
From: Chen, Lisa (CPC)
To: Exline, Susan (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Kathrin Moore; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Ikezoe,

Paolo (CPC); Patil, Sneha (DPH)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: REMINDER: Meeting tomorrow (Tues) at 1-2pm -- HCSMP meeting with Commissioners
Date: Monday, February 12, 2018 9:00:21 AM

Good morning,

Just a quick reminder that we are meeting tomorrow, Tuesday 2/13, at 1pm-2pm at the
Planning Department in order to discuss the Health Care Services Master Plan update and
associated legislation. We’ll be meeting in the Director’s Conference Room.

Thank you, and I’m looking forward to our discussion.

Best regards,

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

-----Original Appointment-----
From: Chen, Lisa (CPC)
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2018 12:56 PM
To: Chen, Lisa (CPC); Exline, Susan (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Kathrin Moore;
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Ikezoe, Paolo (CPC); Patil, Sneha (DPH)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Small, Maia (CPC); Brask, Anne (CPC)
Subject: HCSMP meeting with Commissioners
When: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 1:00 PM-2:00 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: CPC_540-1650 Mission (10)

Hello all,

Please join us for a meeting at the Planning Department to discuss the Health Care Services
Master Plan and supporting legislation.

This was the meeting date that appeared to work for the majority of folks on this invite –
Commissioners Melgar, Moore, and Richards, if this date no longer works for you, please let
me know and I am happy to meet with you individually.

Best regards,
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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

http://www.sfplanning.org/


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

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

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission Update for Week of February 12, 2018
Date: Monday, February 12, 2018 9:16:09 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 2.12.18.doc

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Tsang, Francis 
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 9:13 AM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for Week of February 12, 2018
 
Good morning.
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 Mayor Mark Farrell
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: 

February 12, 2018

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of February 12, 2018

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of February 12, 2018. 

Small Business (Monday, February 12, 530PM) - CANCELLED

Aging and Adult Services (Tuesday, February 13, 1PM) – SPECIAL 


Discussion Only


· Informational review of Amendment One to CDA HICAP contract HI-1718-06 and corresponding funding levels for the Health Insurance Counseling Advocacy Program (HICAP).

Action Items

· Review and approval of the MIPPA (Medicare Improvements for Patients and Providers Act) Contract MI-1718-06, associated budget, and all subsequent amendments. 


· Requesting authorization to enter into a Grant Agreement with Curry Senior Center for the period of January 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020, in the amount of $631,608 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $694,769.

· Requesting authorization to modify existing grant agreement with SHANTI PROJECT for the time period beginning July 1, 2017 and ending June 30, 2018, in the additional amount of $75,000 plus a 10% contingency for a total not to exceed amount of $412,500.

· Review and approval of DAAS FY18/19 and FY19/20 Budget.

PUC (Tuesday, February 13, 130PM, Room 416)


Discussion Only


· CleanPowerSF Update

· Water Enterprise Capital Improvement Program Quarterly Reports

· WSIP Quarterly Reports: Local and Regional Project

· Presentation and discussion of Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Information Map to provide property owners and prospective buyers’ information about the likelihood that flooding will occur during a 100 year storm event on a particular property.

Action Items

· Approve Amendment No. 1 to Agreement No. CS-294.I, Confined Space Rescue Training, with Enviro Safetech, Inc., to provide confined space rescue trainings to SFPUC employees; and authorize the General Manager to execute this amendment, increasing the agreement amount by $30,000, and extending the agreement duration by one year and two months, for a total not-to-exceed agreement amount of $58,000, and a total duration of four years and two months.

· Approve increase to the existing contract duration contingency in the amount of 56 consecutive calendar days for Contract No. HH-982, Moccasin Facilities Upgrade – Moccasin Shops/Office Building and


· Materials Bins; and authorize the General Manager to approve future modifications to the contract duration of up to 650 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year and nine months), with no change to the contract amount.

· Approve the plans and specifications, and award Contract No. HH-990R, Moccasin Penstock Rehabilitation, in the amount of $6,858,300, to the lowest, qualified, responsible and responsive bidder, Anvil Builders, to perform penstock rehabilitation measures to enhance the reliability of the penstocks. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of California Environmental Quality Act, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

· Award Agreement No. PUC.PRO.0073, Treasure Island Wastewater Treatment Plant and Recycled Water Facility Engineering Services; Approve the selection of Carollo Engineers, Inc., to provide planning and design services for the proposed Treasure Island Wastewater Treatment Plant and Recycled Water Facility; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a professional services agreement for a total amount not-to-exceed $4,800,000, with a duration of five years.

· Approve an increase to the existing contract duration contingency of up to 180 consecutive calendar days (approximately six months), for Contract No. WD-2686, Auxiliary Water Supply System Pumping Station No. 1 Improvements; and authorize the General Manager to approve future contract modifications to the contract for a total contract duration of up to 1,438 consecutive calendar days (approximately three years, 11 months), with no change to the contract amount.

· Approve an increase to the existing construction contract duration contingency in the amount of 150 consecutive calendar days (approximately four months), for Contract No. WD-2747, Auxiliary Water Supply System – New Cisterns F; and authorize the General Manager to approve future modifications to the contract for a total revised contract duration of up to 623 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year, eight months), with no change to the contract amount.

· Approve an increase to the existing construction contract duration of an additional 125 consecutive calendar days (approximately four months), for Contract No. WW-638, Griffith Yard Improvements; and authorize the General Manager to approve modifications to the contract to increase the total contract duration from 480 days (approximately one year, four months), to up to 605 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year, eight months), with no change in contract amount. 


· Discussion and possible action to adopt the Biennial Operating and Programmatic Project Budgets for the Enterprises and Bureaus under the jurisdiction of the SFPUC for FY 2018-19 and FY 2019-20.

· Discussion and possible action to adopt the two-year Capital Budget of the SFPUC; Authorize the General Manager to seek approval for Supplemental Appropriations for the SFPUC Enterprises for FY 2018-19 and FY 2019-20; and authorize the General Manager to submit to the Board of Supervisors proposed Ordinances authorizing the issuance of: ( 1) $496,677,886 aggregate principal amount of Water Revenue Bonds and other forms of indebtedness, including commercial paper and State Revolving Fund (SRF) loans, and $982,843,065 aggregate principal amount of Wastewater Revenue Bonds and other forms of indebtedness, including commercial paper and SRF loans, subject to the terms of Proposition E (approved by the voters November 2002); and (2) $154,928,059 aggregate principal amount of Power Revenue Bonds and other forms of indebtedness, including commercial paper and loans, subject to the terms of Charter Sections 9.107(6) and 9.107(8).


· Discussion and possible action to adopt the SFPUC 10-Year Capital Plan for FY 2018-19 through FY 2027-28. 


· Discussion and possible action to adopt the SFPUC 10-Year Financial Plan for FY 2018-19 through FY 2027-28.

· Approve Amendment No. 2 to Agreement No. CS-200, Right-of-Way Services, with Associated Right-of-Way Services, Inc., to provide continued right-of-way services for SFPUC capital program and other projects; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute this amendment, extending the agreement term by two years and five months, for a total agreement duration of nine years, with no change to the agreement amount.

· Approve the selection of Parsons Water & Infrastructure Group, Inc.; Award Agreement No. PRO.0104, Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEP) Program Construction Management (CM) Services, to provide program-level CM oversight and supervision for the SSIP Phase 1 construction projects  located at the SEP; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a professional services agreement with Parsons for an amount not-to-exceed $35,000,000, and with a duration of 10 years, subject to Board of Supervisors approval pursuant to Charter Section 9.118.

· Affirm that the conditions necessary to procure energy supply needed to expand the CleanPowerSF program have been met; Direct the General Manager to continue to take all steps necessary to pursue expansion of CleanPowerSF service; and approve revisions to the CleanPowerSF Supply Management Policy and CleanPowerSF Reserves Policy.

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Elvin I. Smith v. City and County of San Francisco, Proposed Settlement: $500,000 payable to Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s release of all claims (Closed Session)

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

Rent (Tuesday, February 13, 6PM)


Action Items

· Consideration of Appeals


· 575 Pierce Street #501 - The tenant appeals the dismissal of his application for financial hardship.


· 1800 Franklin Street #402 - The master tenant appeals the remand decision granting the subtenant’s claim of disproportional share of rent, both on the merits and on the basis of financial hardship.


· 4005 California Street #5 - The tenant appeals the decision granting his application for financial hardship.


· 4078 – 24th Street - The tenant appeals the decision partially granting her application for financial hardship.

· 2909 Jennings Street - The landlord appeals the decision partially granting the tenant’s claim of decreased housing services.


· 970 Ingerson Avenue - The landlords appeal the decision partially granting the tenant’s claims of unlawful rent increase and decreased housing services, both on the merits and on the basis of financial hardship.


· 142 Alpine Terrace - The landlord appeals the decision partially granting the tenant’s claims of unlawful rent increase and decreased housing services.

· Amendments to the Ordinance and Regulations regarding owner move-in evictions

· Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Departmental Budget


· Departmental Strategic Plan

Veterans Affairs (Tuesday, February 13, 6PM)


Discussion Only


· Commissioner Goals and Objectives for 2018


· 2018 VAC Photo

Action Items

· Annual Report 2017  

Building Inspection (Wednesday, February 14, 9AM) - SPECIAL

Action Items

· Discussion and possible action on the proposed budget of the Department of Building Inspection for fiscal years 2018/2019 and 2019/2020.


· Discussion and possible action regarding a proposed ordinance (Board of Supervisors File No. 180054) waiving and refunding investigation fees imposed by Building Code, Section 107A.5, for persons (as defined in Police Code, Section 1602) registered with the Office of Cannabis.

Fire (Wednesday, February 14, 9AM)


Discussion Only


· UPDATE ON PROGRESS OF STATION 49 – AMBULANCE DEPLOYMENT FACILITY - Assistant Deputy Chief Anthony Rivera and Samuel Chui and Kathleen O'Day of DPW to present on the progress being made with the construction of the new ambulance deployment facility.


· OVERVIEW OF THE CITY’S EARLY WARNING SYSTEM - Presentation from Deputy Director Michael Dayton of the Department of Emergency Management on the current Early Warning System and future warning systems.


Action Items

· DRAFT OPERATING BUDGET – FISCAL YEARS 2018-2019/ 2019-2020 - Discussion and possible action to adopt the Fire Department’s Operating Budget for Fiscal Years 2018-2019/2019-2020.

· DEPARTMENT PHYSICIAN PERFORMANCE EVALUATION - the Commission may hold a closed session to discuss the performance evaluation of Department Physician, Ramon Terrazas (Closed Session)

· COMMISSION DELIBERATIONS AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON EMPLOYEE SUSPENSION APPEAL (Closed Session)


The appeal is from a six-calendar day suspension for violation of the Rules and Regulations as follows:


· Section 3919 – Proper Behavior


· Section 3920 – Unacceptable Language


· Section 3923 – Acts Detrimental to the Welfare of the Department

Human Services (Wednesday, February 14, 930AM) - SPECIAL

Action Items

· Requesting ratification of actions taken by the Executive Director since the January 25, 2018 Regular Meeting in accordance with Commission authorization of February 14, 2018:


· Submission of requests to encumber funds in the total amount of $0 for purchase of services or supplies and contingency amounts;


· Submission of 2 temporary positions for possible use in order to fill positions on a temporary basis;


· Submission of report of 32 temporary appointments made during the period of 1.13.18 thru 1.31.18.

· Consideration and possible action regarding the Department of Human Services and Human Services Agency Fiscal Year 2018-2019 and 2019-2020 Budget Proposal.


· Requesting authorization to renew the contract agreement with ZORAH BRAITHWAITE to provide Part-Time Fair Hearing Services; during the period 7/1/2018 to 6/30/2019; in the amount of $67,500, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $74,250.

Juvenile Probation (Wednesday, February 14, 530PM)


Discussion Only


· Introducing SFPD Captain Steve Ford, District 10 


· FY 2018-2019 and FY 2019-2020 Budget Presentation by Sandra Dalida, Deputy Director of Administration 


· Juvenile Justice Center (JJC) and Log Cabin Ranch (LCR) 


· Monthly Census data


· Juvenile Justice Symposium feedback


· Black History Celebrations (LCR and JJC)


· LCR Field Trips and experiential learning opportunities


· Finance Committee update on the Juvenile Probation Department’s FY 2018-2019 and FY 2019-2020 Budget Presentation 

Action Items

· Discussion of Public Records Obligations

· Nomination of Commission’s Certificate of Recognition for Sara Schumann, Director of Juvenile Hall Probation Services Division, Juvenile Probation Department, by the Juvenile Probation Commission

· Review and Approval of the Juvenile Probation Department’s FY 2018-2019 and FY 2019-2020 Budget

· Election of Commission President and Vice President

Police (Wednesday, February 14, 530PM, Room 416)

Discussion Only


· Presentation of the Limited English Proficiency Annual Report, FY 2016/2017


· Presentation of the Department’s Collection and Analysis of Sexual Assault Kit Evidence and Reporting of Results to Sexual Assault Victims Report, per Commission Resolution 16-28, adopted April 20, 2016


· Presentation of the Audit of Electronic Communication Devices for Bias, 4th Quarter 2017


· Presentation of the DPA’s 2016 Annual Report


· Presentation of the SFPD/DPA Report on General Orders/Policy Proposals “Sparks Report,” 3rd and 4th Quarter 2017

Action Items

· PERSONNEL EXCEPTION: Hearing on Motion to Suppress Evidence filed in Case No. IAD 2016-0228A, or take other action, if necessary (Closed Session)


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

Treasure Island Development Authority (Wednesday, February 14, 130PM)


Discussion Only


· Budget

· Advisory Services Open House

Action Items

· Resolution Retroactively Approving and Authorizing the Execution of a First Amendment to the Amended And Restated Base Closure And Homeless Assistance Agreement between the Treasure Island Development Authority and One Treasure Island (formerly Treasure Island Homeless Development Initiative)


· Authorizing the Treasure Island Director to Execute an Eighth Extension to the Loan Agreement with the Fine Arts Museums of San Francisco for the Temporary Loan of the Miguel Covarrubias Mural “Fauna and Flora of the Pacific


· Resolution Authorizing the Treasure Island Director to Execute a Fourth Amendment to the Agreement between the Treasure Island Development Authority and Langan Engineering (formerly Treadwell & Rollo, a Langan Company), for Environmental Engineering Consulting and Oversight of the Navy Remediation for the Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Development Project Extending the Term through December 31, 2022, and Increasing the Not-to-Exceed Amount to $1,600,000


· Resolution approving and endorsing a Term Sheet for a sixty six (66) year lease agreement between the Treasure Island Development Authority and Treasure Island Museum Association, Inc., a California nonprofit corporation, for operation of the Treasure Island Museum. 

· Resolution Approving and Authorizing the Execution of a Second Amendment to the Professional Services Agreement between the Treasure Island Development Authority and One Treasure Island (formerly Treasure Island Homeless Development Initiative), to increase the annual Scope of Services and not to exceed Contract Amount for Fiscal Year 2017-2018  

· Resolution Approving and Authorizing the Execution of Lease No. 1,201 with Affordable Self Storage, Inc., a California corporation for land located on Avenue E between 9th and 11th Streets, Treasure Island

Board of Appeals (Thursday, February 15, 5PM) - SPECIAL

Action Items

· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE APPOINTMENT – Executive Director, Board of Appeals – Discussion and possible action on the appointment of a new Executive Director for the Board of Appeals (Closed Session)

Library (Thursday, February 15, 430PM)

Discussion Only


· City Librarian Selection Process


· Future of the Library Forum

· City Librarian’s Report - The City Librarian will give updates on the Next Chapter Bookclub, and Mayor’s Office of Civic Innovation Civic Bridge Projects

· Labor Union Report


Planning (Thursday, February 15, 1PM) - CANCELLED

Rec and Park (Thursday, February 15, 10AM)

Discussion Only


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

· NEW BUSINESS/AGENDA SETTING


· Lincoln Park Golf Course


· Golden Gate Park Stables


· Community Gardens Policy


· South End Rowing Club


· Dolphin Club


· Golden Gate Yacht Club


· Alice Chalmers Playground


· India Basin


· Commemorative Bench Program


· Turk Hyde Mini Park

Action Items

· ACCEPTANCE OF GRANTS - Discussion and possible action to accept and expend the following grants: 

· From San Franciscans for Sports and Recreation, a cash grant of $95,000 to support repairs to the Koret Children's Quarter Playground


· From the San Francisco Parks Alliance, a cash grant of approximately $43,000 to support repairs to the Koret Children's Quarter Playground


· From the Hardly Strictly Bluegrass Festival, cash and in-kind grants valued at approximately $77,500 to purchase utility vehicles for Golden Gate Park, and to support improvements to the park entrance at 25th Avenue and Fulton Street


· From Kaiser Permanente, a cash grant of $25,000 to sponsor the Department's 2018 Seasonal Events.


· PATRICIA’S GREEN IN HAYES VALLEY – APPROVAL OF TEMPORARY ART INSTALLATION - Discussion and possible action to approve a request from the San Francisco Arts Commission to place a temporary art installation of a sculpture entitled “Squared” by artist Charles Gadeken in Patricia’s Green in Hayes Valley from February 2018 through February 2019.


· PATRICIA’S GREEN IN HAYES VALLEY – APPROVAL OF TEMPORARY ART INSTALLATION - Discussion and possible action to approve a request from the San Francisco Arts Commission to place a temporary art installation of a sculpture entitled “Tara” by artist Dana Albany in Patricia’s Green in Hayes Valley from February 2019 through February 2020.


· 17TH & FOLSOM STREET PARK (IN CHAN KAAJAL PARK) -INCREASE TO CONTRACT - Discussion and possible action to amend the construction contract with Bauman Landscape and Construction Inc. for 17th and Folsom Street Park (3054V) by increasing the contract amount from $3,083,051 to an amount not to exceed $3,465,337.73, an increase of $382,286.73, which is greater than 10% over the original approved contract amount.


· WASHINGTON SQUARE PLAYGROUND – AWARD OF CONTRACT - Discussion and possible action to award a construction contract to Treaty Construction Inc. in the amount of $832,500 for the construction of the Washington Square Playground Renovation, contract number 1000008143.

· PANHANDLE PLAYGROUND – CONCEPTUAL DESIGN - Discussion and possible action to approve the conceptual design for Panhandle Playground, a Let’sPlaySF! Initiative project. Approval of this proposed action by the Commission is the Approval Action as defined by S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31.


· BAY VIEW PARK PLAYGROUND – CONCEPTUAL DESIGN - Discussion and possible action to approve the conceptual design for Bay View Park a 2012 Parks Bond Project in the Community Opportunity Fund Program. Approval of this proposed action by the Commission is the Approval Action as defined by S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31.


· LAKE MERCED WEST RECREATION – AWARD OF CONTRACT - Discussion and possible action to award a contract to Environmental Science Associates for environmental analysis and regulatory permitting services for the development of Lake Merced West, located between the shoreline of South Lake of Lake Merced and John Muir Drive, totaling up to $774,051, to be paid for by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), contract number 43351-17/18.


· MARGARET HAYWARD PLAYGROUND – CONCEPTUAL DESIGN - Discussion and possible action to approve the conceptual design improvements to Margaret S. Hayward Playground. Approval of this proposed action by the Commission is the Approval Action as defined by S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31.


· MARGARET HAYWARD PLAYGROUND - GRANT ACCEPTANCE - Discussion and possible action to: 1) recommend that the Board of Supervisors authorize the Recreation and Park Department to accept and expend a grant of $1,300,000 from Sacred Heart Cathedral Preparatory School to help fund the installation of synthetic turf at James P. Lang Field at Margaret Hayward Playground, and 2) approve a Grant Acceptance Agreement between the Department and Sacred Heart Cathedral Preparatory School.


· GOLDEN GATE PARK TENNIS CENTER – GRANT ACCEPTANCE, NAMING, MOU - Discussion and possible action to 1) recommend that the Board of Supervisors authorize the Department to accept from the San Francisco Parks Alliance (SFPA) a grant of design and construction services, valued at approximately $24 million, for the renovation of the Golden Gate Park Tennis Center; 2) authorize the Department to enter into a Grant Acceptance Agreement with SFPA concerning the terms and conditions of the Grant; 3) name the Center the Lisa and Douglas Goldman Tennis Center; 4) approve a donor recognition plan and approve the name for three site features; and 5) approve a Memorandum of Understanding with the SFPA regarding future operations at the Center.


· GOLDEN GATE PARK TENNIS CENTER - COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITY FUND - Discussion and possible action to approve a Community Opportunity Fund award for design and construction services for the Golden Gate Park Tennis Center Project in the amount of $3,000,000.


· GOLDEN GATE PARK TENNIS CENTER – REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL - Discussion and possible action to authorize the General Manager to approve the issuance of a Request for Proposal to select an operator of the Golden Gate Park Tennis Center.


· RECREATION AND PARK DEPARTMENT BUDGET FY 2018-19 AND 2019-2020 - Discussion and possible action to approve the Recreation and Park Department's budget for fiscal years 2018-19 and 2019-20.


· GOLDEN GATE PARK TENNIS CENTER- CONCEPTUAL DESIGN - Discussion and possible action to (1) approve the conceptual design for the Golden Gate Park Tennis Center renovation project; and (2) recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve the erection, enlargement, or expansion of buildings and structures included in the project pursuant to Charter section 4.113 (1). Approval of this proposed action by the Commission is the Approval Action as defined by S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31.

· CONFERENCE WITH LEGALCOUNSEL- PENDING LITIGATION - William Watkins v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court - Plaintiff to dismiss claims with prejudice in exchange for City payment of $30,000. (Closed Session)

War Memorial (Thursday, February 15, 2PM) - SPECIAL

Action Items

· Proposed Rental Rates for Fiscal Year 2018-19. Discussion and possible action to adopt Committee recommendation(s) on proposed rental rates for Fiscal Year 2018-19.

· War Memorial Departmental Budget for Fiscal Years 2018-19 and 2019-20. - Discussion and possible action to adopt Committee recommendation(s) regarding the War Memorial Departmental Budget for Fiscal Years 2018-19 and 2019-20.


· San Francisco Symphony request to install an exhibit entitled “Ravel in America” in the First Tier lobby of Davies Symphony Hall from April 4 – May 13, 2018.

· San Francisco Opera request to install a display of “Ring” memorabilia in the Opera House main lobby from May 29 – July 2, 2018 in conjunction with the Opera’s “Ring” cycle presentations in June 2018. 


· Request from 2018 Armistice Centennial Citizens Committee to install banners and video monitors in the Veterans Building main lobby from early March 2018 through Armistice Day on November 11, 2018, as the first phase of exhibits related to the 2018 Armistice Centennial.



Ethics (February, February 16, 2PM) 


Agenda not available until Tuesday COB

Miscellaneous

· Eastern Neighborhoods CAC (Monday, February 12, 6PM)

· Mayor’s Disability Council (Friday, February 16, 1PM) - CANCELLED




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

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

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN, YOUTH AND

THEIR FAMILIES ANNOUNCE $377 MILLION IN FUNDING FOR YOUTH PROGRAMS OVER NEXT FIVE YEARS
Date: Monday, February 12, 2018 9:47:08 AM
Attachments: 2.8.18 Youth Investments.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2018 11:37 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN,
YOUTH AND THEIR FAMILIES ANNOUNCE $377 MILLION IN FUNDING FOR YOUTH PROGRAMS OVER
NEXT FIVE YEARS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, February 8, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
 

MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND THE DEPARTMENT OF
CHILDREN, YOUTH AND THEIR FAMILIES ANNOUNCE $377

MILLION IN FUNDING FOR YOUTH PROGRAMS OVER
NEXT FIVE YEARS

 
San Francisco, CA – Mayor Mark Farrell and the Department of Children, Youth and Their
Families (DCYF) today announced that the City will provide $377 million in new funding
support for youth programs over the next five years.
 
As families in the city increasingly cite affordability as an issue, this investment will support
hundreds of youth initiatives, including afterschool programs, employment opportunities and
resources for underserved populations, such as transitional age youth.
 
“These investments continue this city’s longstanding tradition of supporting every one of our
residents. Mayor Ed Lee believed it was our responsibility to stay true to our values of
inclusiveness and hope, especially for the children of our city.  Together, DCYF and our
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Thursday, February 8, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
 


MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND THE DEPARTMENT OF 


CHILDREN, YOUTH AND THEIR FAMILIES ANNOUNCE $377 


MILLION IN FUNDING FOR YOUTH PROGRAMS OVER 


NEXT FIVE YEARS 


 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor Mark Farrell and the Department of Children, Youth and Their 


Families (DCYF) today announced that the City will provide $377 million in new funding 


support for youth programs over the next five years. 


 


As families in the city increasingly cite affordability as an issue, this investment will support 


hundreds of youth initiatives, including afterschool programs, employment opportunities and 


resources for underserved populations, such as transitional age youth. 


 


“These investments continue this city’s longstanding tradition of supporting every one of our 


residents. Mayor Ed Lee believed it was our responsibility to stay true to our values of 


inclusiveness and hope, especially for the children of our city.  Together, DCYF and our partners 


remain committed to that legacy,” said Mayor Farrell. “Every child in San Francisco has the 


ability to reach great heights, but they need the right support and resources to succeed.”  


 


The new funding is made possible by Proposition C, a voter-approved initiative which increased 


the Children and Youth Fund to 4 cents of every $100 of assessed property tax revenue. DCYF 


administers the fund to community based organizations that provide services to children, youth, 


transitional age youth and their families. DCYF issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) to 


determine which programs would receive funding.  


 


DCYF prioritized the lowest income neighborhoods where children and youth are likely to have 


the greatest level of need for services as well as specific populations that would benefit from 


targeted programming.  


 


Investment highlights include: 


 


 Increased investment in the Beacon Community School strategy, which provides 


comprehensive out of school time programming at every San Francisco Unified School 


District (SFUSD) middle school and at high-need elementary schools. The new 


investment of $10.5 million will increase the number of Beacon Community Schools 


from nine to 27. The Beacon Community Schools will provide powerful learning, 


integrated health and social supports, and authentic family and community engagement to 
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1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


develop students’ cognitive, social, emotional and civic capacities to more than 8,300 


SFUSD elementary and middle school students.  


 


 Increased employment opportunities for youth through High School Partnership 


Programs. This investment, in the amount of $2 million is projected to serve 1,210 


SFUSD students and is designed to provide work-based learning, career exposure, and 


college readiness programming that is embedded in and intentionally connected to the 


school day.  


 


 Inclusion of Transitional Age Youth (TAY) funding in 58 proposals in the amount of $16 


million for support across all service areas with special focus on education, workforce 


and justice services.  


 


 $800,000 in funding for case management and supportive services in alignment with the 


Young Adult Court, a collaborative court model that offers an alternative to detention for 


justice-involved youth. The program is projected to serve 125 young people, and aims to 


reduce recidivism and create positive legal and personal outcomes for participants. The 


model is directed by the Young Adult Court administrative collaborative team, which is 


comprised of the Young Adult Court Judge, the Superior Court, the District Attorney’s 


Office, the Public Defender’s Office, and the Adult Probation Department. 


 


“We have reached the culmination of an exciting multi-year planning cycle, and I am proud of 


the new grant portfolio that resulted from the process,” said Executive Director Maria Su. “Our 


funding decisions were guided by the population-level data that we track regularly, and by 


intentionally listening to community members’ needs. DCYF’s new investment in programming 


ranges from academic support to emotional wellbeing; from arts and music to workforce 


development and everything in between, and also includes funding committed to building the 


capacity of the agencies that we fund. The programs we are funding will support and strengthen 


San Francisco’s children, youth, TAY and families with greatest need. We believe that the 


continuum of services that our grantees will provide for our children and youth through their 


development will make San Francisco an even greater place to grow up." 


 


“Working together, the school district, City and community partners can eliminate the 


opportunity gap facing our City's youth,” said SFUSD Superintendent Dr. Vincent Matthews. 


“The City's investment and partnership will help provide the wraparound services to support our 


students’ success. All students can and want to learn and we as the adults have the responsibility 


for making that happen.” 
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partners remain committed to that legacy,” said Mayor Farrell. “Every child in San Francisco
has the ability to reach great heights, but they need the right support and resources to
succeed.”
 
The new funding is made possible by Proposition C, a voter-approved initiative which
increased the Children and Youth Fund to 4 cents of every $100 of assessed property tax
revenue. DCYF administers the fund to community based organizations that provide services
to children, youth, transitional age youth and their families. DCYF issued a Request for
Proposals (RFP) to determine which programs would receive funding.
 
DCYF prioritized the lowest income neighborhoods where children and youth are likely to
have the greatest level of need for services as well as specific populations that would benefit
from targeted programming.
 
Investment highlights include:
 

Increased investment in the Beacon Community School strategy, which provides
comprehensive out of school time programming at every San Francisco Unified School
District (SFUSD) middle school and at high-need elementary schools. The new
investment of $10.5 million will increase the number of Beacon Community Schools
from nine to 27. The Beacon Community Schools will provide powerful learning,
integrated health and social supports, and authentic family and community engagement
to develop students’ cognitive, social, emotional and civic capacities to more than 8,300
SFUSD elementary and middle school students.

 
Increased employment opportunities for youth through High School Partnership
Programs. This investment, in the amount of $2 million is projected to serve 1,210
SFUSD students and is designed to provide work-based learning, career exposure, and
college readiness programming that is embedded in and intentionally connected to the
school day.

 
Inclusion of Transitional Age Youth (TAY) funding in 58 proposals in the amount of
$16 million for support across all service areas with special focus on education,
workforce and justice services.

 
$800,000 in funding for case management and supportive services in alignment with the
Young Adult Court, a collaborative court model that offers an alternative to detention
for justice-involved youth. The program is projected to serve 125 young people, and
aims to reduce recidivism and create positive legal and personal outcomes for
participants. The model is directed by the Young Adult Court administrative
collaborative team, which is comprised of the Young Adult Court Judge, the Superior
Court, the District Attorney’s Office, the Public Defender’s Office, and the Adult
Probation Department.

 
“We have reached the culmination of an exciting multi-year planning cycle, and I am proud of
the new grant portfolio that resulted from the process,” said Executive Director Maria Su.
“Our funding decisions were guided by the population-level data that we track regularly, and
by intentionally listening to community members’ needs. DCYF’s new investment in
programming ranges from academic support to emotional wellbeing; from arts and music to
workforce development and everything in between, and also includes funding committed to



building the capacity of the agencies that we fund. The programs we are funding will support
and strengthen San Francisco’s children, youth, TAY and families with greatest need. We
believe that the continuum of services that our grantees will provide for our children and youth
through their development will make San Francisco an even greater place to grow up."
 
“Working together, the school district, City and community partners can eliminate the
opportunity gap facing our City's youth,” said SFUSD Superintendent Dr. Vincent Matthews.
“The City's investment and partnership will help provide the wraparound services to support
our students’ success. All students can and want to learn and we as the adults have the
responsibility for making that happen.”
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 3301-33011 Cesar Chavez Street
Date: Monday, February 12, 2018 10:02:55 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Thomas Schuttish [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 07, 2018 12:26 PM
To: Vu, Doug (CPC)
Cc: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Richards,
Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Sucre,
Richard (CPC)
Subject: Re: 3301-33011 Cesar Chavez Street
 
Thanks, Doug.
I just thought since it was right across Cesar Chavez Street it might be related to your project
on Thursday.  When I walk or drive down Cesar Chavez Street it has looked the same for
years…as thought it has been abandoned….or at least is still empty and gutted.  
I saw on the Tenant Eviction Site that the the building was Ellis’d a couple of years ago and I
thought that you and the Commissioners should be aware of it given the proximity to 3314.
Thanks for the suggestion about “reporting" it.
Take care and have a nice day.
Sincerely,
Georgia

On Feb 7, 2018, at 12:06 PM, Vu, Doug (CPC) <doug.vu@sfgov.org> wrote:
 
Hi Georgia,
 
Thanks for your email. I will enter it into the public record, but 3301-3311 Cesar Chavez is not
directly referenced in the packet because it is unrelated to the proposed project. According to the
PIM, violations associated with 3301-3311 Cesar Chavez have been abated and/or closed. If you
believe violations are still present, please contact the appropriate agency (Rent Board, DBI or
Planning Enforcement).
 
Doug
 
M. Douglas Vu, ASLA
Senior Planner | Current Planning Southeast & Historic Preservation Divisions
San Francisco Planning Department 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:doug.vu@sfgov.org


1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9120 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: SchuT [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 06, 2018 11:49 AM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Richards,
Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Vu, Doug (CPC)
Subject: 3301-33011 Cesar Chavez Street
 
Dear President Hillis, Vice-President Melgar and fellow Commissioners:

Good morning.

This beautiful building at 3301-3311 Cesar Chavez Street is a notorious Ellis Act eviction of 12 units
and is across Cesar Chavez Street from the project at 3314 Cesar Chavez Street which is on your
agenda for Thursday, February 5th.   (See screenshot below from your packet with the red star).  

There are also many complaints on file for the 12 unit building and lots of permits including for
seismic upgrade.

I thought it should be brought to your attention since I could find no mention of it in the packet.  If I
missed it, I apologize. 

3301-3311 has been in this condition as seen in the first photo for at least a year or two, if not
longer.  The units appear to be gutted.d

The Permit Applications for 3314 were filed  in 2015 apparently after the evictions and the many
permits including seismic upgrade were filed for 3301-3311.  

It is nice that the Project Sponsor for 3314 is doing 8 or 9 affordable units onsite, but it is very
unfortunate, if not tragic that the 12 evictions of what must have been affordable, rent controlled
housing was lost across the street.

Sincerely,
Georgia
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Sent from my iPad
 



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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods
Date: Monday, February 12, 2018 10:48:21 AM
Attachments: Whole Foods 365 1600 Jackson at Polk Conditional Use Application.msg

Whole Foods 365 on Polk Street.msg
RE WHOLE FOODS 365 1600 JACKSON STREET AT POLK CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION.msg
Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Polk St..msg
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Whole Foods 365, 1600 Jackson at Polk, Conditional Use Application

		From

		Gregg CARR

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org










Planning Commissioners,












We are writing to ask you to support the Conditional Use application for a Whole Foods 365 grocery store in the former Lombardi Sports space at 1600 Jackson Street.  





·       We really need a walkable grocery store here. We do our shopping on foot and the existing full grocery stores are a very long way for us. 





·       This project would continue retail use of an existing space. It would reuse and preserve an older structure that fits in well with its neighbors and maintains the scale and height of adjacent buildings.





·       It will liven the street. This space has been vacant for years.  Having this building occupied should bring more people to this part of Polk Street.





It doesn’t seem to be easy to get a new grocery store to open up in San Francisco these days.  It would be terribly disappointing to miss this opportunity.












Thank you for your consideration.












Pat Bourne





Gregg Carr





1335 Filbert Street, Apt 301





San Francisco, CA 94109











Whole Foods 365 on Polk Street

		From

		joyce@kucharvy.com

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); zoning@rhnsf.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; zoning@rhnsf.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org



Stop the politics and do the neighborhood a favor. Let Whole Foods open their store on Polk Street. This space has been empty way too long and is having a negative impact on our neighborhood. Most of our neighbors want it. Why this is taking so long and why do hearings keep getting postponed?





 





1.	The people have spoken. A huge majority of the neighbors responding to a survey are in favor of a grocery store in this location for many reasons. Sure merchants are nervous about this. I get it. But are the merchants more important than the people who live here and need other things they don’t provide


2.	It reuses empty space that currently is boarded up. Whole Foods can go in fairly quickly and make this a nicer looking area. The alternatives will take years for approval and building. 


3.	Whole Foods has historically shown itself to be friendly to the community and non-profits. They are historically a good neighbor


4.	We need a grocery store that is closer and that has parking.





 





I am amazed that Whole Foods has been so patient with all of the hoops it has had to go through. No wonder we have so many empty stores and businesses go elsewhere to open. Please listen to what the neighbors want. Vote yes. Let’s get this done. 





 





Joyce





 





Joyce Kucharvy  





_____________________________





 





 











RE: WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON STREET AT POLK, CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION

		From

		Sarah Taber

		To

		Rahaim, John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		zoning@rhnsf.org; Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)

		Recipients

		john.rahaim@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; zoning@rhnsf.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org



 





February 10, 2018





 





John Rahaim





Director of Planning





San Francisco Planning Department





1650 Mission Street, Suite 400





San Francisco, CA 94103





PH: (415) 558-6411 (Secretary)





FX: (415) 558-6409





john.rahaim@sfgov.org 





 





San Francisco Planning Commission





1650 Mission Street, Suite 400





San Francisco, California 94103





commissions.secretary@sfgov.org 





 





RE: WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON AT POLK, CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION





 





Dear Director Rahaim and Planning Commissioners:





 





My husband and I, the Board and members of Russian Hill Neighbors, and so many of our other Russian Hill, Polk Gulch and Nob Hill friends have long wanted a market to serve our Russian Hill and surrounding neighborhoods.  We were delighted to hear of Whole Foods’ plans to open a store at the long-vacant 1600 Jackson Street at Polk.  Why, oh why is it taking so long?  Our neighborhood needs a large, more full-service grocery store and Polk Street certainly does NOT need any more vacant store fronts!





 





If a  Conditional Use hearing is all that is holding up the project, why hasn’t that happened?  If there is to be public notification of when this hearing is to take place before the Planning Commission, I want to be on that list of those notified.





 





Thank you for anything you can do to expedite at least this hearing.  We need this grocery store!





 





 





Sarah (and Stephen) Taber





1170 Green Street





San Francisco, CA  94109





 











Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Polk St.

		From

		Timothy Covington

		To

		Rahaim, John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		john.rahaim@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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February 10, 2018


 


John Rahaim


Director of Planning


San Francisco Planning Department


1650 Mission Street, Suite 400


San Francisco, CA 94103


PH: (415) 558-6411 (Secretary)


john.rahaim@sfgov.org


 


San Francisco Planning Commission


1650 Mission Street, Suite 400


San Francisco, California 94103


commissions.secretary@sfgov.org


 


RE: 	WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON AT POLK, CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION


 


Dear Director Rahaim and Planning Commissioners:


 


I have been on the Board of Directors of Russian Hill Neighbors for approximately 20 years and currently serve as an Advisor. On behalf of so many of my neighbors, I am writing to say that we have waited for many years for a full service market to serve our the neighborhoods that the Whole Foods proposed for 1600 Polk Street would service. No one I know opposes the store. People living nearby are shopping elsewhere, rather than in their own neighborhood, because the small shops in the area do not meet all their needs. 





I and people like me strongly believe that retail will be improved in the Russian Hill, Nob Hill and Middle Polk neighborhoods by a large supermarket. We know there is some nimbyism among existing merchants. But, we feel their fears are misplaced. A new super market will bring shoppers into the area who are not showing up now.


 


If a Conditional Use hearing is all that is holding up the project, why hasn’t that happened?  If there is to be public notification of when this hearing is to take place before the Planning Commission, I want to be on that list of those notified.


 


Thank you for anything you can do to expedite at least this hearing.  We need this grocery store!


 


 


Timothy Covington


Aziz Aydemir


1365 Greenwich Street


San Francisco, CA  94109
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2017-014736CUA
Date: Monday, February 12, 2018 10:48:30 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Jinhui Liu [mailto:j_liu2015@outlook.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 1:07 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 2017-014736CUA
 
Dear Commissioners:
I am writing in response to the Public Hearing dated Thursday, February 8, 2018 for the
proposal to change of use from Office Use to a Personal Service.
Project Address:         1327 Chestnut St
Cross Streets:               Van Ness Ave & Franklin St.
Block/Lot No.:                        0498/025
Zoning District:          DC-3 / 40-x
Area Plan:                   Van Ness Corridor
Record No.:                2017-014736CUA
 
I am against the proposal to change of the Office Use to Beauty Salon on the second floor of
1327 Chestnut St because of the following reasons:

1. The office unit is 1,650 Square Foot, and is too big for normal beauty salon.
2. The hearing mentioned the installation of walls to establish eight additional beauty

stations. If I understand it correctly, there will be 8 additional beauty salons in the
location. It makes no sense to have so many beauty salons within one building. Also
there are already enough of Beauty Salons in the neighborhood and we don’t need
eight more. Therefore, if approved, this will only cause bad competition for the local
beauty salon business.

3. If approved, these beauty salons might become massage parlors, because they are
located in the second floor, which is too hard for the police to patrol the area and
beyond the supervision of general public. Without proper supervision, it’s quite

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


concerning that these salons might become the potential crime scenes and a huge
security threat to the community.

Therefore, the proposed change will not bring any good for business and any good for the
community.
Dear Commissioners, when you are viewing the proposal, please consider my objection to the
proposal.
 
Sincerely,
A resident lives near Van Ness & Franklin St.
 



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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2017-014736CUA
Date: Monday, February 12, 2018 10:48:50 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Marilo Calabuig [mailto:mcalatemp@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2018 6:10 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 2017-014736CUA

To who it might concern,

I object to the opening of the beauty salon, DBA BeRadiant Salon.

Best,

Mariló Calabuig

mailto:commissions.secretary@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:Esmeralda.Jardines@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:mcalatemp@yahoo.com


From: Moore, Julie (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Silva, Christine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 30 Otis NOP and IS - PDF
Date: Monday, February 12, 2018 3:38:26 PM

Here are links to the NOP and public notice below.
 
Julie Moore, Senior Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8733 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Huggins, Monica (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 12:54 PM
To: Moore, Julie (CPC)
Subject: RE: 30 Otis NOP and IS - PDF
 
Hello Julie,
 
Your documents have been posted, I will file the NOA with the County Clerk
today.
 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/30%20Otic%20Notice%20FINAL%2002.09.2018.pdf
 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/30%20Otis%20%20IS-
CPE%20and%20NOP%20FINAL%202-9-18.pdf
 
Hoping You are on the mend J
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
 
 

mailto:Julie.Moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:christine.l.silva@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/30%20Otic%20Notice%20FINAL%2002.09.2018.pdf
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/30%20Otis%20%20IS-CPE%20and%20NOP%20FINAL%202-9-18.pdf
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/30%20Otis%20%20IS-CPE%20and%20NOP%20FINAL%202-9-18.pdf
mailto:Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org


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

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

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 30 Otis NOP and IS - PDF
Date: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 10:04:50 AM

FYI
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Silva, Christine (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 3:41 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Moore, Julie (CPC)
Subject: FW: 30 Otis NOP and IS - PDF
 
Hi Jonas –
 
Please forward the below NOP for 30 Otis Street to the commissioners. Hard copies are going out
Thursday afternoon.
 
 
Thanks,
 
Christine L. Silva
Senior Planner, Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9085 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Moore, Julie (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 3:38 PM
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Silva, Christine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 30 Otis NOP and IS - PDF
 
Here are links to the NOP and public notice below.
 
Julie Moore, Senior Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8733 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Huggins, Monica (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 12:54 PM
To: Moore, Julie (CPC)
Subject: RE: 30 Otis NOP and IS - PDF
 
Hello Julie,
 
Your documents have been posted, I will file the NOA with the County Clerk
today.
 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/30%20Otic%20Notice%20FINAL%2002.09.2018.pdf
 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/30%20Otis%20%20IS-
CPE%20and%20NOP%20FINAL%202-9-18.pdf
 
Hoping You are on the mend J
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: SB 827
Date: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 10:06:32 AM
Attachments: 827 ltr, v.4.docx

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: pwebber928@aol.com [mailto:pwebber928@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 7:26 AM
To: mayormarkfarrrel@sfgov.org; Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS);
Tang, Katy (BOS); BreedStaff, (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS);
Hilary.ronen@sfgov.org; Cohen, Malia (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Hepner, Lee (BOS); Pagoulatos, Nick
(BOS); richhillissf@gmail.org; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Rodgers,
AnMarie (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: SB 827
 

 

Dear Mayor Farrell and Members of the Board of Supervisors. 
     Attached is my letter to you asking for your support in opposing SB 827 (Wiener), which would up
zone the entire City for more market rate housing, but would provides nothing for actual affordable
housing. 
Thank you

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

                      Paul    A. Webber

                 A North Beach Resident

                 San Francisco, CA 94133

                        February 12, 2018  



Mayor Mark Farrell

Members of the Board of Supervisors



Re: SB 827 (Wiener)  



Dear Mayor Farrell and Members

 Of the Board of Supervisors



I am writing to urge you to oppose SB 827 authored by Senator Wiener, which can up zone the entire City & County of San Francisco by replacing zoning height limitations for housing with height bonuses based on proximity to “transit-rich” corridors or major transit stops as defined.  It would set minimum heights for projects within these locations at 85,55 or 45 feet depending upon street widths and proximity.  



In addition to replacing height limits, it also eliminates maximum controls on residential density or floor area ratios, auto parking requirements, design standards that “restricts…the ability to construct the maximum number of units consistent with any…building code.”  



In discussions with Senator Wiener at his town hall meeting at the Taraval Police Station, he said that local demolition rules would continue to apply and he would clarify that, but that he was proposing some as well that would be contained in forthcoming amendments.  It was unclear whether his definition was intended to trump the local definitions or augment them in some fashion.



Senator Wiener also said that local inclusionary/affordable housing rules would continue to apply, which would mean that “feeing out” would be permitted, at least in San Francisco. More about that below.



I urge you to oppose SB 827, for a number of reasons, as set forth below.



1.  The is no need for the Bill.  The State Density Bonus Law (Government Code Section 65915) can achieve the same purpose and requires onsite construction for the affordable housing bonus units.  For the reason described in 2 below, that is very important.  Also, State Law would give a greater height bonus.



2. [bookmark: _GoBack]Under the Bill, applying local    inclusionary/affordable housing rules, a developer would not be required to build affordable units on the site of the transit rich project. I confirmed that with Senator Wiener. That means that those with an even greater need for public transportation, and thus housing in a transit rich project, would not be eligible for that housing unless a developer chose to voluntarily build all units on site. That defeats a key purpose of the Bill.



 

3.  While, according to Weiner, local demolition rules would apparently apply, the Bill offers no requirement for the preservation of rent controlled or other below market-rate housing.  While the State Bonus program does not preserve it, it does address it.



4. The very existence of the 827 program would likely run up land prices.  And yet the Bill does not require any quid pro quo from a developer in return for an 827 bonus.  This is just not right.

On a similar note, the Planning Department Staff,  in its well written Analysis of the Bill dated February 5, 

2018, suggests that by building more market rate housing, the cost of housing will come down.  But that depends upon a number of factors, not the least of which is whether housing can equal or exceed demand, which hasn’t happened for some time. The best one can say is that the housing cost increase may not be as great.   



5.  The definition under the Bill of a “high- quality transit corridor”, allows the locale of the housing to be “managed” by simply changing the frequency of bus service intervals, which seems too serendipitous and subject to abuse.



Please act on this soon to avoid giving property owners and speculators an economic and zoning bonus for nothing.



Thank you. 



Paul A. Webber



CC: San Francisco Planning Commissioners.      John Rahaim

AnMarie Rodgers 

Jonas. P. Ionin 

Coalition For San Francisco Neighborhoods 





                 



                     



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

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

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND SUPERVISOR HILLARY RONEN ANNOUNCE

ORDINANCE REQUIRING ALL GENDER BATHROOMS IN SINGLE ROOM OCCUPANCY HOTELS
Date: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 1:50:13 PM
Attachments: 2.14.18 SRO Bathrooms.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 1:07 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND SUPERVISOR HILLARY RONEN
ANNOUNCE ORDINANCE REQUIRING ALL GENDER BATHROOMS IN SINGLE ROOM OCCUPANCY HOTELS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, February 14, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
 

MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND SUPERVISOR
HILLARY RONEN ANNOUNCE ORDINANCE

REQUIRING ALL GENDER BATHROOMS IN SINGLE
ROOM OCCUPANCY HOTELS

 
San Francisco, CA – Mayor Mark Farrell, the Board of Supervisors, the Office of
Transgender Initiatives and community advocates today announced the passage of a City
ordinance that requires all-gender, single-stall bathrooms be made available in Single Room
Occupancy (SRO) hotels.
 
Many transgender and nonconforming individuals live in SRO hotels in San Francisco.
Providing all-gender bathrooms creates a comfortable and safe environment in these facilities.
According to a national study, 59 percent of transgender respondents said they avoided
gender-specific bathrooms, for fear of harassment.
 
“Our transgender residents have sadly faced a long history of harassment and discrimination—
their homes should be places of refuge,” said Mayor Farrell. “San Francisco has a proud
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   MARK E.  FARRELL  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, February 14, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
 


MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND SUPERVISOR  


HILLARY RONEN ANNOUNCE ORDINANCE  


REQUIRING ALL GENDER BATHROOMS IN SINGLE  


ROOM OCCUPANCY HOTELS 


 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor Mark Farrell, the Board of Supervisors, the Office of Transgender 


Initiatives and community advocates today announced the passage of a City ordinance that 


requires all-gender, single-stall bathrooms be made available in Single Room Occupancy (SRO) 


hotels.  


 


Many transgender and nonconforming individuals live in SRO hotels in San Francisco. 


Providing all-gender bathrooms creates a comfortable and safe environment in these facilities. 


According to a national study, 59 percent of transgender respondents said they avoided gender-


specific bathrooms, for fear of harassment. 


 


“Our transgender residents have sadly faced a long history of harassment and discrimination—


their homes should be places of refuge,” said Mayor Farrell. “San Francisco has a proud history 


of championing inclusive and compassionate measures that consider the needs of all our 


residents. With this ordinance, we are letting the transgender and nonconforming community that 


we hear their concerns and we are working toward a solution.” 


 


On February 13, the Board of Supervisors passed the all-gender restroom ordinance, which 


requires that single-stall bathrooms facilities be available for every resident, regardless of their 


gender identity. Additionally the ordinance requires that signage be posted indicating the new 


requirements. On February 14, Mayor Mark Farrell, who co-sponsored the bill, signed the 


ordinance into law.  


 


“San Francisco’s all-gender restroom policy enacted two years ago has led to gender neutral 


bathrooms in all public places, like restaurants and bars,” said Supervisor Hillary Ronen. “But in 


the past year, low income and transgender residents of SROs came to my office saying that we 


needed to expand the all-gender restroom policy to include Single Room Occupancy Hotels, 


where many transgender community members live. I am proud to have championed this change 


to ensure that all San Francisco residents feel safer and more comfortable in their homes. This 


issue is not only a critical human rights and safety issue for the transgender community, but it 


also greatly impacts people with disabilities and seniors who have opposite gender care 


attendants, as well as parents with opposite gender children. We all deserve to feel safe and 


comfortable using the restroom, no matter who we are.” 







OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   MARK E.  FARRELL  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


Along with creating more open and hospitable environments for transgender and nonconforming 


residents, the ordinance would increase bathroom access to caregivers and personal attendants. It 


would also improve accessibility for residents with mobility impairments, as bathrooms will now 


be available for everyone on every floor of SRO hotels.  


 


“This ordinance will provide equitable and dignified access rights for members of our 


transgender community,” said Supervisor Jeff Sheehy. “SROs serve as the homes for many 


nonconforming individuals—the amenities at these hotels should reflect needs of the people who 


reside there. We are proud to sponsor an ordinance that will have a meaningful improvement on 


the day-to-day lives of our residents.” 


 


San Francisco has already begun implementing all-gender restrooms throughout City-owned and 


leased buildings and in businesses with public accommodations. Mayor Farrell was a co-sponsor 


on the 2016 ordinance that created those requirements.  


 


"In San Francisco, we have begun implementing all-gender restrooms throughout the city for the 


public and private sector,” said Clair Farley, the Mayor’s Senior Advisor on Transgender 


Initiatives. “This expansion on the existing policy assures that all San Francisco residents have 


accessible and safe facilities."   


 


 


 


 


### 


 


 







history of championing inclusive and compassionate measures that consider the needs of all
our residents. With this ordinance, we are letting the transgender and nonconforming
community that we hear their concerns and we are working toward a solution.”
 
On February 13, the Board of Supervisors passed the all-gender restroom ordinance, which
requires that single-stall bathrooms facilities be available for every resident, regardless of their
gender identity. Additionally the ordinance requires that signage be posted indicating the new
requirements. On February 14, Mayor Mark Farrell, who co-sponsored the bill, signed the
ordinance into law.
 
“San Francisco’s all-gender restroom policy enacted two years ago has led to gender neutral
bathrooms in all public places, like restaurants and bars,” said Supervisor Hillary Ronen. “But
in the past year, low income and transgender residents of SROs came to my office saying that
we needed to expand the all-gender restroom policy to include Single Room Occupancy
Hotels, where many transgender community members live. I am proud to have championed
this change to ensure that all San Francisco residents feel safer and more comfortable in their
homes. This issue is not only a critical human rights and safety issue for the transgender
community, but it also greatly impacts people with disabilities and seniors who have opposite
gender care attendants, as well as parents with opposite gender children. We all deserve to feel
safe and comfortable using the restroom, no matter who we are.”
 
Along with creating more open and hospitable environments for transgender and
nonconforming residents, the ordinance would increase bathroom access to caregivers and
personal attendants. It would also improve accessibility for residents with mobility
impairments, as bathrooms will now be available for everyone on every floor of SRO hotels.
 
“This ordinance will provide equitable and dignified access rights for members of our
transgender community,” said Supervisor Jeff Sheehy. “SROs serve as the homes for many
nonconforming individuals—the amenities at these hotels should reflect needs of the people
who reside there. We are proud to sponsor an ordinance that will have a meaningful
improvement on the day-to-day lives of our residents.”
 
San Francisco has already begun implementing all-gender restrooms throughout City-owned
and leased buildings and in businesses with public accommodations. Mayor Farrell was a co-
sponsor on the 2016 ordinance that created those requirements.
 
"In San Francisco, we have begun implementing all-gender restrooms throughout the city for
the public and private sector,” said Clair Farley, the Mayor’s Senior Advisor on Transgender
Initiatives. “This expansion on the existing policy assures that all San Francisco residents have
accessible and safe facilities."  
 
 
 

###
 
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan

Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Frye, Tim (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter from Mayor Farrell Re: Early Days
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2018 9:44:03 AM
Attachments: 2.14.18 HPC Early Days Letter.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Tsang, Francis 
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 4:32 PM
To: andrew@tefarch.com
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Frye, Tim (CPC)
Subject: Letter from Mayor Farrell Re: Early Days
 
President Wolfram,
Attached is a letter from Mayor Farrell urging the Historic Preservation Commission to approve the
removal of the “Early Days” sculpture of the Pioneer Monument. 
Thank you for your consideration,
Francis
 
Francis Tsang
Deputy Chief of Staff
Office of Mayor Mark Farrell
City and County of San Francisco

415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON FLORIDA HIGH SCHOOL SHOOTING
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2018 4:09:40 PM
Attachments: 2.15.18 Florida High School Shooting.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2018 3:55 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON FLORIDA HIGH SCHOOL SHOOTING
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, February 15, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** STATEMENT ***
 

MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON FLORIDA HIGH SCHOOL
SHOOTING

 
“We cannot accept gun violence anymore. We cannot allow Republicans in Congress to stick
their heads in the sand while people die in our schools, businesses and homes. We cannot
continue to elect officials who are beholden to special interests, not the public. We cannot
follow a hypocritical President who blames this issue on behavioral issues, while
simultaneously rolling back regulations on mental health background checks.
 
I am angry. People across this nation are angry. We need to demand change to fundamentally
flawed laws that allow these acts to occur. In our city, we will continue to champion common
sense gun control law that keep our public safe. We hope Congress follows our lead—because
we need action now.
 
As the father of three young children, my heart breaks for the families affected by this terrible
event. I cannot imagine the suffering they are experiencing. My condolences and sympathies
are with the Parkland community during this difficult time.”
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1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, February 15, 2018 


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


  


*** STATEMENT *** 


 


MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON FLORIDA HIGH SCHOOL 


SHOOTING 
 
“We cannot accept gun violence anymore. We cannot allow Republicans in Congress to stick 


their heads in the sand while people die in our schools, businesses and homes. We cannot 


continue to elect officials who are beholden to special interests, not the public. We cannot follow 


a hypocritical President who blames this issue on behavioral issues, while simultaneously rolling 


back regulations on mental health background checks. 


 


I am angry. People across this nation are angry. We need to demand change to fundamentally 


flawed laws that allow these acts to occur. In our city, we will continue to champion common 


sense gun control law that keep our public safe. We hope Congress follows our lead—because 


we need action now. 


 


As the father of three young children, my heart breaks for the families affected by this terrible 


event. I cannot imagine the suffering they are experiencing. My condolences and sympathies are 


with the Parkland community during this difficult time.” 


 


 


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

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

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission Update for Week of February 19, 2018
Date: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 9:54:23 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 2.19.18.doc

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Tsang, Francis 
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 9:24 AM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for Week of February 19, 2018
 
Good morning.
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 Mayor Mark Farrell
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: 

February 19, 2018

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of February 19, 2018

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of February 19, 2018. 

Airport (Tuesday, February 20, 9AM)

Action Items

· Proposed Fiscal Year 2018/19 and Fiscal Year 2019/20 Operating Budget - Resolution approving the proposed FY 2018/19 Operating Budget of $1.19 Billion and the FY 2019/20 Operating Budget of $1.31 Billion. 


· Approval of Phase C5 to Contract No. 10010.66 Design-Build Services for the New Boarding Area B Project - Austin Webcor Joint Venture - $51,016,175


· Modification No. 7 (Annual Review) to Professional Services Contract No. 10011.41 - Project Management Support Services for the Terminal 1 Center Renovation Project - ACJV, a Joint Venture of AECOM and Cooper Pugeda Management, Inc. - $4,348,000 for Services through September 30, 2018; and,


Modification No. 8 (Annual Renewal) - $5,252,000 for Services through April 30, 2019


· Approval of Phase C1 to Contract No. 11055.66 Design-Build Services for the Boarding Area A Gate Enhancements Project - Skanska USA Building, Inc. - $26,513,938


· Award of Contract No. 10072.66 Design-Build Services for the Courtyard 3 Connector Project - Hensel Phelps Construction Company - $28,324,000


· Modification No. 6 to (Annual Renewal) to Professional Services Contract No. 10010.41 - Project Management Support Services for the New Boarding Area B Project - T1 Cubed - a Joint Venture - $8,450,000


· Award of Two Professional Services Contracts - Contract No. 11264.50 - As-Needed Mechanical/Electrical/Plumbing/Fire Protection Engineering Services - OCI Associates, Inc., and Contract No. 11264.51 - As Needed Mechanical/Electrical/Plumbing/Fire Protection Engineering Services - Interface Engineering, Inc. - Each contract amount not to exceed $2,400,000


· Modification No. 2 (Annual Review) to Professional Services Contract No. 10504.41 - Project Management Support Services for the AirTrain Extension and Improvements Program - PGH Wong Engineering, Inc. - $2,200,000


· Award of Contract No. 50097.04 Strategic Consulting and Traffic Analysis Services - Steer Davies Gleave - $375,000


· Award of Contract No. 50157 Facilitation of a Collaborative International Large Hub Airport Benchmarking Workgroup - Imperial College Project Limited - $110,000


· Authorization to Issue a Request for Qualifications/Proposals for Professional Services Contract Nos. 11343.50 and 11343.51, for AsNeeded Civil Engineering Support Services


· Bid Call - Contract No. 50154 Chiller Service Contract


Community Investment & Infrastructure (Tuesday, February 20, 1PM)

Discussion Only


· Workshop on the July - December 2017 reports on OCII Small Business Enterprise and Local Hiring Goals Practices

· Report on compliance by the Master Developer on Candlestick Point and Phase 1 and 2 of the Hunters Point Shipyard, with the Community Benefits Programs for July through September of 2017; Hunters Point Shipyard and Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Areas


· 2600-2700 Arelious Walker Drive (Alice Griffith Phases 1 and 2) Marketing Outcomes Report, a 184-unit HOPE SF multifamily development, including 114 public housing replacement units, and 68 affordable housing rental units, plus two manager’s units, which are affordable at 50% Area Median Income; Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area


· 588 Mission Bay Boulevard North Marketing Outcomes Report, a 198-unit affordable multifamily rental development, plus two managers units, which are affordable at 50% and 60% Tax Credit Allocation Committee Area Median Income; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area


Action Items

· Resolution of Intention to Establish Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco Community Facilities District No. 9 (Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2/Candlestick Point Public Facilities and Services), Improvement Area No.1 and a Future Annexation Area, and determining other matters in connection therewith

· Resolution of Intention to Incur Bonded Indebtedness and other debt in an amount not to exceed $6,000,000,000 for the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco Community Facilities District No. 9 (Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2/Candlestick Point Public Facilities and Services), and determining other matters in connection therewith


· Authorizing an Exclusive Negotiations Agreement and a Predevelopment Loan Agreement in an amount not to exceed $5,000,000, with Mission Bay 9, L.P., a California Limited Partnership, for the development of approximately 141 affordable rental housing units (including one manager’s unit) with supportive services for formerly homeless persons at Mission Bay South Block 9, providing notice that this approval is within the scope of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Project approved under the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR”), a program EIR, and adopting environmental review findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area

· CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS - Property: 200 Main Street (Portion of Block 3739, Lot 008) also known as Transbay Block 4 - Negotiating Parties: For F4 Transbay Partners LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability Company, a joint venture of Urban Pacific Development, LLC, an affiliate of Hines Interests Limited Partnership, and Broad Street Principal Investments, L.L.C, an affiliate of Goldman Sachs: Christopher Collins and Cameron Falconer. Under Negotiation: Both Price and Terms of Payment (Closed Session)

Entertainment (Tuesday, February 20, 530PM) - CANCELLED

Health (Tuesday, February 20, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· GENDER HEALTH SF PROGRAM & EVALUATION UPDATE (Julie Graham, Director, Barry Zevin MD, Medical Director, and Seth Pardo, Evaluator) - THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL HEAR AN UPDATE ON THE SFDPH GENDER HEALTH SF PROGRAM.

· SFDPH 2016-2017 ANNUAL REPORT (Krishna Patel, Health Program Planner) - THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL REVIEW THE 2016-2017 SFDPH ANNUAL REPORT.


Action Items

· SFDPH FY18-20 BUDGET UPDATE - THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL HEAR AN UPDATE ON THE SFDPH FY18-20 BUDGET. APPROVAL IS REQUESTED.

MTA (Tuesday, February 20, 1PM)


Discussion Only


· Update on Vision Zero


· Traffic circles

· Presentation and discussion regarding the FY2019 and FY2020 Operating and Capital Budgets.


· Presentation and discussion regarding Private Transit Vehicle route duplication.


Action Items

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


· Beatrice Saroni vs. Macy’s, Superior Ct. #CGC16551785 filed on 5/6/16 for $12,500


· Tobias Muellner, Unlitigated Claim #1702144 filed on 3/9/17 for $40,000

· Making environmental review findings and approving the following traffic modifications:


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO PARKING ANYTIME − 14th Street, north side, from Trainor Street to 55 feet easterly.


· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGN − 19th Street, westbound, at Indiana Street.


· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGNS − 30th Avenue, northbound and southbound, at Pacheco Street.


· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGN − 35th Avenue, northbound, at Clement Street.


· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGNS − Irving Street, eastbound and westbound, at 28th Avenue.


· ESTABLISH – RESIDENTIAL PERMIT PARKING AREA L, 2-HOUR PARKING, 8 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY, EXCEPT VEHICLES WITH AREA L PERMITS − Balboa Street, both sides, between 2nd Avenue and Arguello Street.


· ESTABLISH – RED ZONE − 10th Street, east side, from 20 feet to 40 feet north of Mission Street; 10th Street, west side, from Mission Street to 48 feet northerly; 10th Street, east side, from 17 feet to 39 feet north of Folsom Street; 10th Street, west side, from Harrison Street to 40 feet northerly; and 10th Street, east side, from Bryant Street to 40 feet northerly.


· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGNS − Mendell Street, northbound and southbound, at Fairfax Avenue.


· Approving a fund transfer agreement of $292,149 in discretionary funding programmed by the California Department of Transportation for the SFMTA’s Bayview Community-Based Transportation Plan. 


· Accepting a gift of $200,318 from Group I, sponsor of the 340 Bryant Street Development Project, for the construction of traffic signals at Bryant Street and Sterling Street.

· Amending the Transportation Code, Division II, to extend the mileage limit of vehicles used as taxis from 375,000 miles to 425,000 miles.

· Amending the Transportation Code, Division II, regarding Residential Parking Permits issued to Educational Institutions, including making such permits valid during the period of parking enforcement in the area; and removing the requirement that there be at least 15 certificated employees or teachers for the Educational Institution to qualify for the Residential Parking Permit program. 


Youth (Tuesday, February 20, 515PM)


Discussion Only


· Presentation on Epicenter Summit 2018 - Presenter: Naomi Fierro, External Affairs, San Francisco Fellow, SF Department of Emergency Management


· Presentation on Close Up Program - Presenter: Eleanor Vogelsang, Community Relations Manager, Close Up Foundation

· Presentation on Previous YC Priorities, DCYF Follow Up, and DYCF Youth Advisory Board Meeting Presentation


Board of Appeals (Wednesday, February 21, 315PM, Room 421) - SPECIAL

Action Items

· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE APPOINTMENT – Executive Director, Board of Appeals – Discussion and possible action on the appointment of a new Executive Director for the Board of Appeals. (Closed Session)

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, February 21, 5PM)

Action Items

· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE APPOINTMENT – Executive Director, Board of Appeals – Discussion and possible action on the appointment of a new Executive Director for the Board of Appeals. (Closed Session)


· REHEARING REQUEST - Street Artist Certificate Denial. Ann Treboux, appellant, is requesting a rehearing of Appeal No. 17-131, Treboux vs. Arts Commission, decided September 13, 2017. At that time, the Board voted 5-0 to deny the appeal and uphold the Arts Commission denial, on the basis that the appellant did not satisfy the requirements of the certificate application.

· APPEAL - RASA MOSS vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 363 Jersey Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on November 29, 2017, to 363 Jersey LLC, of a Site Permit (new garage and foundations; horizontal addition at rear and vertical addition; complete interior remodel; replace windows in kind; one-hour property line walls and sprinklers; convert under deck space).


APPEAL - JOHN & CAROL BRODERICK vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 363 Jersey Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on November 29, 2017, to 363 Jersey LLC, of a Site Permit (new garage and foundations; horizontal addition at rear and vertical addition; complete interior remodel; replace windows in kind; one-hour property line walls and sprinklers; convert under deck space).


· APPEAL - TEAL MOMOTA vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 730 Cabrillo Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on November 30, 2017, to Carey Baker, of an Alteration Permit (remodel of single-family residence including new kitchen, plumbing, electrical, mechanical and structural work; no work on front façade; no fire alarm or sprinkler work; new rear yard deck less than 10' high in buildable area).


· APPEAL - ANTHONY TAM vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 566 29th Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on November 27, 2017, to Steve Huang, of a Site Permit (two-story horizontal addition to existing rear side of building; total addition area is 689sf; interior remodel at second floor and third floor; add second unit to existing building).


Building Inspection (Wednesday, February 21, 10AM)

Discussion Only


· Update on DBI’s finances.


· Update on proposed or recently enacted State or local legislation.


· Update on major projects.


· Update on Code Enforcement.

· Update regarding the Permitting process on Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s).

· Discussion on Accela permit and project tracking system.

· Discussion and update regarding Joint Building Inspection and Planning Commission meeting.


Action Items

· Election of BIC President and Vice-President

· Discussion and possible action to approve and swear in a member of the Board of Examiners (BOE) General Contractor Seat. Appointment recommended by the Nominations Sub-Committee is: Bahman Ghassemzadeh.


· Discussion and possible action regarding a proposed ordinance (Board of Supervisors File No. 180054) waiving and refunding investigation fees imposed by Building Code, Section 107A.5, for persons (as defined in Police Code, Section 1602) registered with the Office of Cannabis.


Elections (Wednesday, February 21, 6PM)

Discussion Only


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

· Commissioners' Reports


· Technical Advisory Committee Report


· Director's Report


· Draft report by Slalom

Action Items

· Review of Department's FY 2018-‘19, and 2019-‘20 proposed budgets

· Public Employee Appointment/Hiring: Director of Elections - The Director of Elections’ current five-year term expires at 12:00 a.m. on May 21, 2018. The Charter requires that the Commission appoint a Director for the next term at least 30 days before the expiration of the current term. S.F. Charter § 13.104. At this meeting, the Commission may decide either to appoint the incumbent Director to an additional five-year term or to engage in a competitive selection process, in which the incumbent Director may participate. Portions of the meeting may be held in closed session pursuant to California Government Code § 54957(b) and San Francisco Administrative Code § 67.10(b). Discussion and possible action to appoint the incumbent Director of Elections to an additional five-year term (Closed Session).


Environment (Wednesday, February 21, 2PM, Pier 1 Bayside Conference Room) - SPECIAL

Discussion Only


· Presentation providing overview of laws governing the conduct of Commission on the Environment meetings. 

· Presentation on the results of the 2016-2020 Department of the Environment Strategic Plan Community Meetings.


Action Items

· Review and vote on approval of the Commission on the Environment’s 2017 Draft Annual Report. 


· Review and vote on approval of Resolution File No. 2018-03-COE urging the US Environmental Protection Agency to continue implementing the United States’ Clean Power Plan. 


Historic Preservation (Wednesday, February 21, 1230PM)

Discussion Only


· ALCATRAZ EMBARKATION SITE AT PIERS 31-33 – Informational Presentation from the Port of San Francisco and the National Park Service on a proposal for site improvements to establish ferry excursion facilities to service Alcatraz Island within portions of Piers 31 – 33 and the bulkhead wharf, contributing resources within the Embarcadero Historic District. Site improvements include but are not limited to expansion of berthing facilities, a visitor contact station, café and site furnishings. 


Action Items

· 294 PAGE STREET – on the east side of Laguna Street between Page and Lily streets. Assessor’s Block 0839, Lot 017 (District 5). Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness to paint a mural measuring approximately 25’ by 15’ on the northern (Lily Street) elevation of a rear ancillary structure. Historically known as the Dietle Residence, the structure is a heavily ornamented two-story over basement wood frame building designed in the Victorian Stick style. Local architect Henry Geilfuss designed and completed the structure in 1878 (virtually rebuilding it in 1885) for Charles Dietle, a “prize bootmaker.” The wood clad, one-story ancillary structure was added to the rear of the building sometime between 1886 and 1913. The subject property is San Francisco Landmark No. 48, and is located within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· PIONEER MONUMENT (FULTON STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY) – in the Fulton Street R.O.W., between Hyde and Larkin streets. Between Assessor’s Block 0353 and Block 0354 (District 6). Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness to alter the existing Pioneer Monument by removing the “Early Days” sculpture to off-site storage. The monument is located within the boundaries of the Civic Center Landmark District, which is designated in Appendix J of Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code. Dedicated in 1894 and sculpted by the artist Frank H. Happersberger, the monument was determined to be a character-defining feature of the district as part of the Civic Center Historic District Cultural Landscape Inventory (adopted Sept. 2015). The site is located in a P (Public) Zoning District and an 80-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· MILLS ACT PROGRAM – Review and Comment on proposed Mills Act Program modifications based on a November 1, 2017 discussion of the Government Audit and Oversight Committee and as directed by HPC President Wolfram. The Mills Act authorizes local governments to enter into contracts with owners of private historical property who, through the historical property contract, assure the rehabilitation, restoration, preservation and maintenance of a qualified historical property. In return, the property owner enjoys a reduction in property taxes for a given period. Recommendation: Review and Comment

Police (Wednesday, February 21, 530PM)

Discussion Only


· Report on recent Police Department activities, including major events, weekly crime trends, including an update regarding Assembly Bill 953, “Racial & Identity Profiling Action of 2015,” and announcements


· Presentation of the Limited English Proficiency Annual Report, FY 2016/2017


· Presentation of the Department’s Collection and Analysis of Sexual Assault Kit Evidence and Reporting of Results to Sexual Assault Victims Report, per Commission Resolution 16-28, adopted April 20, 2016


· Presentation of the Audit of Electronic Communication Devices for Bias, 4th Quarter 2017


· Presentation regarding Strategic Planning 1.0


· Presentation of the 2017 1st Amendment Compliance Audit of SFPD Records pursuant to Department General Order 8.10


· Presentation of the DPA’s 2016 Annual Report


· Presentation of Statistical Reports:  Summary of Cases Received, Mediation of Complaints, Adjudication of Sustained Complaints for November & December 2017 and January 2018, and Companion Reports

· Presentation of the SFPD/DPA Report on General Orders/Policy Proposals “Sparks Report,” 3rd and 4th Quarter 2017

Action Items

· Discussion and possible action to approve draft revised Department General Order 5.15, “Enforcement of Immigration Laws,” for purposes of engaging in the meet-and-confer process with the Police Officers Association

Civil Service (Thursday, February 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

· 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. 


· 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. Scope of Change: To modify the current PSC to include access to a web based application which is an automated, web-based kit checking technology will allow the Pharmacy Department at Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital to safely and effectively manage kit/tray (“kits”) inventory.  Kits provided by the department currently include: adult, pediatric, and neonatal crash cart trays, anesthesia/OR trays, anesthesia/OB trays, and intubation kits.  These kits allow providers to have ready access to critical, life-saving medications when a patient is in cardiac arrest, undergoing a procedure in the operating room, or needing intubation to protect their airway in a variety of circumstances.  Accuracy in filling these kits is essential, as the providers are treating the most emergent patient populations at these times and a medication error would most likely be fatal.

· 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. Scope Change: The modified PSC amount of $2,425,000 represents the compensation paid to the parking firms for providing professional operational services as the 13 approved facilities, plus compensation for the additional 3 facilities.


· 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. Scope Change: 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.


· 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.

Housing Authority (Thursday, February 22, 4PM, Sunnydale Health and Wellness Center, 1652 Sunnydale Avenue)


Action Items

· Election of the President and the Vice President of the Board of Commissioners of the Housing Authority of the City and County of San Francisco


· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ENTER INTO A SECOND AMENDMENT TO THE GROUND LEASE AGREEMENT (PHASE IA (2)-HUNTERS VIEW PROJECT- OPEN SPACE WITH HUNTERS VIEW ASSOCIATES, L.P. TO EXTEND THE TERM OF THE GROUND LEASE AGREEMENT UNTIL AUGUST 3, 2018

· RESOLUTION APPROVING THE FISCAL YEAR 2017 SECTION 8 MANAGEMENT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM (SEMAP) CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN (CAP) WITH SPECIFIC TASKS AND DATES FOR ACCOMPLISHMENT FOR THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO'S ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF TO IMPLEMENT FOR SUCCESSFUL RECOVERY OF PERFORMANCE

Human Rights (Thursday, February 22, 530PM)


Discussion Only


Planning (Thursday, February 22, 1PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance 


· 88 BROADWAY/735 DAVIS STREET – 48,620-square-foot project site on the north side of Broadway between Davis Street and Front Street; Lots 7 and 8 of Assessor’s Block 0140 (District 3) – Appeal of Preliminary Negative Declaration for the proposed demolition of the existing surface parking lots on the site and construction of a 191,300-square-foot mixed-use development. The project would construct two new six-story (65-foot-tall) buildings which would include 178 affordable residential units, 6,500 square feet of commercial space, and a 4,300-square-foot child care facility. The proposed project would also include two mid-block passages, three on-street loading zones, and 120 secured bicycle parking spaces. No off street vehicle parking is proposed. The project site is located in a C-2 (Community Business) and 65-X Height and Bulk (65-foot maximum height, no bulk limit) Zoning Districts and Waterfront Special Use District No.3. Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold Preliminary Negative Declaration (Proposed Continuance to March 8, 2018)

· 701 VALENCIA STREET – east side of Valencia Street, on Lots: 098 and 099 in Assessor’s Block 3589 (District 9) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections: 303 and 762, to legalize the temporary conversion of an existing parking lot (currently accessory to Cherin’s Appliance) into a commercial parking lot, which is open to the general public (DBA Pristine Parking).The project will also establish a principally permitted outdoor activity area and restaurant use within the Valencia NCT (Valencia Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 55-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 (Proposed Continuance to March 15, 2018)

· 1190 BRYANT STREET – between Dore and 10th Streets, Lot 056 in Assessor’s Block 3525 (District 6) – Request for Mandatory Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application 2017.0523.7395, which proposes to change the use of an existing warehouse structure to a Medical Cannabis Dispensary. Minor changes to the exterior of the structure are proposed, and the project includes a request for on-site consumption of cannabis products. The project is located in the Service/Arts/Light Industrial (SALI) Zoning District and 40/55-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: Pending (Proposed Continuance to March 22, 2018)

· 1233 POLK STREET – west side of Polk Street between Sutter and Bush Streets, on the northwest corner of Polk and Fern Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0670 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Sections 303 and 723, proposing to permit and legalize the operation of a Nighttime Entertainment use with electronic amplification seven days per week until 2 a.m., and to modify the existing conditions of approval of Planning Commission Motion No. 13572, within an existing business (d.b.a. “Mayes Oyster House) authorized for Restaurant and Other Entertainment uses; however per Motion 13572, electronic amplification is currently only permitted on Fridays and Saturdays until midnight. The subject application also seeks to abate Planning Enforcement Case No. 2016-000434ENF. The subject property is located within the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD), the Lower Polk Street Alcohol Restricted Use District, and 65-A Height and Bulk District. Per CEQA Section 21065 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15378, the proposed legalization of the existing use is not a “project” under CEQA, as it would not result in a direct physical change, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions (Proposed Continuance to March 22, 2018)

· 749 27TH STREET – south side of 27th Street between Douglas and Diamond Streets; lot 012 of Assessor’s Block 6588 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to allow the tantamount to demolition of an existing two-story detached one-unit dwelling at the front of the property and the alteration of a detached single-family one-unit dwelling at the rear of the property. The project also requests a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback requirements, pursuant to Section 132. The subject property is located within a RH-1 (Residential – House, One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Pending (Proposed Continuance to March 22, 2018)

749 27TH STREET – south side of 27th Street between Douglas and Diamond Streets; lot 012 of Assessor’s Block 6588 (District 8) – Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback requirements, pursuant to Section 132. The project is to allow the tantamount to demolition of an existing two-story detached one-unit dwelling at the front of the property and the alteration of a detached single-family one-unit dwelling at the rear of the property. The subject property is located within a RH-1 (Residential – House, One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. (Proposed Continuance to March 22, 2018) 

· 520 28TH STREET - north side of 28th Street between Castro and Diamond Streets; Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 6604 (District 8) - Staff-Initiated Discretionary Review, pursuant to Planning Code Section 311(c)(1), of Building Permit Application No. 2015.11.12.2431, proposing vertical and horizontal additions to the existing one-story single-family home, including a new second floor, a new two-car garage, and two new basement levels within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. In addition, the Zoning Administrator will consider a Variance from the requirements for rear yard (per Planning Code Section 134). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Staff Analysis: Full Discretionary Review Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications - WITHDRAWN

Discussion Only


· RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE DASHBOARD – Residential Pipeline Dashboard, 2017 Q3 – Informational Presentation. The Residential Pipeline Dashboard is submitted to the Planning Commission in compliance with Administrative Code 10E.4, as amended by Ordinance 237-12 in December 2012. This will be an introduction and a discussion of the new format for this report. The report is available for the public at the Planning Department and on our website.


· RETAIL STUDY AND NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS – Informational Presentation on the 2017 retail study conducted by the Office of Economic and Workforce Development. Presentation reviewing the state of the retail industry and providing an overview of challenges and opportunities for San Francisco's Neighborhood Commercial Districts.


· RETAIL TO OFFICE CONVERSIONS WITHIN UNION SQUARE – Informational Presentation providing an overview of the findings of an Office of Economic and Workforce Development report related to retail to office conversions in Union Square (C-3-R, Downtown Retail Core Zoning District).

Action Items

· 3629 TARAVAL STREET – south side between 46th & 47th Avenues; Lot 041 of Assessor’s Block 2379 (District 15) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 145.2, 710, and 303 to a establish an Outdoor Activity Area as part of the existing Limited Restaurant (d.b.a. Andytown Coffee Roasters) within a Neighborhood Commercial Cluster (NC-1) District, Taraval Street Restaurant Subdistrict, 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

· 235 CHURCH STREET – east side between Market and 15th Streets; Lot 060 of Assessor’s Block 3544 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 764 to to authorize ABC license Type 47 (On-Sale General liquor, beer, and wine for Bona Fide Public Eating Place) within a previously established Restaurant Use (D.B.A. Il Casaro Pizzeria) within the Upper Market NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit 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

· 721 LINCOLN WAY – between 8th and 9th Avenues, Lot 040 in Assessor’s Block 1742 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 730 to allow a change of use from a Limited-Restaurant space to a Restaurant (d.b.a. Sip Tea Room) in the existing 861 square foot commercial space within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. 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

· 691 14TH STREET – south side between Market and Landers Streets; Lot 070 of Assessor’s Block 3544 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 764 to allow a change of use from an existing liquor store (d.b.a. Fig & Thistle Bottle Shop) to a bar (d.b.a. Fig & Thistle) in the existing 668 square foot commercial space within the Upper Market NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit District) and 55/55-X and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. The existing business owners will continue to run the same business but will expand their services to include tastings on-site as part of this CUA request. 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

· 1600 OCEAN AVENUE - north side of Ocean Avenue, between Faxon and Miramar Avenues; Lot 011 of Assessor’s Block 3196 (District 7) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 755, to legalize an existing Formula Retail Financial Services use (d.b.a. “Bank of America”) in a ground floor 905 square-foot tenant space (occupying approximately 325 gsf) in a one-story, commercial building within the Ocean Avenue NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 45-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 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.


· 655 ALVARADO STREET – side of Alvarado Street between Diamond and Castro Streets, Lot 028C in Assessor’s Block 2803 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to legalize the tantamount to demolition of an existing 2,737 square foot, two-story-over-basement single-family home and the permit a new three-story-over-two-basement-levels single-family home. The project site is located within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-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: Approve with Modifications and Conditions

· 229 ELLIS STREET – south side of Ellis Street, between Mason and Taylor Streets, Lot 001A in Assessor’s Block 0331 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to allow a one-story vertical addition to the existing 4-story-over-basement building, resulting in a 5-story-over basement building reaching a finished roof height of 55’-1” (up to 73’-8” for the elevator penthouse). The vacant building previously contained approximately 17,400 square feet of uses, including Residential Use (five Dwelling Units) on the upper floors, unauthorized Office Uses within the middle floors, and a former bathhouse (Personal Service Use) (d.b.a. “Burns Hammam” and “San Francisco Turkish Baths”) on the lower floors. The Project would include a change of use, converting non-residential uses into residential uses, resulting in approximately 27,500 gross square feet of Group Housing (a Residential Use), for a total of 52 Group Housing rooms. The Project would provide 850 square feet of common useable open space via a roof deck, in addition to several common and private open spaces on the lower floors of the building. The Project would also provide 38 Class 1 and 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, with no off-street vehicular parking provided. 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

229 ELLIS STREET – south side of Ellis Street, between Mason and Taylor Streets, Lot 001A in Assessor’s Block 0331 (District 6) – Request for Rear Yard Modification pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134(g) and 249.5. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

· 1327 CHESTNUT STREET – south side of Chestnut street between Van Ness Avenue and Franklin Street; Lot 025 in Assessor’s Block 0498 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3 and 303, to authorize a Personal Service Use (beauty salon, DBA BeRadiant Salon) in a 1,650 square foot, second-story commercial space in an existing two-story commercial building. This second story space is vacant and was previously occupied by an Office Use. Interior tenant improvements, including the installation of walls to establish 8 beauty stations, are associated with this proposal. No signage is associated with this proposal. The subject property is located within a RC-3 Residential-Commercial Medium Density district, Van Ness Corridor Area Plan, and 40-X Height and bulk district. This project was reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 799 CASTRO STREET & 3878-3880 21ST STREET – northeast corner of Castro and 21st Streets; lot 024 of Assessor’s Block 3603, located within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) and 40-X Height and Bulk District (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing mixed-use structure (commercial office/single-family) and construct a three-story over basement single-family residence. The subject property contains three dwelling units, two units in a building at the rear of the property, and one unit with office in a building at the front. Under a separate building permit, 2017.04.04.3134, one new accessory dwelling unit is proposed in the rear building (3878-3880 21st St). 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

799 CASTRO STREET & 3878-3880 21ST STREET – northeast corner of Castro and 21st Streets; lot 024 of Assessor’s Block 3603, located within the Irving Street Neighborhood Commercial District ("NCD") and the 65-A Height and Bulk District (District 8) – Request for Variances from the Zoning Administrator to construct within the required front setback and rear yard. Planning Code Section 132 requires a front setback of 4 feet - 5 inches and construction is proposed to the front property line. Section 134 requires a rear yard of 25% of the total lot depth or 15 feet between the two buildings on the lot and the proposal provides only a 10 foot separation. The property is legally non-complying in regards to the rear yard requirement because there is a two-story over basement with two dwelling units located entirely within rear yard.


799 CASTRO STREET & 3878-3880 21ST STREET - northeast corner of Castro and 21st Streets; lot 024 of Assessor’s Block 3603, located within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) and 40-X Height and Bulk District (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.04.04.3134 proposing to construct an Accessory Dwelling Units in the rear building (3878-3880 21st Street. The subject property contains three dwelling units, two units in a building at the rear of the property, and one unit with office in a building at the front (799 Castro Street). Under a separate building permit, 2017.09.19.6883, demolition of the existing front structure (limited commercial office with single-family) and construction of a three-story over basement single-family residence are proposed. 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

· 520 28TH STREET - north side of 28th Street between Castro and Diamond Streets; Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 6604 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2015.11.12.2431, proposing vertical and horizontal additions to the existing one-story single-family home, including a new second floor, a new two-car garage, and two new basement levels within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. In addition, the Zoning Administrator will consider a Variance from the requirements for rear yard (per Planning Code Section 134). Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications

520 28TH STREET - north side of 28th Street between Castro and Diamond Streets; Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 6604 (District 8) - Request for a Rear Yard Variance from the Zoning Administrator pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 to allow the demolition and replacement of the roof of the existing noncomplying structure constituting an increase in the volume of the building within the required rear yard. The project is located in a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.


· 586 SANCHEZ STREET – west side between Hancock and 19th Streets; Lot 017 in Assessor's Block 3584 (District 8) - Requests for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.07.13.2269 proposing a vertical addition and new roof deck to an existing twounit building within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal also includes façade alterations and repairing the rear stairs and rear deck in-kind. 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 as revised

· 53 FOREST SIDE AVENUE – west side between Taraval and Ulloa Street; Lot 029 in Assessor's Block 2920 (District 7) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.03.01.0436 proposing the construction of a second floor rear deck and extension of a first floor rear deck with a connecting stair between both floors to an existing single-family residential building within a RH-1(D) (Residential House, OneFamily) 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



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter from the City of Sausalito to the San Francisco Planning Commission
Date: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 2:41:49 PM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Moore, Julie (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 1:08 PM
To: Lilly Whalen; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Brian Aviles (Brian_Aviles@nps.gov); Yeung, Ming (PRT)
Cc: 'richhillissf@gmail.com'; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); 'planning@rodneyfong.com'; Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: RE: Letter from the City of Sausalito to the San Francisco Planning Commission
 
Dear Ms. Whalen,
 
I am letting the project sponsors know of your request for continuance.
 
Julie Moore, Senior Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8733 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Lilly Whalen [mailto:LWhalen@sausalito.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 10:52 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: 'richhillissf@gmail.com'; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); 'planning@rodneyfong.com'; Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Moore, Julie (CPC)
Subject: Letter from the City of Sausalito to the San Francisco Planning Commission
 
Dear Commission Secretary Ionin,
 
Please find attached a letter from the City of Sausalito requesting a continuance of Item F.18
(Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project), which is on the San Francisco Planning Commission's agenda for
this Thursday, February 22. Please ensure that the letter is sent to all Commissioners.
 
I understand from our conversation this morning that we should bring 11 hard copies of the letter to
distribute to the Commissioners at the appeal hearing on Thursday.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
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Very sincerely,
Lilly Whalen
City Clerk/Assistant City Manager
Administration Department
City of Sausalito
420 Litho Street, Sausalito, CA 94965
www.sausalito.gov
Phone: (415) 289-4134
Email: LWhalen@sausalito.gov
Stay informed with Sausalito e-news: sign up for the Sausalito Currents
 

http://www.sausalito.gov/
mailto:LWhalen@sausalito.gov
http://sausalito.us10.list-manage1.com/subscribe?u=ef48996d6f825fac32ec81b4b&id=e3a098c9ba


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

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

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES $30 MILLION TAX CREDIT SUPPORT FOR

NON-PROFITS AND BUSINESSES THAT WILL REVITALIZE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITIES
Date: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 2:52:51 PM
Attachments: 2.20.18 $30 Million Tax Credits.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 1:46 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES $30 MILLION TAX CREDIT
SUPPORT FOR NON-PROFITS AND BUSINESSES THAT WILL REVITALIZE SAN FRANCISCO
COMMUNITIES
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, February 20, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
 

MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES $30 MILLION TAX
CREDIT SUPPORT FOR NON-PROFITS AND BUSINESSES

THAT WILL REVITALIZE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITIES
 
 

San Francisco, CA –Mayor Mark Farrell today announced that the City has been awarded
$30 million in tax credits to support private investment in non-profits and businesses that will
help revitalize San Francisco’s most economically distressed communities. 
 
“With the help of our private and federal partners, we are breathing new life into our
neighborhoods and creating well-paying jobs for our longtime residents,” said Mayor Farrell.
“We are offering targeted investment to ensure that the people of our communities receive the
help and support they need. We understand that the heart and soul of San Francisco lies in its
neighborhoods, and we need help them whenever we can.”
 
The $30 million in New Market Credits were awarded to the San Francisco Community
Investment Fund (SFCIF) from the United States Department of Treasury. The funding will
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, February 20, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
 


MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES $30 MILLION TAX 


CREDIT SUPPORT FOR NON-PROFITS AND BUSINESSES 


THAT WILL REVITALIZE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITIES 
 
 


San Francisco, CA –Mayor Mark Farrell today announced that the City has been awarded $30 


million in tax credits to support private investment in non-profits and businesses that will help 


revitalize San Francisco’s most economically distressed communities.  


 


“With the help of our private and federal partners, we are breathing new life into our 


neighborhoods and creating well-paying jobs for our longtime residents,” said Mayor Farrell. 


“We are offering targeted investment to ensure that the people of our communities receive the 


help and support they need. We understand that the heart and soul of San Francisco lies in its 


neighborhoods, and we need help them whenever we can.” 


 


The $30 million in New Market Credits were awarded to the San Francisco Community 


Investment Fund (SFCIF) from the United States Department of Treasury. The funding will help 


San Francisco businesses access flexible financing to support areas of manufacturing, retail, 


healthcare, food security, and affordable community and non-profit spaces.  


 


This funding will also serve as a catalyst for further private investments in these neighborhoods, 


creating permanent local jobs and providing greater access to community facilities and 


commercial goods and services. It will be allocated to projects in qualified neighborhoods 


throughout San Francisco over the next calendar year and will build upon the existing projects 


and priorities of the SFCIF. 


 


The New Markets Tax Credit program is a federal initiative administered by the U.S. Department 


of the Treasury in an effort to attract targeted investment in historically underinvested 


communities, creating quality jobs and materially improving the lives of residents of low-income 


neighborhoods such as the Tenderloin, South of Market, Mission, Chinatown, Visitacion Valley, 


Bayview Hunters Point, and Treasure Island. 


   


In 2010, with the loss of the state redevelopment funds, the City’s then-Redevelopment Agency 


established the San Francisco Community Investment Fund (SFCIF) to enhance the City’s 


existing financial resources. 
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 
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Since its inception, the SFCIF has been awarded with three allocations totaling $125 million in 


tax credits and financed six high impact projects in San Francisco’s most highly distressed, low-


income communities bringing SFCIF’s total tax credit allocations to $155 million.  


 


Over the past five years, the SFCIF has used the funding to help with the construction of projects 


such as SF Jazz and the Boys & Girls Club San Francisco in the Western Addition, and the ACT 


Strand Theatre on Central Market. The SFCIF intends to use the new markets tax credits to two 


additional projects this spring—The Manufacturing Foundry located at 150 Hooper Street 


sponsored by PlaceMade, and the renovation of the Geneva Car Barn located in the Excelsior 


district. 


 


“We are thrilled that the Community Development Financial Institutions Fund (CDFI Fund) 


recognized the strong investments we’ve been making to improve opportunities for residents of 


some of San Francisco’s more distressed neighborhoods,” said Brian Strong, President of the 


SFCIF Board of Directors. “These funds will create and preserve important industrial based jobs 


and provide places for critical arts and community based programming.” The recent funding will 


build upon the existing projects and priorities of the SFCIF to address the critical needs of the 


city, create local and permanent jobs, and encourage investment in low income communities. 


 


For more information on the New Markets Tax Credit Program, go to: www.cdfifund.gov   
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help San Francisco businesses access flexible financing to support areas of manufacturing,
retail, healthcare, food security, and affordable community and non-profit spaces.
 
This funding will also serve as a catalyst for further private investments in these
neighborhoods, creating permanent local jobs and providing greater access to community
facilities and commercial goods and services. It will be allocated to projects in qualified
neighborhoods throughout San Francisco over the next calendar year and will build upon the
existing projects and priorities of the SFCIF.
 
The New Markets Tax Credit program is a federal initiative administered by the U.S.
Department of the Treasury in an effort to attract targeted investment in historically
underinvested communities, creating quality jobs and materially improving the lives of
residents of low-income neighborhoods such as the Tenderloin, South of Market, Mission,
Chinatown, Visitacion Valley, Bayview Hunters Point, and Treasure Island.
 
In 2010, with the loss of the state redevelopment funds, the City’s then-Redevelopment
Agency established the San Francisco Community Investment Fund (SFCIF) to enhance the
City’s existing financial resources.
Since its inception, the SFCIF has been awarded with three allocations totaling $125 million in
tax credits and financed six high impact projects in San Francisco’s most highly distressed,
low-income communities bringing SFCIF’s total tax credit allocations to $155 million.
 
Over the past five years, the SFCIF has used the funding to help with the construction of
projects such as SF Jazz and the Boys & Girls Club San Francisco in the Western Addition,
and the ACT Strand Theatre on Central Market. The SFCIF intends to use the new markets tax
credits to two additional projects this spring—The Manufacturing Foundry located at 150
Hooper Street sponsored by PlaceMade, and the renovation of the Geneva Car Barn located in
the Excelsior district.
 
“We are thrilled that the Community Development Financial Institutions Fund (CDFI Fund)
recognized the strong investments we’ve been making to improve opportunities for residents
of some of San Francisco’s more distressed neighborhoods,” said Brian Strong, President of
the SFCIF Board of Directors. “These funds will create and preserve important industrial
based jobs and provide places for critical arts and community based programming.” The recent
funding will build upon the existing projects and priorities of the SFCIF to address the critical
needs of the city, create local and permanent jobs, and encourage investment in low income
communities.
 
For more information on the New Markets Tax Credit Program, go to: www.cdfifund.gov  
 
 
 

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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 3629 Taraval St Record No. 2017-007501CUA.
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 9:19:42 AM

Additional correspondene…
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 9:10 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: 3629 Taraval St Record No. 2017-007501CUA.
 
Hi,
Please forward to the attached link to correspondence of support to the Commissioners, for CUA No.
2017-007501CUA 3629 Taraval St, received February 20, 2018 10:35 am.
 
dropbox folder:
 
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/ebi3b5g78vtjnep/AAD1dSzbvKcfufta41UuFzq5a?dl=0
 
 
 
Katy
Cathleen Campbell, Planner I
Southwest Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8732 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
 

From: Lauren Crabbe [mailto:lauren@andytownsf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 10:35 AM
To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)
Cc: Michael McCrory
Subject: Re: Hearing Next Week!
 
Hi Cathleen!
 
Thank you. Please forward the following:

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/
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/ebi3b5g78vtjnep/AAD1dSzbvKcfufta41UuFzq5a?dl=0
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
mailto:lauren@andytownsf.com


 
 
 
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
Please follow link below to gathered letters of support for an Outdoor Activity Area at the Andytown
Coffee Roasters, 3629 Taraval St Taraval Street location.  Record No. 2017-007501CUA.
 
dropbox folder:
 
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/ebi3b5g78vtjnep/AAD1dSzbvKcfufta41UuFzq5a?dl=0
 
 
Thank you,
 
Lauren Crabbe
Proprietor
Andytown Coffee Roasters
3016 Taraval | San Francisco | CA
@andytownsf /// (415) 702-9859
www.andytownsf.com
 
 

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/ebi3b5g78vtjnep/AAD1dSzbvKcfufta41UuFzq5a?dl=0
https://www.instagram.com/andytownsf/
http://www.andytownsf.com/


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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case No: 2017-014841CUA
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 9:25:03 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: HC Thai [mailto:ilyasean@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 9:13 AM
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Sean Lii Yang
Subject: Re: Case No: 2017-014841CUA
 
Hello Jeffrey, and to whom it may concerns
 
I am one of the owner of 661 Alvarado Street, the direct neighbor house on the west of this
property in Case No: 2017-014841CUA.
 
We bought this property in March last year (in 2017), therefore we have not had a chance to
understands the effects of the proposed project or make any comments on the massing of the
project.  
 
We would like to take this opportunity to voice our concern. It seems that this proposed
building (655 Alvarado Street) is going to block the early morning direct sunlight to the
rear of our building because of their east location and extending further out. We saw in the
proposed floor plans a setback is made on their east side (the side next to 651 Alvarado), but
not on our side. 
 
If my above concern is valid, I would like to speak during the public comment portion at this
hearing tomorrow.
 
I would also like to request for the project sponsor to do a shadow study to illustrate how the
new addition at their rear affects the morning sunlight to our building.
 
Kindly reply to let me know the approximate time of this hearing on February 22. 
 
Thank you.
 

Best wishes,

mailto:commissions.secretary@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/


Myra

 
On Mon, Feb 12, 2018 at 6:01 PM, HC Thai <ilyasean@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello Jeffey,
 
Thanks for your prompt reply. Can you please let me know the time for the Public Hearing on
Feb 22? It is stated 'Not Before 1pm', so I am wondering what time it will start.
 
Thanks, and have a good evening.

Best wishes,

Myra

 
On Mon, Feb 12, 2018 at 5:58 PM, Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org> wrote:
Hi Myra,
 
Attached are the project’s proposed plans, please let know if you have any further questions or
comments.
 
Thanks!
 
Jeff Horn, Senior Planner
Southwest Team, Current Planning Division 
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-6925 | Email:jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org |San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
From: HC Thai [mailto:ilyasean@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 3:51 PM
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: Case No: 2017-014841CUA
 
Hello Jeff Horn,
 
Can you please email a copy of the proposed project plan of 655 Alvarado Street (Case No:
2017-014841CUA) to me?
 
Thanks!
 
Best wishes,

Myra

mailto:ilyasean@gmail.com
mailto:jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org
mailto:ejeffrey.horn@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
mailto:ilyasean@gmail.com


 
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter from the City of Sausalito to the San Francisco Planning Commission
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 9:26:24 AM
Attachments: LET to Planning Commission re Appeal (2.20.2018).pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Arthur Friedman [mailto:afriedman@sheppardmullin.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 3:50 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: 'richhillissf@gmail.com'; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); 'planning@rodneyfong.com'; Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Moore, Julie (CPC); Mary Wagner;
Lilly Whalen
Subject: RE: Letter from the City of Sausalito to the San Francisco Planning Commission
 
Dear Commission Secretary Ionin,
 
Please find attached a second letter submitted today by the City of Sausalito regarding Item F.18
(Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project), which is on the San Francisco Planning Commission’s agenda
for this Thursday, February 22.  Please ensure that this letter is sent to all Commissioners, and is
included in the administrative record regarding this item.    Please confirm receipt.
 
Thank you.
 
 
Arthur Friedman
415.774.2985 | direct
415.403.6042 | direct fax
afriedman@sheppardmullin.com | Bio
 

SheppardMullin
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP
Four Embarcadero Center, 17th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111-4109
415.434.9100 | main
www.sheppardmullin.com
 
 
 
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:afriedman@sheppardmullin.com
http://www.sheppardmullin.com/afriedman
http://www.sheppardmullin.com/



 
Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton LLP 
Four Embarcadero Center, 17th Floor  
San Francisco, California 94111-4109 
415.434.9100 main 
415.434.3947 fax 
www.sheppardmullin.com 


 


 


Arthur J. Friedman 
415.774.2985 direct 
afriedman@sheppardmullin.com 


February 20, 2018 
File Number:  56RZ-257264 


 
Via Electronic Mail and Hand Delivery 
 
President Hillis 
Members of the Planning Commission 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 
 


 


Re: Supplement To Appeal of Preliminary/Final Mitigated Negative Declaration For Alcatraz 
Ferry Embarkation Project (Case No. 2017-000188ENV) 


 
Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission 


 On behalf of the City of Sausalito (Sausalito), we provide the following additional 
comments and evidence to supplement Sausalito’s appeal submitted on December 27, 2017 
(Appeal) in advance of the Planning Commission’s February 22, 2018 Appeal hearing.   


SUMMARY OF CONCERNS  


 As explained in the Appeal, Sausalito’s concerns regarding the Alcatraz Ferry 
Embarkation Project (Project) are limited to its authorization of new ferry service from Pier 31 ½ 
in San Francisco to Fort Baker, located adjacent to Sausalito, under contracts that may extend 
for fifty (50) years.  


 The Project purportedly analyzed in the proposed Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(FMND)1 consists of: (1) a draft 30-year (plus two additional 10-year options, for a total of 50 
years) “General Agreement” between the City and County of San Francisco, operating by and 
through the San Francisco Port Commission (Port) and the United States Department of the 
Interior, National Park Service (NPS) (Master Agreement); (2) a draft concession contract 
between NPS and the selected ferry concessioner (Concession Contract); and (3) a draft lease 


                                                
1  The San Francisco Planning Department (SF Planning) issued a Preliminary Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (PMND) on December 6, 2017.  On February 15, 2018, SF Planning 
issued a revised, Draft Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, supported by SF Planning’s Staff 
Report dated February 15, 2018. 
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between the Port and the selected ferry concessioner (Port Lease) (collectively referred to 
herein as the “Project Contracts”).2     


 The Planning Commission’s task and obligation under California’s Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) includes, among other things, to assess whether the proposed FMND accurately 
describes and adequately analyzes the proposed Project.  Here, however, the Planning 
Commission cannot accomplish this task because the Project Contracts are not included in the 
Planning Staff’s materials regarding this item. This omission further renders it impossible for 
members of the public to meaningfully consider the adequacy of San Francisco’s environmental 
review regarding the Project’s potential impacts, in violation of CEQA’s mandatory information 
disclosure requirements. 


 Sausalito discovered since filing the Appeal that SF Planning never reviewed, much less 
analyzed the content of the Project Contracts during its environmental review of the Project and 
preparation of the FMND.  On February 1, 2018, SF Planning responded to Sausalito’s request 
for an explanation regarding why no Project Contracts were produced in response to Sausalito’s 
Public Records Act Request (PRA) as follows: 


The Planning Department only has the Environmental Application describing the 
project.  Whatever Julie [Moore] provided from our files is all we have.  The 
agreement and contracts between NPS and the Port have nothing to do 
with our CEQA review, therefore, we do not have copies of these.   


(Attached as Exhibit A [emphasis added].)  The flaw in this reasoning, of course, is that under 
CEQA, the “project” refers to the “underlying activity for which approval is being sought,” which 
in this case is the Project Contracts.  (City of Long Beach v. City of Los Angeles (2018) 19 Cal. 
App. 5th 465, * 9 (Jan. 12, 2018.)  It is impossible for SF Planning to assure the accuracy of the 
Project’s description, and therefore the adequacy of environmental review in the absence of the 
Project Contracts.  This case vividly illustrates the consequences of conducting environmental 
review in a vacuum, without the benefit of the documents constituting the underlying activity for 
which approval is being sought.  


 As explained in greater detail below, the FMND is legally deficient largely because the 
“project description” does not accurately describe the actual Project as reflected in the Project 
Contracts.  This inaccurate project description consequently distorts and invalidates virtually all 
of the FMND’s environmental analysis regarding Fort Baker ferry service.  As examples: 


• The FMND’s project description states: “[t]rips to Fort Baker would be limited to 
two per day and would occur on weekends only.”  (FMND, p. 17.)   


However, there is no limit on the frequency of ferry service to Fort Baker in any 
of the Project Contracts.  To the contrary, the Concession Contract provides 
that passenger ferry service shall be determined by the Operating Plan that 


                                                
2  On January 31, 2018, NPS released its Prospectus for the Project containing the draft 
Project Contracts. 
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NPS may modify at its discretion.  (Concession Contract, pp. 4-5.)  The Draft 
Operating Plan similarly contains no limitation regarding the number of ferry 
trips to Fort Baker.  Moreover, not addressed in the FMND, the Project 
Contracts additionally authorize unlimited charter ferry services to Fort Baker for 
conferences and other special events.  (Concession Contract, p. 4, Draft 
Operating Plan, p. B-12.) 


• The FMND’s project description states that a “maximum” of 40,000 visitors per 
year would travel by ferries to Fort Baker.  (FMND, p. 20.)  SF Planning Staff’s 
report dated February 15, 2018 for this hearing similarly states: “[a]s defined in 
the PMND project description, the Fort Baker ferry service would be limited to a 
maximum of 40,000 passengers annually.”  (Planning Staff Report, p. 14.)  San 
Francisco’s traffic consultant, Fehr and Peers (F&P), therefore analyzed the 
Project’s potential transportation and circulation impacts premised on this 
alleged “limit” of 40,000 annual passengers.  F&P’s original report explained 
that this assumed maximum limit is “based on ferry service that would be limited 
to two trips day and occur only on weekends,” and the “fact that Fort Baker, as 
a destination by itself, unlikely to draw enough visitors to justify regular service.”  
(Exhibit B, p. 10.)   


However, as explained above, the Project Contracts impose no limit on the 
amount of regular ferry service to Fort Baker, and further authorize unlimited 
ferry charter service to Fort Baker that was neither described nor analyzed in 
the FMND.  Moreover, the revised FMND now concedes that Fort Baker ferry 
passengers are not drawn solely by the attractions at Fort Baker itself, but 
rather additionally by access to the Marin Headlands, other regional parks and 
Sausalito.  (FMND, pp. 121-122.)  The assumptions underlying F&P’s less than 
significant impacts findings therefore are unsupported by substantial evidence. 


• The FMND’s project description states that ferry service to Fort Baker would be 
provided by a variety of vessels ranging from 125 to 350 passenger capacity.  
(FMND, p. 17)  The FMND’s analysis of the Project’s impacts accordingly was 
premised on this assumed vessel size.  (Staff Report, p. 14.)     


However, the Draft Operating Plan provides that, at a minimum, the 
concessioner must provide a total of four (4) passenger vessels: two vessels 
with a minimum passenger capacity of 700 passengers each; and two vessels 
with a minimum passenger capacity of 500 persons each.  (Draft Operating 
Plan, p. B-13.)  The NPS’ Prospectus publication entitled “Business 
Opportunity,” includes this identical description of “Fleet Size and Minimum 
Vessel Requirements.”  (Exhibit C, p. 16.)    


• In apparent recognition of the fact that the Project Contracts impose no limits on 
bicycles boarding ferries destined for Fort Baker, the FMND’s project 
description was revised to clarify that “there are no plans to accommodate 
bicycles on the ferry boats.”  (FMND, p. 17. [emphasis added])   This revision, 
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however, reveals that the FMND’s finding that the Project would cause no 
significant transportation and circulation impacts from bicycles is inaccurate and 
unsupported by substantial evidence.  The FMND and F&P’s report explain that 
the analysis of this potential impact was premised on the false assumption that 
“the proposed project would not generate any new bicycle trips at the Fort 
Baker site because ferry passengers will not be permitted to bring bicycles on 
board ferries from Pier 31 ½…..”  (FMND, p. 76; see also F&P report, Exhibit 
B, p. 53.)    


It is entirely foreseeable that bicycles will be allowed to board ferries destined 
for Fort Baker during the 50-year life of the Project, particularly because of the 
Project’s stated objective to improve “connectivity” to the Marin Headlands and 
nearby parklands (FMND, p. 121).  Impacts from this potential use therefore 
must be analyzed.   


 The foregoing examples reveal that the Planning Commission may not lawfully approve 
the FMND in its current form.  (City of Redlands v. County of San Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal. 
App. 4th 398, 406 [“The negative declaration is inappropriate where the agency has failed either 
to provide an accurate project description or to gather information and undertake an adequate 
environmental analysis.”].)  At a minimum, the Planning Commission must impose additional 
mitigation measures on the Project in response to the foregoing potentially significant impacts, 
including without limitation, the following: 


1.  No bicycles shall be permitted on ferries departing from Pier 31 ½ arriving directly or 
indirectly at Fort Baker.  Bicycles shall be permitted, however, on ferries departing at 
Fort Baker.  The departing ferries shall have the capacity to accommodate up to 50 
bicycles each.  


2. For any ferry arriving in Fort Baker with [ to be provided by Sausalito’s traffic engineer ] 
or more passengers, therefore creating the potential for significant traffic, circulation and 
public safety impacts in Sausalito from passengers subsequently traveling to Sausalito in 
private cars for hire, there shall be connecting shuttle service to Sausalito to meet 
demand. This connecting shuttle service departing from Fort Baker shall be available 
only for ferry-connecting passengers, and shall be free of charge for these passengers.3  


3. For any connecting shuttle service provided from Fort Baker to Sausalito, return shuttle 
service shall be provided from downtown Sausalito to connect with ferries departing from 


                                                
3 Sausalito has retained a traffic engineer to determine the appropriate threshold trigger for this 
mitigation measure.  Sausalito’s traffic engineer takes issue with F&P’s methodology and 
findings, and has concluded that Fort Baker ferry service may cause several significant 
transportation and circulation impacts.  Sausalito will submit this evidence in the administrative 
record, adding to the existing evidence supporting a fair argument that the Project may cause 
significant impacts, in the event that the Planning Commission denies this Appeal.  
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Fort Baker to San Francisco.   These shuttles shall each have the capacity to transport a 
minimum of 20 bicycles.  


4. Commencing with ferry service to Fort Baker, the National Park Service (NPS) shall 
provide Sausalito with quarterly reports regarding Fort Baker ferry ridership (in-bound 
and out-bound, including all passenger transport, charter ferries and/or other 
interpretative cruises), as well as ridership information, pedestrian and bicycles, 
regarding the connecting shuttle services (in-bound and out-bound).  


5. In the event that shuttle/bus or other public transportation link is commenced from Fort 
Baker to Muir Woods, or any other destination, all such traffic shall be directed 
exclusively to the Alexander Avenue/101 Northbound on-ramp, and shall not travel 
through Sausalito.  


6. If ferry service from Pier 31 ½ to Fort Baker exceeds 40,000 passengers for any 
calendar year, NPS and/or the Port of San Francisco (Port) shall fund a study, to be 
conducted and overseen by Sausalito, on the additional ferry service’s potential 
transportation and/or public safety impact on Sausalito.  Based on the findings of the 
study, NPS and/or the Port shall contribute their fair share to fund infrastructure and 
other improvements to mitigate impacts identified in the study caused by ferry service to 
Fort Baker.   


 


SAUSALITO’S REQUEST 


 Sausalito’s Appeal requested that San Francisco either prepare an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) to analyze the Project, or alternatively, sever the proposed Fort Baker ferry 
service from the Project.   As an alternative, however, San Francisco may adopt additional 
mitigation measures to ensure that the Project’s Fort Baker ferry service will have less than 
significant impacts. 


 As explained in the accompanying letter submitted by Sausalito Mayor Joan Cox, 
Sausalito is engaged in discussions with NPS regarding potential mitigation measures to be 
added to the Project to address the concerns addressed above and others.  Sausalito therefore 
requests that the Planning Commission continue this hearing regarding the Appeal for at least 
30 days.  This extension would allow time for each of the public agencies and their respective 
engineers to work collaboratively to draft mitigation measures and employ other strategies 
designed to cure the FMND’s current CEQA deficiencies and therefore resolve Sausalito’s 
concerns.  Alternatively, the Planning Commission may simply grant this Appeal and reject the 
proposed FMND for the Project. 
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THE OMISSION OF THE PROJECT CONTRACTS VIOLATES CEQA’S MANDATORY 
PUBLIC DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS 


 San Francisco’s failure to disclose the Project Contracts to the public and include them 
with Planning Staff’s materials regarding the Appeal violates CEQA’s mandatory public 
disclosure and public participation requirements by thwarting both the Planning Commission’s 
and the public’s ability to meaningfully assess and/or modify the Project to minimize or avoid 
potentially significant environmental impacts.    


 “Public participation is an essential part of the CEQA process…” (Concerned Citizens of 
Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd District Agricultural Association (1987) 42 Cal. 3d 929, 935.)  “The 
‘privileged position’ that members of the public hold in the CEQA process is based on a belief 
that citizens can make important contributions to environmental protection and on notions of 
democratic decision-making.”  (Id. at 936.)  “CEQA compels an interactive process of 
assessment of environmental impacts and responsive project modification which must be 
genuine.  It must be open to the public, premised upon a full and meaningful disclosure of the 
scope, purposes, and effect of a consistently described project, with flexibility to respond to 
unforeseen insights that emerge from the process.”  (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles 
(1984) 160 Cal. App. 3d 1178, 1185.)  “In short, a project must be open for public discussion 
and subject to agency modification during the CEQA process.  This process helps demonstrate 
to the public that the agency has in fact analyzed and considered the environmental implications 
of its action.”  (Ibid., citing No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68, 86.) 


 The Planning Commission therefore may not lawfully approve the FMND without first 
providing both itself and members of the public sufficient notice and opportunity to review and 
consider the Project Contracts. 


 


SAN FRANCISCO FAILED TO COMPLY WITH SPECIAL CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS 
THAT APPLY TO THIS PROJECT OF STATEWIDE, REGIONAL, OR AREAWIDE 


SIGNIFICANCE 


 Sausalito demonstrated in the Appeal that San Francisco was required to consult with 
Sausalito in the same manner as a “responsible agency” because the Project is one of  
“Statewide, Regional or Areawide Significance,” and because Sausalito is a public agency with 
transportation facilities within its jurisdiction which could be affected by the Project.   


 SF Planning contends in response that the Project has no such significance because the 
PMND determined that the Project would have less than significant impacts, and even if the 
Project had such significance, CEQA’s consultation requirements for such projects apply only to 
the preparation of EIRs rather than negative declarations.  (Staff Report, p. 4.)  Both 
contentions, however, are incorrect. 


 First, contrary to SF Planning’s claim, the PMND’s finding that the Project’s impacts 
would be less than significant is not relevant to the determination regarding whether a Project 
qualifies as one of Statewide, Regional or Areawide Significance.  CEQA sets a lower threshold, 
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and defines such projects broadly to include those that “substantially affect,” among other 
things, sensitive wildlife habitats, bays and estuaries.  Such is the case with the Project here. 


 Second, contrary to SF Planning’s claim, Public Resources Code section 21082.1 
expressly imposes on lead agencies the procedural requirements applicable to projects of 
Statewide, Regional or Areawide Significance in connection with their preparation of EIRs or 
negative declarations.  (Pub. Res. Code § 21082.1, subd. (c)(4)(C).)  In fact, SF Planning’s 
interpretation is refuted by CEQA Guidelines section 15096(a) and (b), which explain that San 
Francisco was required to consult with Sausalito regarding this project of Statewide, Regional or 
Areawide Significance in part to assist in the determination regarding whether an EIR or 
negative declaration should be prepared. 


 Finally, SF Planning contends that it sent Sausalito a Notice of Availability of and Intent 
to Adopt a Negative Declaration on December 6, 2017.  However, Sausalito has no record of 
receiving this notice. 


 


THE REVISED FMND AND STAFF RESPONSE DO NOT CURE THE NUMEROUS CEQA 
DEFICIENCIES IDENTIFIED IN THE APPEAL  


 Sausalito hereby incorporates its Appeal letter dated December 27, 2017.  Neither the 
revised FMND nor SF Planning Staff’s February 15, 2018 report cure the deficiencies identified 
therein.  We further address select examples of these remaining deficiencies, without waiver of 
issues previously raised but not addressed again below. 


A. The FMND’s Project Description Is Inaccurate And Legally Deficient 


 As explained above and in Sausalito’s original Appeal letter, the FMND’s project 
description is deeply flawed and inaccurate in numerous respects.  These inaccuracies likely 
derive from the fact that SF Planning has never reviewed the Project Contracts, and instead has 
relied exclusively on NPS’s description provided in its application materials.  The FMND’s 
inaccurate project description renders the FMND legally inadequate.  The court in City of 
Redlands, supra, 96 Cal. App. 4th at 404-406 explained: 


An accurate and complete project description is necessary for intelligent 
evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of the agency’s action.  Only 
through an accurate view of the project may affected outsiders and public 
decision-makers balance the proposal’s benefit against its environmental cost, 
consider mitigation measures, assess the advantage of terminating the 
proposal…and weigh other alternatives in the balance. 


 The FMND’s project description is further deficient because it fails to describe and 
consider the project as a whole, including reasonably foreseeable expansion of the project to 
include transport connections to the Marin Headlands, Muir Woods and/or other NPS 
destinations.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15063(a).)  SF Planning states in response that “CEQA 
provides that the PMND need not engage in speculative analysis of environmental 
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consequences for future unspecified development.”  (Staff Report, p. 11.)  That response, 
however, does not withstand legal scrutiny on this administrative record. 


 “The fair argument test requires the preparation of an EIR where there is substantial 
evidence that any aspect of the project, either individually or cumulatively, may cause a 
significant effect on the environment, regardless of whether the overall effect of the project is 
adverse or beneficial.”  (County of Sanitation Dist. No. 2 of Los Angeles County v. County of 
Kern (2005) 127 Cal. App. 4th 1544, 1580; CEQA Guidelines, § 15063(b)(1).)  “The finding of 
‘significance’ of an environmental effect requires the evaluation of ‘direct physical changes in 
the environment [that] may be caused by the project and reasonably foreseeable indirect 
changes in the environment [that] may be caused by the project.”  (Id. at 1581, CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15064(d).) 


 “The test for the strength of the nexus between the project and in indirect physical 
change is whether ‘that change is a reasonably foreseeable impact [that] may be caused by the 
project.”  (Ibid., citing CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(d)(3).)   “Under the fair argument test, the 
inquiry into what is reasonably foreseeable depends on whether the administrative record 
contains enough evidence to show a reasonable possibility that a particular [activity] would 
[occur] in the future.  (Id. at 1584.)  Future direct or indirect project activities are not rendered 
speculative by virtue prediction.  (Id. at 1586.)  “Predicting the physical changes a project will 
bring about is an inescapable part of CEQA analysis.”  (Ibid., citing Planning & Conservation 
League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 892, 919 [CEQA compels 
reasonable forecasting].)  The CEQA Guidelines further provide that: “[d]rafting an EIR or 
preparing a negative declaration necessarily involves some degree of forecasting.  While 
forecasting the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and 
disclose all that it reasonably can.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15144.) 


 Here, the administrative record contains more than sufficient evidence of a fair argument 
demonstrating the possibility that the Project may ultimately result in transport connections to 
Marin Headlands, Muir Woods and other NPS destinations.    


• The 2011 Draft Final Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation and Education Site Feasibility 
Study (May 2011), states:  “Given that visitation to Alcatraz Island is limited, the 
ferry embarkation site is more than just a transit stop….the Embarkation facility 
has the potential to be developed as a gateway to the GGNRA and the NPS as 
well as to Alcatraz Island.  The offerings at the Embarkation Facility could be 
expanded in the future, and the Embarkation Facility itself could become a first-
class, distinct experience for visitors to the GGNRA.”  (Exhibit D, pp. 1-2-1-3.) 
 
This same Study states that the Project objectives include: “…providing for the 
opportunity to connect to other parklands (such as Fort Baker, Fort Mason, and 
Muir Woods Monument.)”    (Id., p. 4-2.)  
 


• On November 10, 2016, San Francisco’s CEQA consultant, Anchor QEA, LLC, 
submitted a memorandum to SF Planning providing the Project’s Description.  
The memo describes the purposes of the Project to include:  “….provide a 
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connection to other Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) parklands 
and orientation to the national park system in general.”  This memo further 
states that the Project would provide “convenient transit connections to other 
GGNRA parklands, such as Fort Baker….”  It further states that additional ferry 
services would “provide visitors the opportunity to visit other parks within the 
Bay, including the Fort Baker Pier, Angel Island, or other destinations in San 
Francisco Bay in the future.”  (Exhibit E, pp. 1-3 and 6.) 
 


• The revised FMND now concedes that the Project would increase visitors to 
Fort Baker, the Marin Headlands and “nearby parklands.”  (FMND, p. 121.)  The 
vague reference to “nearly parklands” is unexplained.  Moreover, while SF 
Planning’s report asserts that Fort Baker ferry arriving passengers would 
access the Marin Headlands solely by connecting pedestrian trails (Staff  
Report, p. 15), no evidence is provided to support this conclusory assertion. 
 


 Beyond the foregoing evidence affirmatively demonstrating that future transit 
connections from Fort Baker to other NPS sites are reasonably foreseeable, neither the FMND 
nor Planning Staff’s response provide evidence of any effort by San Francisco, much less the 
legally required best efforts, to find out all it can from NPS regarding the foregoing reasonable 
possibilities.  Moreover, Sausalito attempted to gather such evidence by submitting a Freedom 
of Information Act (FOIA) request to NPS.  Unfortunately, however, Sausalito’s efforts to date 
have been stymied by NPS’ assertion of baseless objections to Sausalito’s FOIA request.  
(Exhibits F and G).  NPS’ conduct thus provides an independent reason for the Planning 
Commission to continue this Appeal until such time as NPS complies with Sausalito’s FOIA 
request and San Francisco complies with its obligation to use its best efforts to find out all it can 
regarding future foreseeable Project changes. 


 Finally, the FMND’s description of the Project’s environmental setting is legally deficient 
for the reasons set forth in the Appeal.  Revisions to the PMND reflected in the FMND reveal 
two additional defects.  First, as noted above, the FMND and Planning Staff concede that Fort 
Baker arriving ferry passengers will visit the Marin Headlands.  The FMND’s description of the 
project setting, however, provides no information regarding the Marin Headlands.  No 
information is provided regarding the pedestrian trails allegedly linking the two parks (Staff 
Report, p. 15), including the location, length, condition, and route of such trails, and the extent to 
which such trails present potential traffic and/or public safety concerns because they require 
crossing of Alexander Avenue.  This omission renders the FMND’s description of the Projects’ 
environmental setting inadequate as an informational document.  Second, although F&P 
acknowledges in its supplemental traffic report that the Project may generate as many as 32 
new private car trips to deliver passengers to and from Sausalito, the FMND’s description of the 
Project’s environmental setting provides no information regarding parking capacity and vehicle 
queuing/loading capacity at the Fort Baker pier.  This omission impedes the ability of the 
Planning Commission and members of the public to meaningfully assess the Project’s potential 
traffic and circulation impacts, including the ability to devise mitigation measures and/or 
alternatives. 
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B. The FMND’s Analysis of Traffic and Circulation Impacts Is Deficient 


 As explained above, F&P’s original and supplemental analysis is premised on the 
FMND’s flawed description of the Project as “limiting” Fort Baker ferry service to 40,000 annual 
passengers, based solely on two roundtrips on weekends only, with no bicycles allowed on 
board departing ferries.  Consequently, F&P’s findings of less than significant impacts are 
unsupported by substantial evidence. 


 Sausalito’s retained traffic engineer has identified several additional inaccuracies and 
deficiencies in F&P’s analysis and findings.  For example, F&Ps supplemental traffic analysis 
concludes that Fort Baker ferry service may generate as many as 32 new private vehicles 
delivering passengers to and from Sausalito.  It further asserts, however, that vehicles returning 
to the ferry landing to return to San Francisco “would likely arrive over a more dispersed period 
of time prior to the ferry departure, such that vehicles would not arrive simultaneously, drivers 
would drop off passengers, and queues would not form.”  (F&P Supplemental Report, p. 6.)  
This bare assertion, however is unsupported by analysis, investigation or data.  It further defies 
logic.  Contrary to F&P’s assertion, returning vehicles are in fact more likely to arrive 
simultaneously, just prior to the ferry’s scheduled departure to San Francisco.  Moreover, the 
FMND provides no information, much less analysis regarding parking capacity, queuing and 
loading capacity and adjacent street access conditions at the Fort Baker pier.  A fair argument 
thus supports the possibility that Fort Baker ferry service may cause significant traffic and 
circulation impacts.  This is one of several findings that will be further supported in a report 
prepared by Sausalito’s traffic engineer that Sausalito will submit to San Francisco’s Board of 
Supervisors should the Planning Commission deny this Appeal. 


 Finally, F&P’s supplemental traffic report contends that even if traffic from the Fort Baker 
ferry service were to increase congestion in Sausalito, it would not be considered a significant 
impact because the City of San Francisco does not use traffic congestion as a metric for 
assessing transportation impacts.  (F&P Supplemental Report, p. 7.)  However, San Francisco’s 
policy reflects conditions unique to San Francisco (FMND, p. 65), and thus has no relevance nor 
application to the Project’s potential traffic and circulation impacts on Sausalito.  Moreover, even 
if San Francisco’s transportation impacts policy had any application to Sausalito, it is well settled 
that a public agency may not rely on an adopted threshold of significance as a shield designed 
to avoid consideration of evidence presented supporting a fair argument that a certain impact 
may be significant notwithstanding the applicable threshold of significance.  (Communities for a 
Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 111-114.) 


C. The FMND’s Inaccurate Project Description Invalidates Virtually All Of The FMND’s 
 Analysis Regarding Fort Baker Ferry Service 


 As explained in the Appeal, several of the PMND’s findings of less than significant 
impacts are premised on an inaccurate description of the Project, and therefore are 
unsupported by substantial evidence.  The revised FMND and Planning Staff’s report do not 
cure these deficiencies.  Moreover, additional information obtained since the Appeal reveals 
additional deficiencies in the FMND.  We address two such examples. 
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 1. The MND Conceals Significant Construction Noise Impacts    
  Previously Identified By NPS in the FEIS 


 Table 76 of the FEIS prepared by NPS, copied below, summarized the Project’s 
construction noise impacts on sensitive receptors at Fort Baker.  This Table reveals that at the 
Recreational Use Area along the Fort Baker pier, construction noise would exceed the 
applicable FTA Daytime Noise Criterion of 100 dBA, reaching a maximum of 108 dBA. 


 


 SF Planning commenced its analysis of this potential impact based on the FEIS, but 
then modified those findings to support the decision to prepare a negative declaration rather 
than an EIR.  For example, SF Planning and its environmental consultants held a meeting on 
January 11, 2017 to discuss the CEQA analysis for the Project.  The notes from the meeting 
show that San Francisco’s proposed approach to noise impacts was to “review the analysis 
presented in the EIS to determine whether additional analyses are required for CEQA.”  


SF Planning accordingly followed the noise approach used in the FEIS, even structuring its 
impact summary tables in the same way.  However, in contrast to the FEIS, the PMND and 
FMND delete any discussion of the Project’s construction noise impacts on the Recreational 
Use Area.  Table 19 (Construction Noise At Fort Baker), copied below, deletes the Recreational 
Use Area column without any explanation. 
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(FMND, p. 87.)4 


 Moreover, the FMND’s modeling shows that construction noise impacts at Fort Baker 
would be even greater than was predicted in the FEIS.  For example, while the FEIS predicted 
maximum construction noise levels of 55 dBA at the USCG Station and Bay Area Discovery 
Museum, the FMND reveals they would be 72.8 and 67.1 dBA, respectively, during pile driving. 


                                                
4  Notably, the column identifying “Recreational Use Area” impacts was selectively deleted 
solely from Table 19, addressing Construction Noise Impacts.  This column is reintroduced in 
Table 20, identifying Operational Noise Impacts, where inclusion of this analysis does not 
disclose that the Project will exceed the threshold of significance. 
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This indicates that the significant construction noise impact on the Recreational Use Area will be 
even greater than disclosed in the FEIS.  (Table 19, FEIS, p. 87.) 


 Table 19 further summarizes the Project’s potential construction noise impacts 
separately as to “Pile Driving,” and “Non-Pile Driving.”  As to the former, the FMND asserts that 
no threshold of significance applies. (See Table 19 [stating Noise Ordinance Threshold “N/A”].)  
That approach, however, is unlawful because while a lead agency has discretion to choose an 
appropriate threshold of significance, it cannot refuse to apply any threshold whatsoever.  Here, 
as shown in the FEIS, Fort Baker is a federal property, and the FTA noise standards should be 
applied. In fact, the FMND applies the FTA noise standards in the next section analyzing 
operational noise impacts.  (See Table 20, FMND, pp. 87-88.) 


 As to “Non-Pile Driving” construction noise, Table 19 purports to rely on the County of 
Marin’s Noise Ordinance limiting construction to daytime activities. (See FMND, p. 81.)  The 
FMND contends that by complying with that ordinance, “Non-Pile Driving” construction noise is 
less than significant.  (See Table 19 [stating “Noise Ordinance Threshold” – “Work restricted to 
daytime hours.”)  However, compliance with a local noise ordinance does not ensure that a 
project’s CEQA impacts are less than significant.  (See Keep Our Mountains Quiet v. County of 
Santa Clara (2015) 236 Cal.App.4th 714, 733 [“compliance with [local noise] ordinance does not 
foreclose the possibility of significant noise impacts.”].)  


 In summary, the FEIS itself provides substantial evidence of a fair argument that Fort 
Baker ferry construction noise will have significant impacts on nearby sensitive receptors, thus 
triggering the requirement to prepare an EIR.  It is apparent, however, that the FMND 
suppresses this information by excluding the data revealed in the FEIS demonstrating this 
significant impact.  Under CEQA, “stubborn problems” must not be “swept under the rug” as this 
destroys “the integrity of the process.” (Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach 
(2017) 2 Cal.5th 918, 940.)5  


 2. New Information Reveals Additional Recreation Impacts Not Addressed In  
  The FMND  


 As noted above, the revised FMND now states that the Project would increase visitors to 
the Marin Headlands and “nearby parklands,” but that impacts to these parks would be less than 
significant.  However, this conclusory assertion is unsupported by analysis or supporting 
evidence.  The FMND provides no information regarding these parks.  No estimates are 
provided regarding how many new visitors will visit these parks because of the Project, and by 
what means.  No information is provided regarding the threshold of significance the FMND 
applied to assess such impacts.  Nor is any evidence provided demonstrating how Project 


                                                
5  As an additional and independent legal deficiency, the FMND provides no analysis of 
potential noise impacts resulting from construction of the Project’s pedestrian pathway, 
notwithstanding the fact that this pathway extends substantially closer to sensitive receptors 
than the Fort Baker pier. 
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impacts fall below this threshold.  The FMND therefore is legally inadequate as an informational 
document.  


D. The FMND Fails To Adequately Analyze And Mitigate Potential Hazards, Pollutants 
 and Water Quality Impacts 


 Sausalito explained in its Appeal that the PMND’s reliance on compliance with various 
regulatory requirements and permits to mitigate potential impacts is insufficient because none 
are imposed as enforceable mitigation measures.  Planning Staff responds that mitigation 
measures are not required where compliance with necessary permits and enforceable 
regulations is mandatory and will include specific measures designed to mitigate impacts.  (Staff 
Report, p. 24.)  Not so.  The Project’s required compliance with regulatory requirements should 
be analyzed in the FMND so that the decision makers and members of the public can assess 
whether compliance adequately mitigates the Project’s potential environmental impacts.  
Moreover, each such regulatory requirement must further be identified as an enforceable 
mitigation measure, rather than merely as “part of the project.”  Compression of the analysis of 
the project’s description and necessary mitigation measures into a single issue violates CEQA.  
(Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal. App. 4th 645, 656.)   


 Additionally, the Project’s regulatory compliance requirements identified by the Planning 
Staff largely pertain to Project construction, and therefore do not fully address Sausalito’s stated 
concerns regarding potentially significant impacts resulting from Fort Baker ferry service 
operations.  (Staff Report, p. 24.)  Moreover, the FMND and the Staff Report fail to adequately 
respond to Sausalito’s observations that the PMND’s reliance on “future plans” to be 
“developed” to mitigate the Project’s potential impacts contravenes CEQA’s prohibition of 
deferred mitigation.  The Staff Report simply asserts that the FMND “fully adheres” to CEQA’s 
requirements pertaining to deferred mitigation without addressing the specific examples of 
unlawful deferred mitigation identified in the Appeal. 


 


CONCLUSION 


 As explained in Sausalito’s Appeal and the accompanying letter submitted by Sausalito 
Mayor Joan Cox, Sausalito is a proponent and great supporter of regional planning solutions.  
However, the reduction of impacts on San Francisco and the Golden Gate Bridge cannot result 
in increased congestion and overcrowding in Sausalito. 


 Sausalito encourages the Planning Commission to continue the hearing on this Appeal 
to allow time for this Commission and members of the public to review and comprehend the 
actual Project as set forth in the Project Contacts.   A continuance would additionally allow time 
for the agencies to work cooperatively in drafting mitigation measures and considering other 
strategies designed to lessen and avoid potentially significant impacts from Fort Baker ferry 
construction and operations. 
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 Sausalito welcomes the opportunity to work collaboratively with NPS and San Francisco.  


Very truly yours, 


 
Arthur J. Friedman 
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 


SMRH:485499734.1 
 
cc: Brian Aviles – National Parks Conservancy 
 Catherine Barner – Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy 
 Diane Oshima – Port of San Francisco 
 Julie Moore – SF Planning Department, Staff Contact 







EXHIBIT A 







Arthur Friedman 


Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 


From: CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-RecordRequest@sfgov.org> 
Monday, February 5, 2018 11:30 AM 
Alex Merritt; CPC-RecordRequest 
Arthur Friedman; Mary Wagner 
RE: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST: Public Records for the Alcatraz Ferry 
Embarkation Project, Case No. 2017-000188ENV 


Alex, -
Please see respond below. 


Records Requests 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Main: 415.558.6378 | www.sfDlannina.ora 
San Francisco Property Information Map 


From: Alex Merritt [mailto:amerritt@sheppardmullin.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 2:08 PM 
To: CPC-RecordRequest 
Cc: Arthur Friedman; Mary Wagner 
Subject: RE: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST: Public Records for the Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project, Case No. 
2017-000188ENV 


Just following up on this. When can we expect a response? 


Thank you, 
Alex 


Alexander L. Merritt 
415.774.2976 I direct ' 
415.403.6089 j direct fax 
amerritt@sheppardmullin.com | Bio 


SheppardMuIlin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Four Embarcadero Center, 17th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111-4109 
415.434.9100 | main 
www.sheppardmullin.com 


From: Alex Merritt 
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 9:47 AM 
To: 'CPC-RecordRequest' <CPC-RecordRequest@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Arthur Friedman <afriedman(5>sheppardmullin.com>: Mary Wagner <MWagner@sausalito.gov> 
Subject: RE: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST: Public Records for the Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project, Case No. 
2017-000188ENV 


Thank you for producing these records. We believe, however, that the production is incomplete. The deficiencies 
include, without limitation: 


l 
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• Request 1 seeks all agreements constituting the Project, including the long-term agreement between the Port 
and NPS, all proposed concession contracts, and all contracts related to ferry service. Because these agreements 
are part of the Project that is being evaluated in the MND, we believe Planning must have copies of these 
agreements. Can you please explain why they were not produced, or why Planning does not have them? 
-The Planning Department only has the Environmental Evaluation Application describing the project. Whatever 
Julie provided from our files is all we have. The agreement and contracts between NPS and the Port have 
nothing to do with our CEQA review, therefore, we do not have copies of these. 


• Request 9 seeks a copy of the City's PowerPoint presentation from the January 22, 2018 meeting to the BCDC 
Design Review Board and Port's Waterfront Design Advisory Committee. I personally attended that meeting and 
know that the PowerPoint presentation exists. Can you please explain why it was not produced? 
-The Planning Department did not produce any PowerPoint presentation nor did we attend BCDC Design Review 
Board and Port's Waterfront Design Advisory Committee meeting. Therefore, we do not have this PowerPoint 
presentation. 


• The email production entitled "SGeorge Emails Alcatraz Pier 31.5" is missing the attachments. Can you please re
produce these emails with all attachments. 
The emails and attachments could be accessed via this link: https://files.acrobat.eom/a/preview/f596dal4-b76f'-
4600-8624-ad27af216cb3 


Alexander L. Merritt 
415.774.2976 | direct 
415.403.6089 j direct fax 
amerritt@shePDardmullin.com J Bio 


SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Muilin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Four Embarcadero Center, 17th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111 -4109 
415.434.9100 | main 
www.sheppardmullin.com 


From: CPC-RecordRequest fmailto CPC Record Request(5>sfgov.orgl 
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 4:42 PM 
To: Alex Merritt <amerritt@sheppardmullin.com>: CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-RecordReauest(5>sfgov.org> 
Cc: Arthur Friedman <afriedman(S)sheppardmullin.com>: Mary Wagner <MWagner(5)sausalito.gov> 
Subject: RE: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST: Public Records for the Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project, Case No. 
2017-000188ENV 


Mr. Merritt, 


The complete record was produced including the second request. 


Records Requests 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Main: 415.558.6378 | www.sfplanninQ.org 
San Francisco Property Information Map 


From: Alex Merritt fmailto:amerritt@sheppardmullin.com1 
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 9:30 AM 
To: CPC-RecordRequest 


2 
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EXHIBIT B 







Fe h r ^ p e e r s  


December 4, 2017 


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


Subject: Alcatraz Embarkation Facility - Pier 31-1/2 Circulation Study 
(2017-000188ENV) - Final 


This letter report presents a study of transportation-related effects and impacts of the proposed 


Alcatraz Embarkation Facility and Visitors Center Expansion ("Proposed Project") located at Pier 31-


Vi on the Embarcadero in San Francisco. 


Multiple factors led to a decision to enhance and expand the Alcatraz embarkation facilities. 


According to the Park Service, the public areas are entirely outdoors and the site has a temporary 


visual character that is inappropriate for a National Park. Additionally, visitor demand is expected 


to grow in line with a general growth in tourism in San Francisco, and while the current facility could 


accommodate this growth, the Proposed Project would provide a more comfortable experience for 


visitors. 


This letter presents a description and assessment of existing transportation conditions at the project 


site including the travel patterns of site visitors and National Park Service (NPS) employees. This is 


followed by an assessment of travel demand due to the Proposed Project expansion. Then, 


proposed pick-up/drop-off loading facilities and other transportation-related elements of the 


Proposed Project are assessed for potential impacts. The report culminates in a set of recommended 


improvements. 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


pier 31 y2 


Alcatraz Island, a National Historic Landmark, is part of and managed by the Golden Gate National 


Recreation Area (GGNRA), a National Park Service (NPS or Park Service) unit that includes numerous 


park facilities within the San Francisco Bay Area, including Fort Mason, Fort Baker, Crissy Field, 
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FORT BAKER 


Figure 5 shows the concept plan for the proposed improvements at Fort Baker. The construction 


necessary to establish ferry service at Fort Baker would primarily involve upgrades to the existing 


concrete pier, which was constructed for military purposes in the late 1930s. The pier, an extension 


of Moore Road, is located at the mouth of Horseshoe Bay at the southern tip of the Fort Baker site. 


In addition to structural upgrades, water and lighting utilities would be extended and rerouted to 


the pier. Finally, a new pedestrian pathway would be constructed to connect Cavallo Point Lodge 


and the Bay Area Discovery Museum with the pier. The proposed path would require updating 


existing pedestrian infrastructure on the pier and the path between Cavallo Point Lodge and the 


Discovery Museum, as well as constructing an entirely new path, measuring approximately one-


quarter mile, between the Discovery Museum and pier. These upgrades would include adding ADA-


compliant ramps to the Murray Circle sidewalk where it intersects the access road between Murray 


Circle and McReynolds Road just north of East Road. 


It is anticipated that roughly 40,000 visitors per year would travel to Fort Baker from Pier 31 Vi under 


the Proposed Project. This estimate is based on ferry service that would be limited to two trips per 


day and occur only on weekends; a variety of operational and physical constraints, including limited 


existing parking at Fort Baker; existing congestion in and around Sausalito; and the fact that Fort 


Baker, as a destination by itself, is unlikely to draw enough visitors to justify regular service. No new 


parking would be provided at the site to accommodate ferry passengers. There would also be no 


ticket sales at Fort Baker, and no shuttle service would be provided to serve ferry passengers. 


Cars would still be able to access Moore Road, which connects Center Road with the pier, and the 


existing parking near the pier would not be removed. There would be no alterations to parking 


anywhere at Fort Baker. Ferry operations would utilize a small portion of the pier on weekends, the 


majority of which would remain open for recreational uses including fishing and sightseeing. 


Construction is anticipated to begin at Fort Baker in 2023. See full description in Appendix A. 
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the Proposed Project's impacts on bicycle conditions would be less than significant Although the 


Proposed Project would have less-than-significant bicycle impacts, the NPS should consider 


Improvement Measure TR-4 to provide additional bike parking. 


Fort Baker 


The Proposed Project will not generate any new bicycle trips at the Fort Baker site, since ferry 


passengers will not be permitted to bring a bicycle on-board and rental bicycles are not available 


at the site. The new pedestrian pathway would potentially separate pedestrians from bicyclists, 


reducing the likelihood for conflicts. The Project would not create potentially hazardous conditions 


for cyclists nor interfere with bicycle accessibility in the area. Therefore, the impacts would be less 
than significant. 


PARKING IMPACTS 


Pier 31 Vi 


On-Site Parking 


Under the Proposed Project, off-street parking for staff would be relocated into the interior of the 


Pier 31 shed building. Eight tandem parking spaces and three ADA accessible spaces would be 


provided. The ADA accessible spaces would be available to staff as well as visitors. Eight unrestricted 


spaces is a reduction from the current staff parking supply and would not accommodate the staff 


parking demand observed during the June 2017 site visit. During the mid-day period, 12 staff 


vehicles were parked in the on-site lot. The unmet staff parking demand would either move to off-


site lots or shift to another mode of travel. This change does not create a substantial parking deficit 


and in the event that these staff continue to drive, their parking needs could be accommodated by 


the observed supply in nearby lots. 


Off-Site Parking 


As shown in Table 7, the Proposed Project would increase parking demand by approximately eight 


spaces during the peak utilization period (12:00PM - 3:00PM). The 2013 EIS found that there are 


1,125 off-street and 690 on-street parking spots within one-quarter mile of Pier 31 Vi. During the 


peak utilization period parking was, on average 80 percent occupied. Spot checks performed by 


Fehr & Peers in June 2017 of on-street and off-street parking showed that parking conditions have 


not substantially changed since the 2013 analysis. Given parking supply and observed utilization 
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CC-GOGA001-19 Business Opportunity Page 16 


Category . Projected Range (2019) 
Average Transportation Revenue per Angel Island Hop Passenger 
(excludes Alcatraz-Angel Island leg revenue) $22.50-$24.50 


Park Cruise Ridership , '• . 80,000 - 90,000 


Average Park Cruise Revenue per Passenger $30 50-$32 50 


Number of Charter Trips Provided 20-40 


Average Revenue per Charter Trip $20,000 - $40,000 
Average Food & Beverage Expenditure per Alcatraz/Angel Island 
Passenger -lb,75 


Average Food & Beverage Expenditure per Park Cruise Passenger 
. 


$0.75-$0.85 


Total Projected Revenue $44,000,000 - $52,000,000 
Source: National Park Service 


The Service's ridership projections for the Alcatraz and Angel Island ferry reflect the Alcatraz visitation limits 
imposed by the Service, discussed previously. Given these limits, the maximum number of visitors the 
Concessioner may transport to Alcatraz Island by passenger ferry annually is approximately 1.8 million, and 
the maximum number of Park Cruise passengers annually is 90,000. The Service plans to enforce the 
visitation limits presented in this Business Opportunity during the term of the Draft Contract. Therefore, as 
part of financial projections, Offerors must not project ridership exceeding visitation limits described herein. 


The Alcatraz and Angel Island Hop Ferry projected revenue range presented in Exhibit 9 do not include 
Alcatraz Audio Tour fees, FLREA Expanded Amenity Fee, Behind-the-Scenes tour, or any Angel Island fees 
that do not contribute to the Concessioner's revenue. 


FLEET SIZE AND MINIMUM VESSEL REQUIREMENTS 


The Concessioner must provide and use a minimum of four passenger ferry vessels to provide the Required 
Services under the Draft Contract. The vessels must have the following minimum passenger capacities in 
order to provide for a comfortable, high quality visitor experience and also to ensure adequate capacity for 
return trips: 


• Vessel 1 
• Vessel 2 
• Vessel 3 
• Vessel 4 


700 passengers 
700 passengers 
500 passengers 
500 passengers 


In addition, the Concessioner must use vessels that conform to the vessel minimum requirements described in 
detail in the Draft Contract Section 8(E)(2) and (3) and in Exhibit B (Operating Plan) Section 5(G) Minimum 
Vessel Requirements. The minimum vessel requirements require, among other things, the Concessioner to 
use EPA-certified Tier 3 propulsion and auxiliary engines within 36 months (1,096 days) following the 
effective date of the Draft Contract. The Concessioner may use additional vessels, as approved by the Service, 
as long as they conform to requirements specified in the Draft Contract and Exhibit B (Operating Plan). 


RENT PAID TO PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO 


The Lease between the Port and the Concessioner describes the percentage rent and additional rent the 
Concessioner will pay directly to the Port for use of the San Francisco Embarkation Site throughout the term 
of the Draft Contract. Exhibit 10 summarizes this information. 
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Predecisional Draft - Not for Public Distribution 
Draft Final Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation and Education Site Feasibility Study 


Criterion Id, Site minimizes travel time to 
Alcatraz Island to less than 15 minutes 
(critical). 


Criterion le. Site offers opportunity for 
incorporating sustainability (value-added). 


Criterion If. Site has adequate space to 
support operational activities (storage, 
deliveries, staff, etc.) (5,500 square feet is 
critical; 10,900 square feet is value-added). 


Criterion Ig. Site ensures availability of 
administrative parking spaces within one 
block (five spaces is critical; ten spaces is 
value-added). 


Objective 2. Allow for development of an 
immediately identifiable, distinct, first-class 
NPS visitor welcome area. This includes a site 
that allows a clearly defined sense of arrival, 
the setting of which is in keeping with a 
National Park site and an authentic Alcatraz 
Island experience; a site that ensures that NPS 
can define all aspects of the visitor experience, 
from pre-arrival to departure; a site that 
allows NPS the flexibility to modify and 
define interpretive materials, indoor and 
outdoor space, signage, and other features of 
the site; and a site that accommodates 
emerging technologies, growth, and visitor 
needs without unnecessary delays in 
approvals. 


Criterion 2a. Building permit is provided 
with long-term lease of a non-NPS site that 
supports permanent installation of exhibits 
and facilities as deemed necessary by NPS 
(critical). 


Criterion 2b. Facilities dedicated to NPS 
sole use for the Embarkation Facility 
(critical). 


Criterion 2c. The NPS would have the 
ability to make required improvements to 
the exterior of assigned space to create 
highly visible and identifiable NPS/Alcatraz 
Island iconic architectural elements 
(critical). 


Criterion 2d. Immediately adjacent uses 
(current and planned) are compatible with 
the NPS mission and desired visitor 
experience (critical). 


Criterion 2e. View of Alcatraz Island 
desirable (a) from Embarkation Facility and 
(b) immediately after dispatch (value-
added). 


Objective 3. Provide adequate visitor support 
space and facilities to offer a comfortable, fully 
accessible, and welcoming experience, 
including a portal to the GGNRA that begins 
to connect visitors waiting for a ferry or 
visiting the site to the stories of Alcatraz 
Island, GGNRA, NPS, and the natural and 
cultural history of the San Francisco Bay 
Area, while accommodating visitor flow to and 
through the site without confusion. 


Criterion 3a. Adequate space to present 
desired programming (as detailed in the 
Space Planning Model1), including the 
ability to develop indoor, covered, and 
weather-protected space as well as outdoor 
space (critical and value-added). 


Criterion 3b. Other events or nearby land 
use and related pedestrians or vehicles do 
not unduly confuse or impede Alcatraz 
Island visitors (value-added). 


Criterion 3c. Capacity for a third berth that 
could connect visitors to other destinations 
(value-added). 


Objective 4. Ensure convenient alternative 
access to the Alcatraz Island departure site 
through a variety of transportation modes, 
while providing for the opportunity to connect 
to other parklands (such as Fort Baker, Fort 
Mason, and Muir Woods National Monument). 


1 The Space Planning Model is described in Section 4.2 
and Appendix A. Based on a variety of factors, the 
model presents the critical and value-added square 
footage that would be required at each site in order to 
satisfy NPS goals and objectives for the Embarkation 
Facility. 
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operations are used to offset rent for the concessioner's pier leased from the Port, which reduces the 
amount available for improvements on Alcatraz Island or at other GGNRA parklands. 


The Alcatraz ferry embarkation site and associated facilities should serve as a gateway to 
GGNRA, reflecting the Park Service's identity and providing a quality experience for visitors. 
Under the current scenario, the condition of the existing embarkation site reduces the quality of the 
visitor experience. The existing embarkation site is on property that the concessioner has leased from 
the Port and is outside of GGNRA boundaries. Nevertheless, that embarkation site is the beginning 
and end point of the transportation services provided to the visiting public, and therefore is an 
integral part of the visitor services provided under the concession contract. Consequently, the Park 
Service has an interest in reviewing elements of the embarkation site facilities for purposes of 
considering their impact on the interpretation of GGNRA to the visiting public (including visitor 
appreciation and understanding of the resource). These elements include, for example, signs, logos, 
colors, or other means of demarcating the existing site as the Park Service's official Alcatraz Island 
departure location. Lack of formal authority, in combination with changing adjacent commercial uses 
and developments, hinders the Park Service's ability to create a clear sense of identity and quality 
visitor support services at the Alcatraz ferry embarkation site. 


The Alcatraz ferry embarkation site should provide the space, circulation, and interpretive 
materials to appropriately and effectively orient visitors to Alcatraz Island and GGNRA. NPS 
policy is to provide public access and opportunities for all to enjoy and to learn about park 
resources. In its current configuration, space is unavailable at Pier 31V2 to provide appropriate 
interpretive exhibits or an orientation to Alcatraz Island and GGNRA for visitors prior to departing for 
the island. These interpretive and orientation opportunities are also key for visitors wishing to visit 
Alcatraz Island but unable to secure reservations. The visitor facility does not currently provide a 
genuine park portal to GGNRA, and as such, many visitors or aspiring visitors to Alcatraz Island are 
unaware of the other recreational and educational opportunities provided by GGNRA. 


The Alcatraz ferry embarkation site may provide a valuable opportunity for cross-bay ferry 
service to other GGNRA parklands. Convenient transit connections to other GGNRA parklands, 
such as Fort Baker, are currently unavailable from the existing ferry embarkation site. NPS policy 
promotes alternative transportation access that is energy conserving, convenient, and that provides 
multiple travel options for visitors. Increasing numbers of park visitors choose to use transit, do not 
have an automobile, and perceive travel by ferry as an enjoyable experience. The potential to add 
another (third) berth and promote additional special-event services to the ferry embarkation site 
would further enhance this opportunity. 


Project Description 
The Project retains the current Alcatraz ferry embarkation site at Pier 31Vi and proposes 
improvements to the existing facility. It would use the historic Pier 31 north and south bulkhead 
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SheppardMullin Sheppard, Mullin, Rschter& Hampton LLP 
Four Embarcadero Center, 17th Floor 
San Francisco, California94111-4109 
415.434.9100 main 
415.434 3947 fax 
www.sheppardmullin.com 


January 23,2018 


Arthur J. Friedman 
415.774.2985direct 
afriedman@sheppardmullin.com 


VIA E-MAILAND FEDEX 


Charis Wilson 
FOIA Officer 
P.O. Box 25287 
12795 W. Alameda Parkway 
Denver, CO 80225 
npsfoia@nps.gov 


Re: FOIA Request for the Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project 


Dear Ms. Wilson: 


Pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act,11 am writing to request copies of the following 
public records relating to the Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project (Project) proposed by the 
National Park Service (NPS) within the Golden Gate National Recreation Area in California: 


1. All agreements constituting the proposed Project, including without limitation the 
proposed long-term agreement between NPS and the Port of San Francisco (Port), and 
all proposed concession contracts relating to Project, including contracts relating to ferry 
services to be provided as part of the Project. 


2. All documents and communications relating to NPS' analysis of potential environmental 
impacts resulting from the Project's proposal to establish limited ferry service between 
Pier 31 Vz and the existing Fort Baker pier. 


3. All documents and communications relating to NPS' analysis of potential environmental 
impacts resulting from the Project's proposal to provide interpretive cruises around San 
Francisco Bay. 


4. All documents and communications relating to any existing or future plans, or potential 
or proposed projects, relating to improvements to the existing Fort Baker pier. 


5. All documents and communications relating to any existing or future plans, or potential 
or proposed projects, relating to ferry service to Fort Baker. 


1 5 U.S.C. § 552. 
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6. All documents and communications relating to any existing or future plans, or potential 
or proposed projects, relating to transporting or facilitating the transportation of persons 
from Fort Baker to the Marin Headlands. 


7. All documents and communications relating to any existing or future plans, or potential 
or proposed projects, relating to transporting or facilitating the transportation of persons 
from Fort Baker to Muir Woods. 


8. A copy of the PowerPoint presentation that the Port, NPS, and/or the Golden Gate 
National Parks Conservancy presented at the January 22,2018 joint meeting of the Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission's Design Review Board and the Port's 
Waterfront Design Advisory Committee. 


9. All documents and communications related to the Project's proposed "Queue 2." 


10. All documents and communications related to the Project's proposed interpretive exhibit 
regarding "GGNRATrailhead Info." 


11. All documents and communications related to the Project's proposed signage at Queue 
2 regarding "GGNRA Destinations." 


If possible, we would prefer to receive electronic copies of these records via email. We agree to 
pay any fees associated with this request up to $250.00. If fees will exceed this amount, please 
contact me for authorization before proceeding with this request. 


Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you have any questions, please 
email me at afriedman@sheppardmullin.com. 


Very truly yours, 


Arthur J. Friedman 
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 


SMRH:485241620.1 
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United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Fort Mason, San Francisco, CA 94123 


IN REPLY REFER TO: 
9.C (GOGA-CP) 
NPS-2018-00372 


January 30,2018 


Mr. Arthur J. Friedman 
Via email: afriedman@sheppardmullin.com 
Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton LLP 
Four Embarcadero Center, 17th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111-4109 


Dear Mr. Friedman: 


We are writing to acknowledge your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request, dated January 
23,2018, and have assigned it control number NPS-2018-00372. Please cite this number in any 
future communications regarding your request. Please note this request has not been perfected as 
we require additional information from you. 


You requested documents "relating to the Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project (Project) proposed by the 
National Park Service (NPS) within the Golden Gate National Recreation Area in California, including: 


1. All agreements constituting the proposed Project, including without limitation the proposed long-
term agreement between NPS and the Port of San Francisco (Port), and all proposed concession 
contracts relating to Project, including contracts relating to ferry services to be provided as part 
of the Project. 


2. All documents and communications relating to NPS' analysis of potential environmental impacts 
resultingfrom the Project's proposal to establish limited ferry service between Pier 31 Vi and the 
existing Fort Baker pier. 


3. All documents and communications relating to NPS' analysis of potential environmental impacts 
resultingfrom the Project's proposal to provide interpretive cruises around San Francisco Bay. 


4. All documents and communications relating to any existing or future plans, or potential ot 
proposed projects, relating to improvements to the existing Fort Baker pier. 


5. All documents and communications relating to any existing or future plans, or potential or 
proposed projects, relating to ferry service to Fort Baker. 


6. All documents and communications relating to any existing or future plans, or potential or 
proposed projects, relating to transporting or facilitating the transportation of persons from Fort 
Baker to the Marin Headlands. 


7. All documents and communications relating to any existing or future plans, or potential or 
proposed projects, relating to transporting or facilitating the transportation ofpersons from Fort 
Baker to Muir Woods. 


8. A copy of the PowerPoint presentation that the Port, NPS, and/or the Golden Gate National 
Parks Conservancy presented at the January 22, 2018joint meeting of the Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission's Design Review Board and the Port's Waterfront Design Advisory 







Committee. 
9. All documents and communications related to the Project's proposed "Queue 2. " 
10. All documents and communications related to the Project's proposed interpretive exhibit 


regarding "GGNRA Trailhead Info. " 
11. All documents and communications related to the Project's proposed signage at Queue 2 


regarding "GGNRA Destinations." 


The FOIA requires that requests describe the records sought with sufficient detail to allow an 
agency employee familiar with the subject area of the request to locate the records with a 
reasonable amount of effort. Your request does not adequately describe the records sought: 
therefore, we are unable to process it at this time. If you wish to pursue your request, please 
provide additional details, such as: 


• Date range parameters, 
• Key search terms, 
• A list of record custodians and/or, 
• Limiting the search to electronic records 


According to our regulations, if we do not receive your written response clarifying what records 
you are looking for within 20 workdays from the date of this letter, we will presume that you are 
no longer interested in pursuing your request, we will not be able to comply with your request, 
and we will close our file on it. See 43 C.F.R. § 2.5(d). 


Fee categories are determined by requester type, of which there are three: commercial use; 
educational institutions, noncommercial scientific institutions, and representatives of the news 
media; and other-use requesters. Our regulations require that your FOIA request contain 
sufficient information for us to determine your proper fee category. Your request does not 
fulfill this requirement because vou did not specify whom this request is for. We therefore 
are unable to process your request at this time. If you wish to pursue your request, please 
provide us additional information so that we may determine your fee category. According to our 
regulations, if we do not receive your written response clarifying these points within 20 
workdays from the date of this letter, we will presume that you are no longer interested in 
pursuing your request, we will not be able to comply with your request, and we will close our file 
on it. See 43 C.F.R. § 2.6(c). 


We use Multitrack Processing to process FOIA requests. The Simple track is for requests that 
can be processed in one to five workdays. The Normal track is for requests that can be processed 
in six to twenty workdays. The Complex track is for requests that can be processed in twenty-one 
to sixty workdays. The Exceptional^oluminous track is for requests requiring more than sixty 
workdays for processing. The Expedited track is for requests that have been granted expedited 
processing. Within each track, requests are processed on a first-in, first-out basis. There are 
currently 13 open FOIA requests ahead of yours, one of which is Exceptional/Voluminous. 


As stated, we will not begin processing your request until we receive further information from 
you. We believe that your request falls into the Exceptional/Voluminous processing track. You 
may narrow the scope of your request to obtain quicker processing in your currently assigned 
track or move the request into a faster track (which may have the effect of reducing the cost of 







processing your request). If you have any questions about this, please contact us. 


You may appeal this response to the Department's FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals Officer. If you 
choose to appeal, the FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals Officer must receive your FOIA appeal no 
later than 90 workdays from the date of this letter. Appeals arriving or delivered after 5 p.m. 
Eastern Time, Monday through Friday, will be deemed received on the next workday. 


Your appeal must be made in writing. You may submit your appeal and accompanying 
materials to the FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals Officer by mail, courier service, fax, or email. All 
communications concerning your appeal should be clearly marked with the words: "FREEDOM 
OF INFORMATION APPEAL." You must include an explanation of why you believe the NPS's 
response is in error. You must also include with your appeal copies of all correspondence 
between you and NPS concerning your FOIA request, including your original FOIA request and 
NPS's response. Failure to include with your appeal all correspondence between you and NPS 
will result in the Department's rejection of your appeal, unless the FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals 
Officer determines (in the FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals Officer's sole discretion) that good cause 
exists to accept the defective appeal. 


Please include your name and daytime telephone number (or the name and telephone number of 
an appropriate contact), email address and fax number (if available) in case the FOIA/Privacy 
Act Appeals Officer needs additional information or clarification of your appeal. 


DOI FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals Office Contact Information 
Department of the Interior 
Office of the Solicitor 
1849 C Street, N.W. MS-6556 MIB 
Washington, DC 20240 


Attn: FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals Office 


Telephone: (202) 208-5339 
Fax: (202) 208-6677 
Email: FOIA.Appeals@sol.doi.gov 


If you have questions about your request, please contact Liz Gill, Planning and Communications 
Assistant for GGNRA, at (415) 561-7402. 


Sincerely, 


Dana Polk 
Acting Director of Communications and External Affairs 


cc: Nancy Hori, Regional FOIA Officer, NPS Pacific West Region 
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From: Lilly Whalen [mailto:LWhalen@sausalito.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 10:52 AM
To: 'Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org' <Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: 'richhillissf@gmail.com' <richhillissf@gmail.com>; 'myrna.melgar@sfgov.org'
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; 'planning@rodneyfong.com' <planning@rodneyfong.com>;
'joel.koppel@sfgov.org' <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; 'kathrin.moore@sfgov.org'
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; 'dennis.richards@sfgov.org' <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>;
'John.Rahaim@sfgov.org' <John.Rahaim@sfgov.org>; 'Julie.Moore@sfgov.org'
<Julie.Moore@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter from the City of Sausalito to the San Francisco Planning Commission
 
Dear Commission Secretary Ionin,
 
Please find attached a letter from the City of Sausalito requesting a continuance of Item F.18
(Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project), which is on the San Francisco Planning Commission's agenda for
this Thursday, February 22. Please ensure that the letter is sent to all Commissioners.
 
I understand from our conversation this morning that we should bring 11 hard copies of the letter to
distribute to the Commissioners at the appeal hearing on Thursday.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Very sincerely,
Lilly Whalen
City Clerk/Assistant City Manager
Administration Department
City of Sausalito
420 Litho Street, Sausalito, CA 94965
www.sausalito.gov
Phone: (415) 289-4134
Email: LWhalen@sausalito.gov
Stay informed with Sausalito e-news: sign up for the Sausalito Currents
 
Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail
and delete the message and any attachments.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Supplemental information for Item 17a
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 3:33:34 PM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Butkus, Audrey (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 11:30 AM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com
Cc: Starr, Aaron (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Supplemental information for Item 17a
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
 
At tomorrow’s Planning Commission Item 17a will be an informational presentation on the 2017
retail study conducted by the Office of Economic and Workforce Development. A complete copy of
the entire retail sector study report can be found at http://oewd.org/reports-and-plans . Please note
that although items 17a and 17b will be called together, they will be two separate presentations.
The report in the above link only pertains to the first presentation.
 
Please feel free to reach out with any questions.
 
 
Sincerely,
 
Audrey Butkus
Senior Planner, Legislative Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9129 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney

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

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR FARRELL’S BLUE RIBBON PANEL RECOMMENDS NET NEUTRALITY,

PRIVACY, SECURITY PROTECTIONS ON CITYWIDE FIBER NETWORK
Date: Thursday, February 22, 2018 10:12:19 AM
Attachments: 2.22.18 Fiber Blue Ribbon Panel.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2018 10:00 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR FARRELL’S BLUE RIBBON PANEL RECOMMENDS NET
NEUTRALITY, PRIVACY, SECURITY PROTECTIONS ON CITYWIDE FIBER NETWORK
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, February 22, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
 

MAYOR FARRELL’S BLUE RIBBON PANEL RECOMMENDS
NET NEUTRALITY, PRIVACY, SECURITY PROTECTIONS

ON CITYWIDE FIBER NETWORK
 
 

San Francisco, CA – Mayor Mark Farrell today announced that his Municipal Fiber Blue
Ribbon Panel released its third report, recommending strict adherence to net neutrality,
privacy and security provisions for San Francisco’s future citywide fiber network.
 
“Our citywide fiber network should mirror San Francisco values and provide a digital
sanctuary city,” said Mayor Farrell. “While the federal government continues to deliver
devastating decisions regarding the internet, I believe it is up to local communities to fight
back – it’s the only way.”
 
The report recommends that Internet Service Providers (ISPs) using San Francisco’s citywide
fiber network should adhere to net neutrality protections and standards. That means as a
condition of using the network, ISPs should:
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  MARK E. FARRELL 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, February 22, 2018 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
 


MAYOR FARRELL’S BLUE RIBBON PANEL RECOMMENDS 
NET NEUTRALITY, PRIVACY, SECURITY PROTECTIONS ON 


CITYWIDE FIBER NETWORK 
 
 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor Mark Farrell today announced that his Municipal Fiber Blue 
Ribbon Panel released its third report, recommending strict adherence to net neutrality, privacy 
and security provisions for San Francisco’s future citywide fiber network. 
 
“Our citywide fiber network should mirror San Francisco values and provide a digital sanctuary 
city,” said Mayor Farrell. “While the federal government continues to deliver devastating 
decisions regarding the internet, I believe it is up to local communities to fight back – it’s the 
only way.” 
 
The report recommends that Internet Service Providers (ISPs) using San Francisco’s citywide 
fiber network should adhere to net neutrality protections and standards. That means as a 
condition of using the network, ISPs should: 


• Not block any particular sites, content, or applications. 
• No throttling any sites, content, or applications. 
• No paid prioritization – an ISP cannot favor itself or commercial partners by creating 


fast lanes for some content while relegating others to slow lanes. 
 
On network security, the report recommends policies and practices adopted to protect the assets 
of the network, including the infrastructure, software, and data.  
 
On protecting consumer privacy, the report recommends that ISPs: 


• Cannot use, disclose, sell or permit access to a customer’s personal information unless 
the customer provides prior opt-in consent. 


• Cannot refuse to serve or penalize customers who choose not to give consent. 
• Must proactively give customers a mechanism for opting out of any use of their data to 


advertise any “communications-related” services. 
• Must get affirmative opt-in consent for use and disclosure of “de-identified” data. 


 
Further, the report ultimately recommends that San Francisco deserves an open access network 
that requires private operators to provide equal access to all lawful content; enforces mandates 
for privacy and consent; and ensures robust procedures to protect residents from overreaching, 



https://sfmunifiber.files.wordpress.com/2018/02/privacy-governance-report.pdf
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extra-legal requests. The panel suggests a community-driven process to further finalize the 
recommendations.  
 
"The Federal government has been undermining your online privacy and your ability to speak 
and learn online," said Kit Walsh, a Staff Attorney at the Electronic Frontier Foundation, a non-
profit civil liberties organization based in San Francisco. "It's up to communities to protect the 
future of the Internet as a platform that empowers all residents. San Francisco can lead the way." 
 
“At a time when the federal government has abdicated its responsibility to protect internet users, 
it is vitally important for city governments to engage,” said Eric Null, Policy Counsel at New 
America’s Open Technology Institute. “San Francisco is leading the way by building a network 
with strong net neutrality, privacy, and security requirements baked into its design. We commend 
the city for undertaking this project and look forward to seeing the network flourish.” 
 
Mayor Farrell plans to lead a community-driven effort on the report recommendations for further 
input, but is strongly in favor of the numerous recommendations made by the panel’s experts.  
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· Not block any particular sites, content, or applications.
·         No throttling any sites, content, or applications.
·         No paid prioritization – an ISP cannot favor itself or commercial partners by creating

fast lanes for some content while relegating others to slow lanes.
 
On network security, the report recommends policies and practices adopted to protect the
assets of the network, including the infrastructure, software, and data.
 
On protecting consumer privacy, the report recommends that ISPs:

·         Cannot use, disclose, sell or permit access to a customer’s personal information
unless the customer provides prior opt-in consent.

·         Cannot refuse to serve or penalize customers who choose not to give consent.
·         Must proactively give customers a mechanism for opting out of any use of their data

to advertise any “communications-related” services.
·         Must get affirmative opt-in consent for use and disclosure of “de-identified” data.

 
Further, the report ultimately recommends that San Francisco deserves an open access
network that requires private operators to provide equal access to all lawful content; enforces
mandates for privacy and consent; and ensures robust procedures to protect residents from
overreaching, extra-legal requests. The panel suggests a community-driven process to further
finalize the recommendations.
 
"The Federal government has been undermining your online privacy and your ability to speak
and learn online," said Kit Walsh, a Staff Attorney at the Electronic Frontier Foundation, a
non-profit civil liberties organization based in San Francisco. "It's up to communities to
protect the future of the Internet as a platform that empowers all residents. San Francisco can
lead the way."

“At a time when the federal government has abdicated its responsibility to protect internet
users, it is vitally important for city governments to engage,” said Eric Null, Policy Counsel at
New America’s Open Technology Institute. “San Francisco is leading the way by building a
network with strong net neutrality, privacy, and security requirements baked into its design.
We commend the city for undertaking this project and look forward to seeing the network
flourish.”
 
Mayor Farrell plans to lead a community-driven effort on the report recommendations for
further input, but is strongly in favor of the numerous recommendations made by the panel’s
experts.
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