support 72 Ellis Street - Planning Commission 1-23-18.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: Kevin Carroll [mailto:kevin@hotelcouncilsf.org]

Sent: Tuesday, January 23, 2018 1:55 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Hotel Council Letter of Support for 72 Ellis Hotel Project

Hello President Hillis and Commission Secretary,

Attached find a copy of a letter from the Hotel Council of San Francisco in support of the Hotel

5th

Project before the commission this Thursday, January 25™" item 13. Thank you for your

consideration.
Thank you

Kevin

?J.Ei
i
Hotel Council

i3 F
S5AM FRAMCISCO

Kevin Carroll

Executive Director

Hotel Council of San Francisco

323 Geary Street, Suite 405

San Francisco, CA 94102

P (415) 391-5197 | F (415) 391-6070

Follow us on twitter | Connect on LinkedIn

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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Hotel Council
OF

SAN FRANCISCO

January 23, 2018

City of San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, Ca 94103

Re: Hotel Council Support of 72 Ellis Street Hotel Project

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

On behalf of the Hotel Council of San Francisco, | am writing you in support of the proposed
OSIB 72 Ellis Street Properties, LLC (aka citizenM Hotels) project. The project would create 192
new hotel rooms, in a 130-foot tall, 11-story building, with retail space on the mezzanine and
first floors and public open space on a roof deck, as well as indoor public space. The project is
within walking distance to a range of popular San Francisco visitor destinations —including
Union Square and the Moscone Convention Center. It is adjacent to the Powell Street Cable Car
line and the Powell Street BART and Muni Station that welcomes millions of visitors a year.

The Council believes the project will generate significant economic activity and contribute
positively to the hospitality industry in San Francisco. The addition of this hotel will not only
bring jobs into the neighborhood and tax revenue to support the city but also economic impact
for surrounding businesses. Hotel guests spend as much money outside of hotels as inside
which will benefit other businesses in the neighborhood.

Again, the Hotel Council of San Francisco supports this new hotel project at 72 Ellis Street and
appreciates your support.

Sincerely,

LAl

Kevin M. Carroll
Executive Director






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: 1177 California Letters of Support

Date: Friday, January 19, 2018 12:42:09 PM
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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: Landfair, Stan [mailto:stan.landfair@dentons.com]

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 8:48 PM

To: Adina, Seema (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1177 California Letters of Support

Madame and Sirs:

Please forgive the duplicative email; | am re-sending with a corrected
address for Director Rahaim. The letters of support attached above
appear to have been omitted from my application.

Thank you.

Stan Landfair

Stan Landfair

Licensed in California and the District of Columbia

D +1 415 267 4170 | US Internal 34170
stan.landfair@dentons.com

Bio | Website

Assistant: Deborah L. Payton-Sims

Dentons US LLP

Maclay Murray & Spens > Gallo Barrios Pickmann > Mufioz > Cardenas & Cardenas >
Lopez Velarde > Rodyk > Boekel > OPF Partners > X/ > McKenna Long
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John Challis
Gramercy Towers, 1177 California Street
San Francisco, California 94108

January 17, 2018

Rich Hillis, President, Planning Commission
Members, Planning Commission

John Rahaim, Director of Planning

Seema Adina, Planning Department Staff

Re:  Proposal for Conditional Use Authorization to Merge Apartments at 1177 California
Street, Case No. 2017-013406CUA

Dear Mr. Hillis, Members, Mr. Rahaim, and Ms Adina:

Please accept this letter in support of the above-referenced application, I am a six-year resident
of Gramercy Towers, the building in which the apartments are located, and T have been a
member of the Board of Directors of the Gramercy Towers Condominium Association for the
past four years. | know the applicant, Stan Landfair, as a neighbor and as a fellow member of the
Board of Directors.

I believe the merger proposed in the application would be in the best interests of the building in
the neighborhood. We presently lack for apartment units suitable for families, which appears to
discourage families from staying in the neighborhood, notwithstanding the presence of schools
and parks. Knowing Mr. Landfair, I have no doubts regarding his desires to merge the units for
his personal residential purposes, rather than for resale. He has lived in the building and the
neighborhood for nearly twenty years and shown great commitment to it. I also believe the
application will be approved by our condominium association after the Conditional Use
Application is issued and the matter can be properly and timely put before the Board.

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions.
Sipcerely,

N

haChallis

T0GIRRODN-|






STEPHEN R. FARRAND
1333 Jones Street, Apt. 1601
San Francisco, CA 94109

January 15, 2018

Rich Hillis, President, Planning Commission
Members, Planning Commission

John Rahaim, Director of Planning

Seema Adina, Planning Department Staff

Re:  Proposal for Conditional Use Authorization to Merge Apartments at 1177 California
Street, Case No. 2017-013406CUA

Dear Mr. Hillis, Members, Mr. Rahaim, and Ms Adina:

[ am writing in support of the above-referenced application by Stan Landfair for a
Conditional Use Authorization to merge Apartments 1014 and 1015 at 1177 California Street.

I am personally familiar with the applicant, having served with him as a director and an
officer of the Nob Hill Association for over five years. I am also familiar with the Gramercy
because Farrand Cooper, P.C., my law firm, served as general counsel to the Gramercy Towers
Condominium Association from approximately 1974 to 1994, and I am a long-time resident of the
Nob Hill neighborhood, having resided at 1333 Jones Street (the Comstock) for over forty years.
I also am familiar with the application and Mr. Landfair’s desire to merge his two adjacent
apartments in the building for his personal use and that of his family.

1 support Mr. Landfair’s application wholeheartedly. The Gramercy building and our :
neighborhood would benefit from an increase in family-sized apartments. Knowing Mr.
Landfair well, I have no doubts regarding the sincerity of his desire to merge his adjacent units
for his personal use.

Sincerely,

Stephen R. Farrand
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January 17, 2018

Rich Hillis, President, Planning Commission
Members, Planning Commission

John Rahaim, Director of Planning

Seema Adina, Planning Department Staff

Re:  Proposal for Conditional Use Authorization to Merge Apartments at 1177 California
Street, Case No. 2017-013406CUA

Dear Mr. Hillis, Members, Mr. Rahaim, and Ms Adina:

[ am writing to in support of the above-referenced application for a Conditional Use
Authorization to merge Apartments 1014 and 1015 at 1177 California Street (also known as the
Gramercy Towers).

[ have been a resident or owner (or both) at Gramercy Towers since approximately 1997.
The office for my real estate business has been located in the building since approximately 1978,
and [ have been involved in the sale, purchase or lease of dozens of units in the building over that
time. In addition, I currently serve as the President of the Board of Directors of the Gramercy
Towers Condominium Association, and have served otherwise on the Board for approximately 8
of the past twenty years. As a result, | am very familiar with the Gramercy building, its Board
and its residents, and is requirements for improvements in the building.

I have known Stan Landfair, the applicant and the owner of Apartments 1014 and 1015 at
Gramercy, which are the subject of the application for a Conditional Use Application, since
approximately 2002, when he first moved into the building. He has been a member in good
standing of the Condominium Association since he bought a unit in 2005, and has served the
Association and its members as a member of the Board for multiple terms.

I support the application because it is appropriate to our building, consistent with the
needs of our neighborhood, and is put forward by a long-term resident of both, who is an
upstanding member of our community and desires to combine two units for his personal use and
that of his family, rather than for re-sale.

We experience an extreme shortage of family-sized dwelling units in our building and in
the neighborhood. The dwelling units in the Gramercy building in particular are heavily skewed
toward single-member units (one-bedroom and efficiency apartments). Of the 248 apartment
units in our building, only nine units have three bedrooms, as Mr. Landfair proposes to have by
combining a one- and two-bedroom unit. As a real estate professional in this neighborhood for
over thirty years, I am personally aware that there is a scarcity of other three-bedroom units,
especially at prices in the same range of the two units that Mr. Landfair proposes to merge. In
my observation and in my opinion, the lack of three-bedroom units drives families away from
our neighborhood; couples who start with studio or one-bedroom units or even two-bedroom
units are forced to move to the suburbs when they have children, because there is a shortage of
three-bedroom units downtown.

106184505\V-1
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On the personal side, | have known Mr. Landfair as leader in our Nob Hill community for
nearly twenty years. He has served our neighborhood as a member of the Board of Directors of
the Nob Hill Association, of which he is presently the Secretary and Acting President. [ know
his family, including his children and grand-children, from their stays in our building. I know
that his desire to have a more family-friendly living space for his own use and that of his family,
rather than for resale, is sincere and longstanding.

Finally, I believe Mr. Landfair’s proposal is consistent the By-Laws and other conditions
imposed under the rules of our condominium association, which will call for approval by the
association after a CUA is issued and before the “construction” starts. Given the sequence of
these requirements, formal consideration by the Association is premature. Nevertheless,
approval of Mr. Landfair’s application would be consistent with our treatment of approximately
six similar mergers over the years, and I see no reason why the application should not be granted.

In closing, I believe that Mr. Landfair’s application should be granted, for all of the
reasons above.

Stephen K. Gomez

106184505\V-1






Phil Hand
Gramercy Towers, 1177 California Street
San Francisco, California 94108

January 17, 2018

Rich Hillis, President, Planning Commission
Members, Planning Commission

John Rahaim, Director of Planning

Seema Adina, Planning Department Staff

Re:  Proposal for Conditional Use Authorization to Merge Apartments at 1177 California
Street, Case No. 2017-013406CUA

Dear Mr. Hillis, Members, Mr. Rahaim, and Ms Adina:

[ am writing to express my support for the application referred to above, in order to allow the
applicant Stan Landfair to merge Apartments 1014 and 1015 at 1177 California Street in the
building known as Gramercy Towers. | know Mr. Landfair as a fellow resident and fellow
Board of Directors member for many years. | am familiar with his apartment units and with his
application, which he has been working on for many years.

I believe the combination of units as Mr. Landfair proposes is reasonable and in the best interests
of our building. There are only nine three bedroom units in our building of approximately 250
apartments, and most are studio or one-bedroom units. Mr. Landfair presently occupies two
units side-by-side, and has to exit one apartment and go into the hallway to reach the other. The
construction he proposes would only remove the one non-loadbearing wall between the two
apartments that he already occupies. The combination of the units will not change the number of
bedrooms available, and would be reversible at a later time. In other words, there will be no
change visible to anyone except to Mr. Landfair and his family, who will continue to occupy the
same two units. | know Mr. Landfair well, and I know that he desires to merge the units for his
personal use as described above.

As indicated above, I am a member of the Board of Directors at Gramercy Towers. This matter
will not be formally before the Board until after a Conditional Use Application is approved and
Mr. Landfair submits that application. There is no reason to believe the application should be
denied when submitted, however, as the combination is consistent with the needs of the building
and will conform to all appropriate building standards.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding my support for the application.

/

Sincerely, PN,
¢ (i [

Phil Hand

106185997\V-1
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John Rahaim, Director of Planning

Seema Adina, Planning Department Staff
Richard Hillis, President Planning Commission
Members Planning Commission

Janusry 15, 2018

RE: Proposal for Conditional Use Authorization to Merge Apartments at 1177 California Street , Case
#2017-013406CUA

Dear Mr. Rahaim, Ms. Adina,Mr. Hills and Commission Members:

| am writing to express my support for the Application above by my neighbor for a Conditional Use
Authorization to merge Apartments #1014 and #1015 at 1177 California Street (Gramercy Towers).

| reside in Gramercy Towers and also work there as a leasing associate in the offices of Gomez Patton
and Kowalezyk. | have known Mr. Landfair since approximately 2002, when | leased him his first one-
bedroom apartment at Gramercy. | worked with him to find his present home at Apartment 1014, and
have known him as my next-door neighbor since then as | reside in the unit directly across the hallway
from him. | know him and his fiancée Elizabeth Treanor to be model neighbors, who are obviously
committed to maintaining the building as their permanent home. Mr. Landfair has served on the Board
of Directors and as a legal advisor to the Board for multiple terms, and also is in many civic activities in
the Nob Hill Neighborhood. For these reasons, | know Mr. Landfair is sincere in his desire to use the
merged apartment as his personal residence, and not for a short-term resale.

| am also aware of the nature of the work to be done to merge apartments (removal of a non-
loadbearing common wall). As Mr. Landfair’s neighbor and as a professional in the real estate business,
| can confirm that the work and the changes will be completely invisible to other residents, and will not
cause any significant disturbance to neighbors during the work or after it is done.





e 2 GOMEZ
G ; P: | PATTON
e LR LR | KOWALCZYK

Finally, | confirm that the application is appropriate to Gramercy Towers and to the Nob Hill
neighborhood, because there are so few three bedroom, family sized units in our very large building or
the neighborhood. Because of the lack of family housing in our building, most couples are forced to
move away when they have children.

In summary, | believe Mr. Landfair’s application should be granted as in the best interests of the City and
the building.

Very Truly Yours:

fickard T. Hun

Richard J. Hundgen






GRAND LoDGE ALLAN L. CASALOU
FREE AND ACCEPTED MASONS GRANR SEORETARY

OFFICE/VOICEMAIL

oF CALIFORNIA (415) 776-7000 EXT. 140

FAX: (415) 776-7170
CALIFORNIA MASONIC MEMORIAL TEMPLE
1111 CALIFORNIA STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94108-2284
(415) 776-7000 FAX (415) 776-0483

January 16, 2018

John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Seema Adina, Planning Department Staff

Rich Hillis, President, Planning Commission
Members, Planning Commission

Re: Proposal for Conditional Use Authorization to Merge Apartments at
1177 California Street; Case No. 2017-013406CUA

Dear Mr. Hillis, Members, Mr. Rahaim, and Ms Adina:

I write in response to the Planning Department’s Notice of Public Hearing on the above-referenced
application. For the reasons below, | am pleased to support the application.

The building in which the proposed merger of apartments will take place is the Gramercy Towers (1177
California Street), next-door neighbor to “The Masonic” auditorium and lodge (1111 California Street), the building
where our organization resides. The proximity of the two buildings is the reason we received the Notice, of course.
As a next-door neighbor to the Gramercy, we have similar interests in the stability and well-being of the
neighborhood. We believe that a proposal to merge two small apartments to create a single unit to house a family
serves those purposes and is in our mutual best interests.

Regarding the applicant, | know Stan Landfair, the owner of the units to be merged, from neighborhood
activities dating back to the expansion or our auditorium facility approximately seven years ago. We now serve
together on the Board of Directors of the Nob Hill Association, of which Mr. Landfair is the Secretary and presently
serves as Acting President. Mr. Landfair and | (and many others) recently planned and coordinated the Huntington
Park Holiday Tree Lighting Ceremony, and work on other neighborhood activities together, such as maintenance of
Huntington Park. | know from these activities that Mr. Landfair is very committed to the Nob Hill neighborhood and
very sincere in his desire to merge his apartments for his long-term personal residence with this family, and not for
short-term resale.

If | can help further with respect to this matter, please contact me at the telephone number above. We
believe the application should be granted.

Sincerely,

Allan Casa;ou

Grand Secretary
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From: Landfair, Stan

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 8:43 PM

To: 'seema.adina@sfgov.org’

Cc: 'richhillissf@gmail.com'; "John.Rahaim.@sfgov.org'; ‘Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org'
Subject: 1177 California Letters of Support

Ms. Adina,

| am forwarding to you, President Hillis, Director Rahaim and the
Commission Secretary six letters in support of my application No.
2017-013406CUA.

It appears that these letters were omitted from the Department’ s
consideration, according to the recommended findings posted on the
Department’ s website this evening. Asyou can see from the email
below, they were sent to the Department viaemail on January 17.
Would you please see that these letters are re-distributed within the
Department and to the Commissioners, as appropriate.

If you have any questions, you may contact me at the email below, or
contact my architect Dera-Jill Pozner, my project sponsor.

Thank you.

Stan Landfair

Stan Landfair

Licensed in California and the District of Columbia

D +1 415267 4170 | US Internal 34170
stan.landfair@dentons.com

Bio | Website

Assistant: Deborah L. Payton-Sims
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Dentons is a global legal practice providing client services worldwide through its member
firms and affiliates. This email may be confidential and protected by legal privilege. If you are
not the intended recipient, disclosure, copying, distribution and use are prohibited; please
notify us immediately and delete this copy from your system. Please see dentons.com for
Legal Notices.

From: Dera-Jill Lamontagne Pozner [mailto:derajill@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 17, 2018 8:44 PM

To: Adina, Seema (CPC)
Subject: 1177 California Letters of Support

Seema,

Please find attached L etters of Support to add to our project file for distribution to the
Commissioners.

Thank you,

Dera-Jill Lamontagne Pozner
PRINCIPAL ARCHITECT, LEED AP

Pozner Architecture + Design
1634 Hayes St San Francisco CA 94117
t. 415.871.5355 e. derajill@gmail.com
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