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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: FW: Request for Organized Opposition on 143 Corbett Ave.
Date: Thursday, June 21, 2018 10:54:53 AM
Attachments: 143 Corbett Opp to CUA and Variance.pdf

Corbett Heights Neighbors Opp 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: Stephen M. Williams [mailto:smw@stevewilliamslaw.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 10:40 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Request for Organized Opposition on 143 Corbett Ave.
 

Sorry, I guess I mis-understood the rule. I thought that in lieu of having all
these other folks speak I could take the 10 min…..At any rate, please add my
attached letter to the official record of the Commission. I am assuming you
already have the letter from the Corbett Heights Neighbors official
neighborhood association? If not a copy is attached….
 
Steve
 
Stephen M. Williams
1934 Divisadero St.
San Francisco, CA 94115
Ph: (415) 292-3656
Fax: (415) 776-8047
 
The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential
and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon
this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please
contact sender and delete the material from any computer

 
From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 10:04 AM
To: Stephen M. Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>; richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Request for Organized Opposition on 143 Corbett Ave.
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Jeffrey.Horn@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/




















































































































































































































































































Steve,
The CPC Rules & Regs, require three speakers. Not the names of three people you will be representing. But the
names of three speakers for the presentation.
 
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: Stephen M. Williams [mailto:smw@stevewilliamslaw.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 4:25 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Request for Organized Opposition on 143 Corbett Ave.
 

Thanks Jonas….I will be speaking for Stephanie and Steven Moomjian who
live at 149 Corbett and for Anders Nelson who lives below the project at 3016
Market Street.
 
Steve
 
Stephen M. Williams
1934 Divisadero St.
San Francisco, CA 94115
Ph: (415) 292-3656
Fax: (415) 776-8047
 
The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential
and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon
this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please
contact sender and delete the material from any computer.

 
From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 11:35 AM
To: Stephen M. Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>; richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Request for Organized Opposition on 143 Corbett Ave.
 
Steve,
I will need the names of at least three speakers.
 
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
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
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jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Stephen M. Williams [mailto:smw@stevewilliamslaw.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 8:45 AM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Request for Organized Opposition on 143 Corbett Ave.
 

President Hillis and Secretary Ionin:
 
I am writing to request a time slot for organized opposition for the
CUA/Variance hearing on 143 Corbett Ave---Agenda Items #16 a & b. Many
of the neighbors will attend but prefer not to speak on the matter.
 
Thanks you
 
Steve Williams
 
 
Stephen M. Williams
1934 Divisadero St.
San Francisco, CA 94115
Ph: (415) 292-3656
Fax: (415) 776-8047
 
The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential
and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon
this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please
contact sender and delete the material from any computer.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opera Plaza Cinemas
Date: Thursday, June 21, 2018 10:42:07 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: PIC, PLN (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 11:59 AM
To: Vellve, Sara (CPC)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Silva, Christine (CPC)
Subject: Fw: Opera Plaza Cinemas
 

Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertymap.sfplanning.org
----------------------------------
The information provided in this correspondence is based on a preliminary review of
information provided by the requestor. It does not constitute a comprehensive review of the
project or request. For a more extensive review it is strongly recommended to schedule a
project review meeting. The information provided in this email does not constitute a Zoning
Administrator letter of determination. To receive a letter of determination you must submit a
formal request directly to the Zoning Administrator. For complaints, please contact the Code
Enforcement Division.

From: Barbara Gersh <bgersh@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 1:23:01 PM
To: PIC, PLN (CPC)
Subject: Opera Plaza Cinemas
 
Hello,

I've lived in SF since 1972, and am an avid film-goer.  I'm disturbed by the prospective loss of
screens showing foreign and independent films if the Planning Commission grants the building
owner's request to change the use of the Opera Plaza Cinemas. 

There are multiple screens to see the latest superheroes films from Hollywood, but very limited
venues that screen international films.  If we are truly to be a "world-class city", we need to preserve
the cultural opportunities that distinguish us from lesser towns.  Already, we miss seeing many films
that play in NYC and Los Angeles because of the lack of venues.  Losing the Opera Plaza Cinema
would be a blow to the substantial cineaste community in the Bay Area.  Over the years, we've lost
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the Surf, Cento Cedar,  Metro, and other theaters that showed a wide variety of films.

As I understand it, Landmark is willing to continue operation of this location, including renovating
the theaters. Please assist their efforts rather than the greed of the property owner.  The retail already
existing at this location is less than stellar, and we don't need more mediocre restaurants, etc.  We do
need to preserve theaters willing to program thought-provoking films.

Thank you,

Barbara Gersh
649 Brussels St
SF, CA 94134



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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Keep Opera Plaza Theater open!
Date: Thursday, June 21, 2018 10:41:48 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: PIC, PLN (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 12:25 PM
To: Vellve, Sara (CPC)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Silva, Christine (CPC)
Subject: Fw: Keep Opera Plaza Theater open!
 
Fyi

Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertymap.sfplanning.org
----------------------------------
The information provided in this correspondence is based on a preliminary review of
information provided by the requestor. It does not constitute a comprehensive review of the
project or request. For a more extensive review it is strongly recommended to schedule a
project review meeting. The information provided in this email does not constitute a Zoning
Administrator letter of determination. To receive a letter of determination you must submit a
formal request directly to the Zoning Administrator. For complaints, please contact the Code
Enforcement Division.

From: Audrey Cole <Audrey@AudreyCole.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 11:51:49 AM
To: PIC, PLN (CPC)
Subject: Keep Opera Plaza Theater open!
 
Hi.  Opera Plaza is such a special theater.  I see almost everything I go out for there.  Please,
please find some creative way to keep it open.
 
Thank you,
 
Audrey Cole
--
Audrey D. Cole
Computer Consulting - Databases in Access, Fox and FileMaker
415-648-1926 voice - 415-648-9455 fax - Audrey@AudreyCole.com
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** Helping people manage their information since 1985 **

 



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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: opera plaza
Date: Thursday, June 21, 2018 10:40:47 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: PIC, PLN (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 1:36 PM
To: Vellve, Sara (CPC)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Silva, Christine (CPC)
Subject: Fw: opera plaza
 
fyi
 
Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
----------------------------------
The information provided in this correspondence is based on a preliminary review of information provided
by the requestor. It does not constitute a comprehensive review of the project or request. For a more
extensive review it is strongly recommended to schedule a project review meeting. The information
provided in this email does not constitute a Zoning Administrator letter of determination. To receive a
letter of determination you must submit a formal request directly to the Zoning Administrator. For
complaints, please contact the Code Enforcement Division.
 

From: Lani Asher <laniasher8@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 11:03 AM
To: PIC, PLN (CPC)
Subject: opera plaza
 
OMG please save  this gem. Sometimes culture is more important  than  money. Why would
the landlord raise the rent on a struggling cinema art house. Do they want another   boring
chain something in there?.Please save them. As a 30 year resident of this fair city. I am sick of
the greed around everything. Please help maintain a liveable city!!!!!!!!
 
thank you
 
lani asher
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Glen Park



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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: FW: Item 15: 2017-015611CUA - Small Business Commission urging not to approve
Date: Thursday, June 21, 2018 10:14:18 AM
Attachments: 2018.06.18_Healty Spot_ 2017-015611CUA.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: Dick-Endrizzi, Regina (ECN) 
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 6:57 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: Item 15: 2017-015611CUA - Small Business Commission urging not to approve
 
For your information:

Dear Commissioners Hillis, Melgar, Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore and Richards:
My apologies for the 11 hour communication.  I am without commission staff and so the handling of Small
Business Communication has been delay.  I plan to be at the Planning Commission (schedule permitting), to
speak at public comment on the SBC’s recommendation.  I greatly appreciate you taking this into
consideration.   Below is the content of the attached letter to you. 

June 18, 2018
 
Rich Hillis
Planning Commission President
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
 

Re: Item 15: 2017-015611CUA   4049 24th Street
 
Dear President Hillis and Honorable Commissioners,
 
On May 21, 2018 the Small Business Commission received a presentation from small individually owned pet
stores and groomers of the Noe Valley and Castro merchant areas.  At this meeting the Small Business
Commission took action and unanimously approved (4-0) to send a recommendation to the Planning

Commission NOT TO APPROVE the formula retail conditional use application of HealthySpot at 4049 24th

Street under Planning Code 303.1(d)(2) The availability of other similar uses with similar uses within the
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 C ITY  AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
MARK FARRELL ,  MAYOR  


 
 


OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS  
SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION  


REGINA D ICK -ENDRIZZI ,  D IRECTOR  
 


     


 
 
 
1  DR .  CA RLTON B.  GOODLETT PLACE ,  ROOM 110,  SAN FRANCISCO ,  CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 
T:  415.554.6134        F:  415.558.7844         E:  SFOSB@SFGOV .ORG       W :  WWW .SFOSB .ORG  
 


June 18, 2018 
 
Rich Hillis 
Planning Commission President 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re: Item 15: 2017-015611CUA   4049 24th Street 
 
Dear President Hillis and Honorable Commissioners, 
 
On May 21, 2018 the Small Business Commission received a presentation from small individually owned pet 
stores and groomers of the Noe Valley and Castro merchant areas.  At this meeting the Small Business 
Commission took action and unanimously approved (4-0) to send a recommendation to the Planning Commission 
NOT TO APPROVE the formula retail conditional use application of HealthySpot at 4049 24th Street under 
Planning Code 303.1(d)(2) The availability of other similar uses with similar uses within the Neighborhood 
Commercial District, ) and (3) The existing retail vacancy rates within the district and within the vicinity of the 
proposed project.   And did so due to the importance of preserving small independent pet service businesses and to 
encourage the formula retail pet store to open in other parts of the City where San Francisco is not well served. 
 
The Small Business Commission (SBC) rarely makes a recommendation to the Planning Commission on 
individual projects before the Planning Commission.  It is to be noted that the few times it has, it has specifically 
been on formula retail pet stores planning to open on or near merchant corridors where there are longtime 
individually owned pet stores, particularly when they are officially Legacy Businesses. 
 
For historical record on November 5, 2009 the SBC sent a letter to the Planning Commission informing you of its 
recommendation not to approve the conditional use application for Pet Food Express at 2244-60 Lombard Street 
@Divisadero, as the neighborhood was well served with the 8 pet stores, and 4 groomer in an 8 block radius.  
There were two pet stores that would have been most impacted, Animal Connection II at 2419 Chestnut Street @ 
Divisadero and Catnip + Bones at 2220 Chestnut Street @ Pierce.  The 2244-60 Lombard Street was 
approximately 3 blocks from Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection II.  The Planning Commission did not 
approve this formula retail conditional use application.    
 
In 2010 Pet Food Express applied again for a formula retail conditional use at another location, 3150 California 
Street, 13 blocks from Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection II.  The full Small Business Commission did not 
have an opportunity to provide a recommendation to the Planning Commission, but its Legislation and Policy 
Committee did and made the same recommendation to not to approve this formula retail condition use application.  
This Planning Commission did approve the formula conditional use application for the 3150 California location.   
 
Pet Food Express opened this location in 2011.  Since then both Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection II have 
closed. Animal Connection closed on its 20th anniversary year. A current check on Yelp shows that there are no 
longer general pet stores on Union Street.  There are two very specialize boutique stores 1) rororiri – a clothing 
only boutique just for pets and 2) La Meral Bakery which is a boutique bakery for pets that has a patio area for 
throwing pet parties.   
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 SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION   


 
 
 
 
1  DR .  CA RLTON B.  GOODLETT PLACE ,  ROOM 110,  SAN FRANCISCO ,  CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 
T:  415.554.6134        F:  415.558.7844         E:  SFOSB@SFGOV .ORG       W :  WWW .SFOSB .ORG  
 


Legacy Business Consideration: 
In 2015 the Board of Supervisors made a clear statement that it is important to preserve the City’s legacy 
businesses (30+ years) when it established the Legacy Business Registry and this was affirmed by voters of San 
Francisco in November 2011 with Proposition J.   


 
The Legacy Business Registry has 4 independent neighborhood bookstores - The Booksmith, Dog Eared Books, 
Green Apple Books, and Russian Hill Bookstore.  There was a time when formula retails bookstores, such as 
Barnes & Noble, Borders and Waldenbooks were a threat to these small neighborhood bookstores.  Today 
Boarders, Waldenbooks are defunct.  Had there not been rigorous efforts to protect these neighborhood bookstores, 
would these 4 business made it to 30 years, or would their fates have been similar to Catnip + Bones and Animal 
Connection II?  
 
On June 11, 2018 the Small Business Commission placed VIP Grooming, 4299 24th Street (2 blocks from project 
site) and The Animal Company, 1370 Castro (half a block from project site), on the Legacy Business registry. 
These two business have each been in business for in Noe Valley for 30 + years.  For a business to stay in business 
for this length of time is due to serving their customers and neighborhood well.  These two businesses would be 
most impacted by Healthy Spot opening a location in Noe Valley and are much closer in proximity to the formula 
retailer than Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection II were to Pet Food Express.  
 
There is a reason the Small Business Commission has stepped out of the box to make recommendations to the 
Planning Commission on pet store formula retail conditional use projects.  The Small Business Commission likens 
the neighborhood serving pet business as important businesses to preserve and believe the economic history and 
dynamic of bookstores is to be applied when it comes to pet stores along with the importance of preserving our 
Legacy Businesses.    
 
The Small Business Commission finds that any justification to approve the project due to the vacancy rate in Noe 
Valley and a great need to fill a vacant retail store front for the economic vitality of the corridor, is not accurate 
and therefore not justification to approve this pet store formula retail conditional use.  Noe Valley does not have a 
high number of vacancies. At its March 12, 2018, SBC meeting, Amy Cohen, of the Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development presented the “State of the Retail Sector: Challenges and Opportunities for San 
Francisco’s Neighborhood Commercial Districts”.  Ms. Cohen noted that Noe Valley does not have a retail 
vacancy problem, especially when compared to other business districts in San Francisco.   
 
The Small Business Commission is supportive of formula retail pet businesses opening in San Francisco, as there 
are areas that are in need of pet stores, we can safely say San Francisco has areas in the City that are pet store 
desserts.  Such areas are the Outer Mission, Excelsior and the Bayview. (please see the attached Yelp maps).  The 
Small Business Commission urges real estate agents and pet store formula retailers to open stores in these areas.  
The Office of Economic and Workforce Development will happily help identify profitable locations.    
 
Commissioners, it is with hope that you find this recommendation helpful and NOT APPROVE the formula retail 
conditional use application for HealtySpot at 4049 24th Street. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
Regina Dick-Endrizzi 
Director, Office of Small Business  
 
cc. John Rahaim, Director Planning Department  







Neighborhood Commercial District, ) and (3) The existing retail vacancy rates within the district and within
the vicinity of the proposed project.   And did so due to the importance of preserving small independent pet
service businesses and to encourage the formula retail pet store to open in other parts of the City where
San Francisco is not well served.
 
The Small Business Commission (SBC) rarely makes a recommendation to the Planning Commission on
individual projects before the Planning Commission.  It is to be noted that the few times it has, it has
specifically been on formula retail pet stores planning to open on or near merchant corridors where there
are longtime individually owned pet stores, particularly when they are officially Legacy Businesses.
 
For historical record on November 5, 2009 the SBC sent a letter to the Planning Commission informing you
of its recommendation not to approve the conditional use application for Pet Food Express at 2244-60
Lombard Street @Divisadero, as the neighborhood was well served with the 8 pet stores, and 4 groomer in
an 8 block radius.  There were two pet stores that would have been most impacted, Animal Connection II at
2419 Chestnut Street @ Divisadero and Catnip + Bones at 2220 Chestnut Street @ Pierce.  The 2244-60
Lombard Street was approximately 3 blocks from Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection II.  The Planning
Commission did not approve this formula retail conditional use application.  
 
In 2010 Pet Food Express applied again for a formula retail conditional use at another location, 3150
California Street, 13 blocks from Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection II.  The full Small Business
Commission did not have an opportunity to provide a recommendation to the Planning Commission, but its
Legislation and Policy Committee did and made the same recommendation to not to approve this formula
retail condition use application.  This Planning Commission did approve the formula conditional use
application for the 3150 California location. 
 
Pet Food Express opened this location in 2011.  Since then both Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection II

have closed. Animal Connection closed on its 20th anniversary year. A current check on Yelp shows that
there are no longer general pet stores on Union Street.  There are two very specialize boutique stores 1)
rororiri – a clothing only boutique just for pets and 2) La Meral Bakery which is a boutique bakery for pets
that has a patio area for throwing pet parties. 
 
Legacy Business Consideration:
In 2015 the Board of Supervisors made a clear statement that it is important to preserve the City’s legacy
businesses (30+ years) when it established the Legacy Business Registry and this was affirmed by voters of
San Francisco in November 2011 with Proposition J. 

 
The Legacy Business Registry has 4 independent neighborhood bookstores - The Booksmith, Dog Eared
Books, Green Apple Books, and Russian Hill Bookstore.  There was a time when formula retails bookstores,
such as Barnes & Noble, Borders and Waldenbooks were a threat to these small neighborhood bookstores. 
Today Boarders, Waldenbooks are defunct.  Had there not been rigorous efforts to protect these
neighborhood bookstores, would these 4 business made it to 30 years, or would their fates have been
similar to Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection II?
 

On June 11, 2018 the Small Business Commission placed VIP Grooming, 4299 24th Street (2 blocks from
project site) and The Animal Company, 1370 Castro (half a block from project site), on the Legacy Business



registry. These two business have each been in business for in Noe Valley for 30 + years.  For a business to
stay in business for this length of time is due to serving their customers and neighborhood well.  These two
businesses would be most impacted by Healthy Spot opening a location in Noe Valley and are much closer
in proximity to the formula retailer than Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection II were to Pet Food Express.
 
There is a reason the Small Business Commission has stepped out of the box to make recommendations to
the Planning Commission on pet store formula retail conditional use projects.  The Small Business
Commission likens the neighborhood serving pet business as important businesses to preserve and believe
the economic history and dynamic of bookstores is to be applied when it comes to pet stores along with the
importance of preserving our Legacy Businesses.  
 
The Small Business Commission finds that any justification to approve the project due to the vacancy rate in
Noe Valley and a great need to fill a vacant retail store front for the economic vitality of the corridor, is not
accurate and therefore not justification to approve this pet store formula retail conditional use.  Noe Valley
does not have a high number of vacancies. At its March 12, 2018, SBC meeting, Amy Cohen, of the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development presented the “State of the Retail Sector: Challenges and
Opportunities for San Francisco’s Neighborhood Commercial Districts”.  Ms. Cohen noted that Noe Valley
does not have a retail vacancy problem, especially when compared to other business districts in San
Francisco. 
 
The Small Business Commission is supportive of formula retail pet businesses opening in San Francisco, as
there are areas that are in need of pet stores, we can safely say San Francisco has areas in the City that are
pet store desserts.  Such areas are the Outer Mission, Excelsior and the Bayview. (please see the attached
Yelp maps).  The Small Business Commission urges real estate agents and pet store formula retailers to
open stores in these areas.  The Office of Economic and Workforce Development will happily help identify
profitable locations.  
 
Commissioners, it is with hope that you find this recommendation helpful and NOT APPROVE the formula

retail conditional use application for HealtySpot at 4049 24th Street.
 
Kindly,
Regina Dick-Endrizzi | Executive Director | Office of Small Business
regina.dick-endrizzi@sfgov.org | D: 415.554.6481 |O: 415.554.6134 |c: 415.902-4573 
City Hall, Suite 110 | 1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place | San Francisco, CA 94102

www.sfosb.org | businessportal.sfgov.org | facebook | twitter

 

mailto:regina.dick-endrizzi@sfgov.org
http://www.sfosb.org/
file:////c/businessportal.sfgov.org
http://www.facebook.com/SFOSB
https://twitter.com/sfosb


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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: ADU proposal
Date: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 11:13:52 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: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 4:17 PM
To: PIC, PLN (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC)
Subject: RE: ADU proposal
 
I’ve copied Commissions Secretary email in relation to the email below addressed to the Planning
Commissioners for this Thursday 6/21 hearing.
 
Thanks for forwarding!
 

From: PIC, PLN (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 1:57 PM
To: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Cc: CPC.ADU
Subject: Fw: ADU proposal
 
Hi Marcelle
Who would be the primary contact for this item?
Thanks.
>JB
 
Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
----------------------------------
The information provided in this correspondence is based on a preliminary review of information provided
by the requestor. It does not constitute a comprehensive review of the project or request. For a more
extensive review it is strongly recommended to schedule a project review meeting. The information
provided in this email does not constitute a Zoning Administrator letter of determination. To receive a
letter of determination you must submit a formal request directly to the Zoning Administrator. For
complaints, please contact the Code Enforcement Division.
 

From: Jos K Hoegger <khoegger@pacbell.net>

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


Sent: Monday, June 18, 2018 9:09 PM
To: PIC, PLN (CPC)
Cc: Ozzie Rohm
Subject: ADU proposal
 
Planning Commission Chair and Commissioners,
My wife and myself are San Francisco natives living on Mt. Davidson. We are opposed to the ADU
proposals being introduced at your Thursday meeting.
We do not need more densification, we do need affordable housing programs. Adding ADU units
onto single family housing will not result in affordable units. It will simply inflate the prices of homes
as perspective buyers will seek every means to generate income to pay their monthly payments.
Many of these proposed ADU's will become short term rentals which will generate higher monthly
payments compared to long term rentals which are also subject to the just cause eviction
ordinances.
Where is the social benefit to these ADU proposals? They increase  prices, do not provide affordable
housing for families and primarily will serve tourists. I have been an active real estate broker in San
Francisco for 43 years and I assure you this is bad policy for San Francisco residents. 
We need programs addressing affordability. Many urban studies have shown that for every market
rate house buyer there are two service related buyers required to service the market rate buyer's
needs. Service related buyer's cannot afford to buy or rent within S.F. Any proposal encouraging
market rate housing is thus regressive. We need policy's that greatly stimulate AFFORDABILITY?

San Francisco 
Ken and Kathy Hoegger



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street
Date: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 11:13:25 AM
Attachments: 180605_Shadow Analysis Report.pdf

2018.06.18 232 Clipper Planning Commission 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: Kelly Garayoa Sanchez [mailto:kelly.garayoa@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 4:22 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rodney Fong; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Luis Felipe Sanchez; Gene Tygielski
Subject: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street
 
Dear President Hillis and Members for the Planning Commission,
Thank you for taking the time to hear our objections regarding the Conditional Use
Authorization for 232 Clipper Street (with the hearing set for Thursday, June 21, 2018).
As the direct neighbors (East side) to 232 Clipper, we wholeheartedly agree with the
requirements of the Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) as conveyed in the Notice of
Planning Department Requirements #1, dated February 14, 2018.
Our specific request is that the Project Sponsor (Eastwood) be required to comply with the
following requirements:

Limit the massing of the building to a maximum of 3 floors. 
Limit the horizontal and vertical addition to extend no further into the rear yard
than the primary rear wall of the adjacent house (236 Clipper)
Reduce the quantity and scale of glazing on the front and rear facades
Remove the front roof deck. 

Please see the attached air and light study enclosed which shows how detrimental the impact
of the plans (even the RDAT recommendation) would be to our home and rental unit. On our
East side there is an apartment building that extends the length and width of the property.  The
new property will exaggerate our existing light and air constraints further.  (Note: the air and
light study missed 2 recently added sky lights in our second floor which would be completely
‘red’ in every scenario presented)
It is also worth noting that the Project Sponsor has verbally agreed to the following
concessions, which we appreciate, but need to formalize:

1. The front setback request is reasonable
2. 3 stories vs. 4
3. The massing in the rear yard is still an issue as it over powers and shadows

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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I. INTRODUCTION & ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 


SYMPHYSIS was asked to perform a shading analysis to assess the shading impact 


of a proposed 4-story residential building located at 232 Clipper Street, upon the 


adjacent properties at 228 and 236 Clipper Street.   


The adjacent neighbors at 228 and 236 Clipper Street are concerned that the 


proposed 40’-0” tall building will cast additional shadows on their rear yards, rear 


decks and significantly reduce light through their adjacent skylights. 


After performing a shading analysis, SYMPHYSIS concludes that the proposed 4 –


story building at 232 Clipper Street will add significant shading (> 20% increase) to 


all the adjacent  skylights, moderate shading (10-20% increase) to the rear decks 


(3),  and marginal shading (0-5%  increase) to the rear yards of the properties at 


228 and 236 Clipper Street. 


The report herein describes the proposed project, and the methodology used for 


the shading analysis, along with its results.   


 
 
 
 
 


_____________________________________ 
Olivier A. Pennetier, MArch, LEED AP 
SYMPHYSIS Principal 
06/05/2018 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Our services consist of professional opinions and conclusions developed in accordance with generally accepted environmental design 
and solar engineering principles and practices.  Our conclusions and recommendations are based on the information provided by the 
clients, USGS Digital Elevation Model and publically available Geographic Information System database. 
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II. PROJECT LOCATION 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 


The proposed project is located at 232 Clipper Street, in the center of the Noe 


Valley neighborhood.  


 


 


FIGURE 1: LOCATION MAP 


 


 


FIGURE 2: BLOCK MAP


EXTENTS OF 
ANALYSIS 


PROPOSED 
PROJECT 
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III. PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 


The proposed project is a new 4-story, 2-family residential building that will 


replace an existing single story structure, located at 232 Clipper Street, on the 


South end of Block 6548, Lot  09.  The existing building is currently 17’-9 ¼” high 


from the center of the front property line and 55’-5” deep from the front property 


line. 


The proposed building would add 23 feet 3 inches to the overall building height 


for a total height of 40’-0”, and would extend toward the north of the property 


74’-3” from the front property line.  The rear of the proposed building features a 


series of stepping roof decks to minimize rear massing. 


The following drawings, provided by the project sponsor, show the proposed 


project’s elevations and cross section, in relation to the adjacent neighbors at 236 


and 228 Clipper Street.   


 


 


 
FIGURE 3: PROPOSED FRONT ELEVATION 
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FIGURE 4: PROPOSED REAR ELEVATION  


 


 


 


     


 


FIGURE 5: PROPOSED SECTION 
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IV. ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY & RESULTS 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 


A 3D model of the neighboring city blocks was developed, using Geographic 


Information System (GIS) database, photogrammetric building and terrain 


elevation models from Google Earth, and the proposed plans from the project’s 


architect Curtis Hollenbeck.   


Analysis grids were fitted to the rear yards of 228 and 236 Clipper Street 


properties, as well as their rear yard decks and skylights adjacent to the proposed 


project.  These analysis grids record the amount of solar radiation and shading 


percentage before and after the proposed project, and show the areas of 


difference. This process allows us to assess the location and amount of any 


shading impact. 


The analysis was performed for the entire year on an hourly basis, from 12:00 AM 


to 11:00 PM, using the available weather data file (TMY3) from San Francisco 


Airport.  The shading analysis took in consideration the effect of building 


overshadowing as well as the terrain, but disregarded the effects of trees and 


vegetation.  The results are expressed in percentage shading as well as sunlight 


hours.  In addition, another round of calculation was done, using the City’s 


established protocol and methodology for assessing shadowing, with a square-


foot per hour metric (sqft/hr).  This methodology differs with the former one in that 


the calculation times are set to one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset.  


Note that this methodology is most appropriate for horizontal surfaces as it is 


compared to an unobstructed plane (flat). The methodology is part of the City’s 


section 295 shading analysis protocol and is not a requirement for this project. 


The results of this shading analysis show that the proposed 4-story project at 232 


Clipper Street adds substantial additional shading on the adjacent properties 


skylights, most notably the West facing skylights (2) at 228 Clipper Street, and the 


East facing skylight at 236 Clipper Street. The west facing skylight at 236 Clipper 


Street is also noticeably impacted by the proposed project, although to a lesser 


extent.  All adjacent skylights experience an increase in shading over 20%.  +34% 


increase in shading on the West facing skylight at 236 Clipper, +104% increase in 


shading on the West facing skylight at 228 Clipper and +137% increase in shading 


on the East facing skylight at 236 Clipper – a loss of 1,308 hours of direct sunlight 


on this skylight alone throughout the year. 
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The three rear decks analyzed fared somewhat better than the skylights, with 


shading increase of 10% for the rear deck at 236 Clipper and upper rear deck at 


228 Clipper Street, to over 11% shading increase at the lower deck of 228 Clipper 


Street.  Still yet, this lower rear deck would experience a loss of 382 hours of direct 


sunlight. 


Both rear yards experience marginal shading increase of +6% each - a smaller 


number due to the large size of the area of analysis.  In the rear yard of 236 


Clipper Street, the impact is more pronounced in the northern, central-to-eastern 


portion of the yard.  In the rear yard of 228 Clipper Street, the impact is mostly 


experienced in the central and Southern portion of the yard. 


For comparison purposes, a similar analysis was performed with the 4th story of 


the proposed project clipped off to see the effect of the top story on the overall 


shading impact.  The analysis shows that the 4th story mostly impacts the west 


skylights at 228 Clipper Street, and the West and East skylights at 236 Clipper 


Street.  The upper deck at 228 Clipper also suffers from the additional top story.  


The lower decks and yards are not substantially affected by the 4th story 


compared to the 3-story only building. 


The following graphics shows the developed model for the analysis, as well as 


graphic representations of the shading impact extents of the additional shading 


caused by the proposed project in comparison to the existing conditions. Tables 


summarize the results of the analysis.  
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FIGURE 6: 3D MODEL OF EXISTING CONDITIONS – SEPTEMBER 21ST @ 9:45 AM 


 


FIGURE 7: 3D MODEL OF PROPOSED CONDITIONS – DECEMBER 21ST @ NOON 
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FIGURE 8: AREAS SELECTED FOR THE ANALYSIS 


 


FIGURE 9: BIRD EYE VIEW OF MOST IMPACTED AREAS BY ADDITIONAL SHADING – RED = >20% + INCREASE IN SHADING 


1. WEST SKYLIGHTS @ 228 
2. UPPER DECK @ 228 
3. EAST SKYLIGHT @ 236 
4. WEST SKYLIGHT @ 236 
5. LOWER DECK @ 228 
6. DECK @ 236 
7. 7 YARD @ 228 
8. YARD @ 236 
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FIGURE 10: MAP OF MOST IMPACTED AREAS BY ADDITIONAL SHADING – RED = >20% + INCREASE IN SHADING WITH 4-STORY DESIGN 
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FIGURE 11: MAP OF MOST IMPACTED AREAS BY ADDITIONAL SHADING – RED = >20% + INCREASE IN SHADING WITH 3-STORY DESIGN 
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Table 1: Shading Percentage & Sunlight Hours Summary Table for 4 story design: 


 
PROPOSED 4 STORY DESIGN 05/21/18 


       


 
236 CLIPPER 


 
YARD DECK EAST SKYLIGHT WEST SKYLIGHT 


 
BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF 


SHADING % 63.58 67.34 5.9% 76.70 84.79 10.6% 22.30 52.95 137.4% 25.30 33.90 34.0% 


YEARLY SUN HOURS 1533.91 1373.90 -10.4% 975.40 640.24 -34.4% 3298.90 1990.40 -39.7% 3168.90 2801.35 -11.6% 


             


             


 
228 CLIPPER 


 
YARD LOWER DECK UPPER DECK WEST SKYLIGHTS 


 
BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF 


SHADING % 68.42 72.50 6.0% 77.03 86.01 11.7% 68.62 75.87 10.6% 23.34 47.64 104.1% 


YEARLY SUN HOURS 1326.56 1155.94 -12.9% 959.91 577.47 -39.8% 1316.12 1009.77 -23.3% 3251.63 2213.57 -31.9% 


 


Table 2: Shading Percentage & Sunlight Hours Summary Table for 3 story design: 


 
3 STORY DESIGN 


       
 


236 CLIPPER 


 
YARD DECK EAST SKYLIGHT WEST SKYLIGHT 


 
BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF 


SHADING % 63.58 67.07 5.5% 76.70 84.30 9.9% 22.30 45.95 106.1% 25.30 27.70 9.5% 


YEARLY SUN HOURS 1533.91 1385.48 -9.7% 975.40 650.69 -33.3% 3298.90 2282.70 -30.8% 3168.90 3067.80 -3.2% 


             


             


 
228 CLIPPER 


 
YARD LOWER DECK UPPER DECK WEST SKYLIGHTS 


 
BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF 


SHADING % 68.42 72.00 5.2% 77.03 85.49 11.0% 68.62 73.35 6.9% 23.34 27.59 18.2% 


YEARLY SUN HOURS 1326.56 1177.85 -11.2% 959.91 600.47 -37.4% 1316.12 1114.60 -15.3% 3251.63 3074.07 -5.5% 


 


Table 3: Shadow Load Calculation per City’s Methodology – 1 hour after sunrise to 1 hour before sunset 


 
EXISTING PROPOSED PROPOSED 


 
SHADOW LOAD (SF/HR) NET NEW SHADOW LOAD (SF/HR) TOTAL SHADOW LOAD (SF/HR) 


REAR YARD @ 228 3,775,142 256,697 4,031,840 
64.65% 4.40% 69.04% 


REAR LOWER DECK @ 228 14,289 1,820 16,109 
75.88% 9.67% 85.55% 


REAR UPPER DECK @ 228 195,333 22,177 217,510 
66.55% 7.56% 74.11% 


WEST SKYLIGHTS @ 228 2,271 4,173 6,445 
14.57% 26.76% 41.33% 


    
REAR YARD @ 236 2,821,592 284,571 3,106,163 


58.49% 5.90% 64.39% 


REAR DECK @ 236 114,864 7,348 122,212 
78.82% 5.04% 83.86% 


EAST SKYLIGHT @ 236 4,623 4,863 9,486 
23.05% 24.24% 47.29% 


WEST SKYLIGHT @ 236 1,852 811 2,664 
18.50% 8.11% 26.61% 
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June 18, 2018 


 


Dear President Hillis and Members for the Planning Commission, 


Thank you for taking the time to hear our objections regarding the 


Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street (with the hearing set 


for Thursday, June 21, 2018).  


As the direct neighbors (East side) to 232 Clipper, we wholeheartedly agree 


with the requirements of the Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) as 


conveyed in the Notice of Planning Department Requirements #1, dated 


February 14, 2018. 


Our specific request is that the Project Sponsor (Eastwood) be required to 


comply with the following requirements: 


 Limit the massing of the building to a maximum of 3 floors.   


 Limit the horizontal and vertical addition to extend no further into 


the rear yard than the primary rear wall of the adjacent house (236 


Clipper) 


 Reduce the quantity and scale of glazing on the front and rear facades  


 Remove the front roof deck.   


Please see the attached air and light study enclosed which shows how 


detrimental the impact of the plans (even the RDAT recommendation) 


would be to our home and rental unit. On our East side there is an 


apartment building that extends the length and width of the property.  The 


new property will exaggerate our existing light and air constraints further.  


(Note: the air and light study missed 2 recently added sky lights in our 


second floor which would be completely ‘red’ in every scenario presented) 


It is also worth noting that the Project Sponsor has verbally agreed to the 


following concessions, which we appreciate, but need to formalize:  


1. The front setback request is reasonable 
2. 3 stories vs. 4 
3. The massing in the rear yard is still an issue as it over powers and 


shadows neighboring houses 







4. Set back the 3rd floor wall only 3 feet (whereas it would be more 
reasonable to set back 2nd and 3rd floors 5 feet (this is only as it 
applies to his east walls) 


As homeowners and landlords in San Francisco, we appreciate the need for 
affordable housing.  It is possible for the Project Sponsor to create 2 
affordable units by removing the garage (J-line train and several city buses 
are 2 blocks away) and reducing the bulk of the home.  The current plans 
are not affordable on a sq. ft basis.  


We further urge you to reject the Conditional Use Authorization for this 


project until the above modifications have been applied to the plans. 


Sincerely, 


 


Kelly Garayoa Sanchez (kelly.garayoa@gmail.com) 


Luis Sanchez Castillo (luis1fe@gmail.com) 


228 Clipper Street 


San Francisco, CA 94109 


 







neighboring houses
4. Set back the 3rd floor wall only 3 feet (whereas it would be more reasonable to

set back 2nd and 3rd floors 5 feet (this is only as it applies to his east walls)
As homeowners and landlords in San Francisco, we appreciate the need for affordable
housing.  It is possible for the Project Sponsor to create 2 affordable units by removing the
garage (J-line train and several city buses are 2 blocks away) and reducing the bulk of the
home.  The current plans are not affordable on a sq. ft basis.

We further urge you to reject the Conditional Use Authorization for this project until the
above modifications have been applied to the plans.
Sincerely,
Kelly Garayoa Sanchez (kelly.garayoa@gmail.com)
Luis Sanchez Castillo (luis1fe@gmail.com)
228 Clipper Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Conditional Use Permit for Healthy Spot in Noe Valley
Date: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 11:12:50 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
 
From: Susan Alexander [mailto:salexandersf@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 5:58 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Conditional Use Permit for Healthy Spot in Noe Valley
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
As a 22-year Noe Valley resident and homeowner, I am writing in staunch opposition to the
conditional use permit for the LA-based Healthy Spot chain pet shop proposed for Noe Valley.
 
Noe Valley currently has four excellent pet and grooming shops that fully serve the needs of
our community and beyond. In addition is the nearby Pet Food Express in the Castro for
anything the local shops may lack.
 
There is absolutely no need for this chain store to invade our neighborhood and potentially
siphon business from these longstanding shops owned and run by people committed to the
good of our community. It’s hard enough for small businesses to operate in this expensive
neighborhood where rents keep going up and up. To put an unnecessary chain store into one of
the many empty storefronts risks exacerbating the problem.
 
I strongly urge you to reject this conditional use permit and keep Healthy Spot out of Noe
Valley. Let them go to a mall where they belong.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Yours truly,
Susan Alexander
 
Susan Alexander
319 Hill Street
San Francisco, CA  94114
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Jeffrey.Horn@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


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

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** JOINT STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND MAYOR-ELECT LONDON BREED ON SEPARATION

OF FAMILIES AT THE MEXICAN BORDER
Date: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 11:32:51 AM
Attachments: 6.19.18 Family Separation Policy.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, June 19, 2018 10:07 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** JOINT STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND MAYOR-ELECT LONDON BREED ON
SEPARATION OF FAMILIES AT THE MEXICAN BORDER
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, June 19, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

 
*** JOINT STATEMENT ***

MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND MAYOR-ELECT LONDON
BREED ON SEPARATION OF FAMILIES AT THE MEXICAN

BORDER
 
SAN FRANCISCO, Ca – Mayor Mark Farrell and Mayor-Elect London Breed have called
upon United States Attorney General Jeff Sessions to immediately stop separating families at
the Mexican border as an anti-immigration policy. 
 
Mayor Mark Farrell:
 
“As a father of three young children I will never support the federal administration’s decision
to tear apart families and use children as pawns in a political game. The images we are seeing
of children warehoused in metal cages are beyond the pale and sicken me to my core.
 
What we are witnessing runs completely counter to our country’s values and founding
principles. I am urging the federal government to immediately reconsider their immigration
policy changes and provide clear, humane reunification plans. More than ever, we need
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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: 


Tuesday, June 19, 2018 


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


 


 


*** JOINT STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND MAYOR-ELECT LONDON 


BREED ON SEPARATION OF FAMILIES AT THE MEXICAN 


BORDER 
 


SAN FRANCISCO, Ca – Mayor Mark Farrell and Mayor-Elect London Breed have called upon 


United States Attorney General Jeff Sessions to immediately stop separating families at the 


Mexican border as an anti-immigration policy.   


 


Mayor Mark Farrell: 


 


“As a father of three young children I will never support the federal administration’s decision to 


tear apart families and use children as pawns in a political game. The images we are seeing of 


children warehoused in metal cages are beyond the pale and sicken me to my core.  


 


What we are witnessing runs completely counter to our country’s values and founding principles. 


I am urging the federal government to immediately reconsider their immigration policy changes 


and provide clear, humane reunification plans. More than ever, we need Congress to move 


forward with comprehensive immigration reform measures for our country.  


 


Board President and Mayor-Elect London Breed: 


 


"The policy of forcibly removing children from their parents at our border is horrific and 


unacceptable. 


 


Families who are seeking asylum and refuge in our city—our Sanctuary City, deserve our 


support and our compassion. As Mayor-Elect, I will continue to support our immigrant 


communities and fight for comprehensive immigration reform so all our families can live 


without fear of separation and deportation." 


 


### 
 


  


 







Congress to move forward with comprehensive immigration reform measures for our country.
 
Board President and Mayor-Elect London Breed:
 
"The policy of forcibly removing children from their parents at our border is horrific and
unacceptable.
 
Families who are seeking asylum and refuge in our city—our Sanctuary City, deserve our
support and our compassion. As Mayor-Elect, I will continue to support our immigrant
communities and fight for comprehensive immigration reform so all our families can live
without fear of separation and deportation."
 

###
 
                                                                                                                      
 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: File No. 180423 - CSFN"s Follow-up Letter on Mayor"s "Process Improvements" to be Acted on June 19,

2018 at BOS Meeting
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 3:41:41 PM
Attachments: CSFN-ProcessImprovementsLetter20180618.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: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net] 
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2018 3:38 PM
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS);
Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS);
Fewer, Sandra (BOS)
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); 'Rich Hillis'; 'Rodney Fong'; Secretary, Commissions (CPC);
Rahaim, John (CPC); Bintliff, Jacob (CPC)
Subject: File No. 180423 - CSFN's Follow-up Letter on Mayor's "Process Improvements" to be Acted on
June 19, 2018 at BOS Meeting
 
Please see attached CSFN Letter on Mayor’s Legislation on “Process Improvements”.
Thank you.
Rose Hillson, CSFN-LUC, Chair
for George Wooding, CSFN President
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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June 18, 2018 
 


Supervisor President London Breed 
Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
 
Re:  File No. 180423 - Mayor’s “Process Improvements” Ordinance for June 19, 2018 BOS Meeting 


ADDENDUM LETTER 
 
The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) has additional outstanding concerns regarding 
the “Process Improvements” Legislation (Planning: 2018-004633PCA). 
 
Neighbors requested notice on pop-outs at the Planning Commission meeting on June 7, 2018.  The PC 
approved that.  Then on June 11, 2018, the BOS-LUC reversed that decision.  Today, pop-outs are 
required by Planning Code Sec. 136(c)(25) to be noticed 
 
The BOS-LUC decided to “compromise” on the “noticing” of pop-outs via the Pre-application 
Process.  This process is one that has *no* Planning Department involvement at all by the time the Pre-
application Meeting occurs.  The neighbors will no longer have the PC decide on these matters and will 
instead be left with an over-the-counter permit issuance at DBI with a short 15-Day Notice to 
Appeal.  Here are some issues as to what is wrong with using the Pre-application Process: 
 


1. Plans presented at Pre-application Meetings have *not* gone through Planning for conformance 
to code yet. 


2. No planner will be able to help the neighbors as they have no idea of plans that have not come 
through their department.  The neighbor is left with no assistance. 


3. The Pre-application Plans are therefore very sketchy with no requirements as those for current 
311/312 Notices 


4. The Pre-application Plans have not gone been scrutinized by Fire Department nor Public Works 
nor compliance with any other agencies/codes 


5. It is unknown if the RDAT manager (not staff level per new process change) will be available to 
neighbors for questions and response time to neighbors will be at the mercy of the Planning 
staff’s time, possibly resulting in the neighbors not getting their concerns addressed. 


6. Who decides and ensures Pre-application Plans get into the neighbor’s hands?  Where are these 
steps codified, articulated in full details? 


7. Who decides and ensures *future* iterations of “Pre-application” Plans get into the neighbor’s 
hands? 


8. PC’s current notification radius ranges from 150 ft. to 1,000 ft. with the majority of the notices with 
a 300-ft. radius.  Planning stated that they wanted “consistency” and went with the number of 
days for the majority of notices to be at 20 days rather than 30 days; yet, when the majority of 
notices are for 300-ft. radius, they went against this logic and chose 150-ft. radius.  This is not 
consistent based on prior action for determination of notice period change.  Therefore, revert to 
what exists today for 311/312 (new 333) notices to 30 days as indicated in CSFN’s prior letter. 


9. People can be on vacation during the Pre-application meeting notice period which can be as 
short as 7 calendar days upon receipt with no assurance by Planning that the mailing has gone 
out because the Project Sponsor sends them.  Neighbors do *not* get a notice from DBI that a 







permit is issued (so the 15-day clock for appeal runs out).  They are not held accountable except 
to themselves. 


10. In the June 7, 2018 Executive Summary with this “Pre-application with Block Book” idea in it for 
the BOS-LUC meeting, it was noted that this Pre-application route with “Block Book” notification 
would work.  This is not necessarily so for those without electronic access nor for those who do 
not belong to neighborhood organizations and would have to pay $39 per parcel to get 
noticed.  This is not a good method of notification; and again, this just appeared 72 hours prior to 
the meeting – with no neighborhood input. 
 


➔ Urge Board of Supervisors to not take BOS-LUC recommendation due to issues that also will 
arise with not everybody having electronic notification and plans not being approved by Planning 
first.  There should not be any iterations or the time clock on appeals will run out with no recourse 
for the neighbors.  The more this is massaged, the worse it seems to get.  This urging is not a 
great solution. 


 
Other issues regarding notification: 


1. To date, no specific fully detailed information has been given to the public on what exactly will be 
on the postcards proposed to notify neighbors.  It is unknown what information currently provided 
on 311/312 Notices will not show on these postcards. 


2. If neighbors do not have electronic access, how do they find out about a project? 
 


➔ Urge Board of Supervisors to have Planning and Department of Building Inspection detail the 
steps for notification to the public – whether about postcards, or other forms of notification, 
knowing that not everybody has electronic access nor speak English – and with meaningful 
dialogue to get down in writing the steps for Planning to notify neighbors as it is not 
clear.  Neighborhood leaders, members of the public have a right to know what will happen next 
to them and request that until all details are fully documented as part of the process with 
concurrence and certainty for the neighbors, this needs to be postponed.  Neighborhood input 
was sorely lacking from when Planning Staff started meeting with the developers, land use 
attorneys and architects shortly after January 2018 – with a draft to the Mayor around April 2018 
just prior to the media announcement, initiation at Planning Commission on May 1 -- with *no* 
meetings with neighbors (as evident in Sunshined documents/emails) let alone just the 
neighborhood leadership.  This urging is also not a great solution. 
 


In light of the above, since the neighbors will not have any certainty on how the notifications will work, 
and with the rush to get rid of Planning involvement in pop-outs and PC involvement in other areas 
including no supervisorial intervention and to have neighbors only fall back on the DBI Board of Appeals, 
this portion of the “Process Improvements” legislation needs to be re-done as it is impactful to 
neighbors. 
 
➔ Urge Board of Supervisors to DUPLICATE THE FILE – Noticing & process details to be vetted 


further!  Supervisor Kim duplicated the Article 10/11 “murals” section already for later 
vetting.  Pass only the “100% Affordable” portion of this “Process Improvements” legislation as 
there was no outreach to the neighborhoods. 


 
Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
George S. Wooding, President 
 
Cc:      Clerk of the Board, Planning Commissioners, Commissions Secretary, Planning Department 
 







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 6/21 Agenda Item F.9: SPUR supports ADU Legislation
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 3:36:01 PM
Attachments: SPUR Supports ADU Legislation 062118 (PC).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: Kristy Wang [mailto:kwang@spur.org] 
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2018 2:28 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent
(CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Planning@rodneyfong.com
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Tang, Katy (BOS); Mohan, Menaka (BOS);
Haddadan, Kimia (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC)
Subject: 6/21 Agenda Item F.9: SPUR supports ADU Legislation
 
Dear Planning Commissioners:
 
At the Planning Commission meeting two weeks ago, Commissioner Richards articulated a concern that
the Housing Accountability Act could intersect with this proposed ADU legislation and San Francisco’s
demolition controls, resulting in the risk that a developer could invoke the HAA and remove the Planning
Commission’s ability to deny a demolition permit. Assuming that the Housing Accountability Act
applies to single-family housing development projects, the ability to include an ADU as part of a
new construction project should not change the circumstances/limited ability of the Planning
Commission to deny demolition permits.* As Commissioner Hillis stated, our city has a serious
housing shortage, and we need to work on all fronts to add housing across San Francisco. ADUs are a
low-impact solution that are appropriate in all kinds of neighborhoods. 
 
SPUR continues to support Supervisor Tang’s proposed legislation, which addresses some of the most
common challenges that ADUs currently face — exposure requirements, bicycle parking requirements
and street tree requirements —and identifies strategic opportunities to create more ADUs in new
construction projects and within the buildable envelope of existing structures. We also enthusiastically
support a combined pre-application process that gets Planning, DBI and Fire in the room at the same
time.  
 
We appreciate that San Francisco is clearly serious about making its ADU regulations most effective.
Please contact me if you have any questions.
 
Best,
Kristy
 
*The language of the Housing Accountability Act does not explicitly include or exclude single-family
homes, and it has not yet been decided in the courts either.
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June 18, 2018 
 
Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
RE:  Accessory Dwelling Units Case No. 2018-004194PCA (Board File No. 180268) 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on the accessory dwelling unit legislation now proposed by 
Supervisor Tang. In-law units have many benefits: they serve many kinds of households, they typically 
rent for lower rents, and they easily add density in all kinds of neighborhoods with limited impact. 
 
At the Planning Commission meeting two weeks ago, Commissioner Richards articulated a concern that 
the Housing Accountability Act could intersect with this proposed ADU legislation and San Francisco’s 
demolition controls, resulting in the risk that a developer could invoke the HAA and remove the Planning 
Commission’s ability to deny a demolition permit. Assuming that the Housing Accountability Act 
applies to single-family housing development projects, the ability to include an ADU as part of a 
new construction project should not change the circumstances/limited ability of the Planning 
Commission to deny demolition permits.* As Commissioner Hillis stated, our city has a serious housing 
shortage, and we need to work on all fronts to add housing across San Francisco. ADUs are a low-impact 
solution that are appropriate in all kinds of neighborhoods.  
 
SPUR continues to support Supervisor Tang’s proposed legislation, which addresses some of the most 
common challenges that ADUs currently face — exposure requirements, bicycle parking requirements and 
street tree requirements —and identifies strategic opportunities to create more ADUs in new construction 
projects and within the buildable envelope of existing structures. We also enthusiastically support a 
combined pre-application process that gets Planning, DBI and Fire in the room at the same time.   
 
We appreciate that San Francisco is clearly serious about making its ADU regulations most effective. 
Please contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Best, 
 
 
Kristy Wang 
Community Planning Policy Director 
 
cc: Supervisor Katy Tang 


SPUR Board of Directors 


                                            
* The language of the Housing Accountability Act does not explicitly include or exclude single-family homes, and it has not yet 
been decided in the courts either.  







Kristy Wang, LEED AP
Community Planning Policy Director
SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
(415) 644-4884
(415) 425-8460 m
kwang@spur.org
 
SPUR | Facebook | Twitter | Join | Get Newsletters
 
Join us this summer for the SPUR Member Parties!
Reserve your spot today >>
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Item #28, Board File 180423 Review for Downtown, etc. (aka 2018-004633PCA "Process Improvements")
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 10:43:19 AM
Attachments: CSFN - Process Improvements BOS - ver 1a.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: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net] 
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2018 5:03 PM
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS);
Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS);
Fewer, Sandra (BOS)
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); 'Rich Hillis'; 'Rodney Fong'; Secretary, Commissions (CPC);
Rahaim, John (CPC); Bintliff, Jacob (CPC)
Subject: Item #28, Board File 180423 Review for Downtown, etc. (aka 2018-004633PCA "Process
Improvements")
 
Dear President Breed (Mayor-Elect) and Members of the Board of Supervisors:
Please see attached letter from the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
(CSFN) re subject-referenced matter you will be taking action on on June 19, 2018.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
/s
Rose Hillson, Chair of Land Use Committee, CSFN
for George Wooding, President, CSFN
cc: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Commissions Secretary,
Director Rahaim, Planner Bintliff
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June 15, 2018 


Supervisor President London Breed 
Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, Ca 94102-4689 
 


Re:  File No. 180423 - Mayor's “Process Improvements” Ordinance, scheduled for hearing on June 19, 2018 


 


The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods is concerned that the BOS/LUC on June 11, 2018 proposed 
adjustments to the Process Simplifications ordinance that went counter to some good Planning Commission 
recommendations.   Those recommendations were arrived at after a five-hour discussion and much 
compromise on everyone's part.   


In respect of this discussion and the complex decisions made, we ask that the Board of Supervisors support 
the following recommendations: 


• Change all noticing times to 30 days 


• Do not change the already existing pop-out noticing requirements. 


• Require Planning Department Approval of Pre-application Meeting plans as to code and other usual 
requirements before the Pre-app meeting 


•  At the time the DBI permit is granted, supply neighbors with a copy of the permit.  


Change all noticing times to 30 days 


It is not clear that shortening the notice time for some situations from 30 to 20 days would have much of an 
impact on the overall length of time it takes to build a project as there are other parts of the process that are 
more drawn out, and these will not be modified.  On the contrary, the sole goal of this shortening by 10 days 
seems to be to abridge the rights of the community to learn about and weigh in on development in their 
community. 


Do not change the already existing pop-out noticing requirements  


The Planning Commission recommended no change to the current pop-out noticing procedure.  However, the 
BOS/LUC proposed changes from the current policy that would result in noticing solely during a Pre-app 
process, with appeal to the Board of Appeals.  There are many problems with this approach: 


• Pop-outs would be only noticed to a few adjacent neighbors, some of whom might be out of town 
for most or all of the 15 day Pre-app period. 


• The time limit for appeal for the pop-out is a meager 15 days.  As a consequence, there is limited or 
no time for neighbors to work out differences on their own.   


• The 15-day time limit will induce people to immediately file an appeal to the Board of Appeals, thus 
putting a larger load on that Board. 


• The Pre-app plans would be preliminary and would not have been vetted by the Planning 
Department.  This makes it difficult for neighbors to understand what is going to happen next door 
to them.  The default will be to assume the worst and to file an appeal. 







• The information that is available via the Pre-app notification is inadequate for a meaningful and 
thorough appeal, because the plans available would be much more limited than what would be avail 
under the 311/312 process.    


• Many San Franciscans for whom English is not their prime language would be disenfranchised; under 
the Pre-app process there are no  interpretation facilities available to non-English speakers as there 
would be under 311/312 procedures. 


• The whole process is unclear with regard to the ability of an aggrieved neighbor to amend or file 
subsequent appeals if and when the pop-out plans change. 


• RH-1 neighbors of RH-2 properties would have less protection for their adjacent open space because 
the rights of review and appeal for their RH-2 neighbors' projects would have been drastically 
restricted. 


• The pop-out description is fundamentally weak in that it seems not to prohibit serial pop-outs; the 
whole yard can be filled by a sequence of pop-outs.  For this reason, it is better to allow a more 
complete Planning Department process so that the history and context of these developments can 
be understood.   There is not good justification for streamlining the process - while any single pop-
out plan may seem a modest change, the history and context of pop-outs on a property needs to be 
evaluated carefully. 


Require Planning Department Approval of Pre-application Meeting plans as to code and other usual 
requirements before the Pre-app meeting, and at the time the DBI permit is granted, supply neighbors with 
a copy of the permit.  


• Project Sponsor shall obtain Planning Department approval of Plans that are to be given to neighbors 
at Pre-application Meetings. 


• Project Sponsor shall give neighbors copies of approved plans and permit at time of approval of 
permit. 


 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Sincerely,  


  
George Wooding 


President 


 


CC:   Clerk of the Board, Planning Commission, Commissions Secretary, Planning Department 







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Chamber Letter re: FR Permit for Healthy Spot
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 10:43:06 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
6.15.18 Support Healthy Spot Retail Permit Application.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: Alexander Mitra [mailto:amitra@sfchamber.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2018 9:24 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: SF Chamber Letter re: FR Permit for Healthy Spot
 
Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,
 
Please see the attached letter from the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce supporting Healthy

Spot’s application for a permit to open a retail location on 24th Street in Noe Valley.
 
Thank you,
 

Alex Mitra
Manager, Public Policy
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce
235 Montgomery St., Ste. 760, San Francisco, CA 94104
(O) 415-352-8808 • (E) amitra@sfchamber.com
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June 15, 2018 
 
 
Commissioner Rich Hillis, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
RE:  SUPPORT Healthy Spot Retail Permit Application 
 
Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners, 
 
The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing the interests of thousands of local businesses, 
supports Healthy Spot in its application for a permit to open a retail location on 24th Street in Noe Valley. 
 
Healthy Spot’s pet service business is an excellent fit for the former Radio Shack site along Noe Valley’s 
major commercial corridor. That space, long occupied by the national formula retailer, has been vacant 
for some time and is an ugly blight in an otherwise lovely neighborhood shopping street. Since Healthy 
Spot is also considered formula retail because it has more than eleven locations, operating in this site is 
appropriate and consistent with the city’s criteria for formula retail in a neighborhood commercial 
district.  
 
Filling the empty store, one of several vacant spots on 24th Street, with pet-oriented retail that serves a 
residential, pet-friendly neighborhood, benefits the community in multiple ways. Healthy Spot will 
generate foot traffic that will boost other shops, restaurants and professional service providers on the 
street. It will offer healthy supplies and unique services at a reasonable cost that compliment the 
options offered to local residents who can choose for themselves where to shop for pet supplies. In 
addition, Healthy Spot’s founders have committed to hiring locally and producing neighborhood events 
in the Noe Valley Town Square every year. 
 
Noe Valley’s 24th Street, like other neighborhood commercial districts in  
San Francisco, is struggling to keep its brick and mortar retail stores occupied and thriving. Healthy Spot 
will be a welcome addition to the corridor and a great Noe Valley neighbor. The San Francisco Chamber 
of Commerce urges the Planning Commission to approve its permit application. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
Jim Lazarus 
Senior Vice President, Public Policy 
 
cc:  Clerk of the Planning Commission, to be distributed to all Planning Commissioners 







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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Subject: FW: 450 O"Farrell St. proposed project
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 10:42:36 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: Laura Hollis [mailto:laurahollis00@att.net]
Sent: Saturday, June 16, 2018 3:38 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 450 O'Farrell St. proposed project

Planning Commission
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission St.,Suite 400
SF, CA 94103

RE: Support for 450 O'Farrell St. proposed project

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

I think this project will be a win-win for 450 O'Farrell St. meeting the needs of the community with below-market-
rate housing and retail also providing a church facility, and a Christian Science Reading Room.  It would be an
expression of revitalization every one would enjoy.

Respectfully,  Laura Hollis (a lifetime resident of our beautiful city)
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Objections to Conditional Use Authorization Application - 232 Clipper St., CASE NO. 2017-011414CUA
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 10:41:54 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: Julie Traun [mailto:julietraun@aol.com] 
Sent: Saturday, June 16, 2018 3:52 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Campbell, Cathleen (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Re: Objections to Conditional Use Authorization Application - 232 Clipper St., CASE NO. 2017-
011414CUA
 
Correction: my house is two doors West of 232 Clipper. 232 Clipper is two doors East of my
own. 
 
Thank you!
Julie 

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 15, 2018, at 8:21 PM, julietraun@aol.com wrote:

Dear Commissioners,

Please see my attached letter submitted in opposition to the Conditional Use Authorization
Application for 232 Clipper Street, CASE NO 2017-011414CUA.
 
I have also pasted the content of the letter below:
 

Julie Traun
240 Clipper Street

San Francisco, CA 94114
415-225-5004

julietraun@aol.com
 
 

June 15, 2018
 

San Francisco Planning Commission
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1650 Mission Street
Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Via: Email
 
 
            Re:      Objections to Conditional Use Authorization Application
                        Project Address: 232 Clipper Street
                        CASE NO. 2017-011414CUA
 
Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission,
 
I write to lodge my strong objections to the above referenced project two doors
west of my own on Clipper Street. 
 
My husband purchased our home on Clipper Street in 1971, at approximately the
same time as Kim Mecuri Bullis and her son Steve Bullis.  We were neighbors
and good friends until Steve’s death which lead to the sale of his property at 232
Clipper Street to Mr. Eastwood, the proponent of the plans before you.   These
plans are opposed by every neighbor we know, as well as the Noe Neighborhood
Council.
 
As longtime owners on this street – perhaps the longest – we have watched
dozens of homes renovated.  On each and every occasion, the renovation was
compatible with the surrounding structures and undertaken with a spirit of
collaboration – until now.  What is proposed by Mr. Eastwood stands alone in
stark and unacceptable contrast to the beauty and spirit of this street and
neighborhood.
 
NO home anywhere near us is four stories, none are anywhere near as large, and
none so negatively impact the privacy and light of neighbors.
 
Height and Depth are unacceptable. The current structure at 232 Clipper Street
is a single story home and all surrounding homes are no more than three floors. 
Therefore the proposed height of four stories and the proposed depth, which adds
more than 23 feet to the existing home, are grossly incompatible for the project
will extend well beyond the adjacent homes, both of which were recently
renovated to be compatible with their adjacent neighbors and respectful of their
light and privacy. 
 
Rear Massing of Project is unacceptable. In recent years, the adjacent homes to
the proposed structure have undertaken modest renovations; the rear of the
renovated homes are intentionally lower and smaller than the front facades out of
respect for privacy, light and neighborhood compatibility. This project proposes a
massive structure to the rear of the property with two decks, one off the 3rd as
well as the 4th floor. This massive rear structure will impact not only the adjacent
neighbors but homes beyond.  Our home is free standing on the side facing the
project and our bathroom privacy on the third floor as well as our main room
privacy on our second floor will cease to exist.  I can’t imagine the magnitude of
the detrimental impact on privacy and light on the adjacent neighbors.  This



proposed project clearly violates the Residential Designs Guidelines and it must
be rejected.
 
Glazing on Front and Rear is unacceptable. The proportion and size of
windows on the front and rear of the proposed structure are completely
incompatible with all existing structures on the block and neighborhood.  The
Planning Department agreed. The number and scale of glazing must be
significantly reduced.
 
The Front Roof Deck is unacceptable. The proposed upper level roof deck must
also be rejected for privacy and compatibility concerns.
 
I join my neighbors in lodging these serious objections to this massive project and
urge this Commission to reject the Conditional Use Authorization application. 
Please consider my prior correspondence with Mr. Campbell, copied on this letter.
 
I will join my neighbors at the hearing scheduled for June 21st.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
                                                                                    Very truly yours,
 

                                                                                
JULIE A. TRAUN

 
 
cc: Cathleen Campbell
 
<Traun Letter to Planning Commission 232 Clipper St..pdf>



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commissioner’s Packet for ADU legislation for June 21, 2018 Hearing
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 10:39:06 AM
Attachments: 2018-004194PCA - Public comment.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: SchuT [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2018 7:30 PM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Commissioner’s Packet for ADU legislation for June 21, 2018 Hearing
 
Dear President Hillis and Fellow Commissioners,
I submitted this attached comment on the ADU legislation for your packet.  I believe I was
timely.  I sent a pdf to Staff on Wednesday morning, June 13th.   I delivered 15 copies to the
Department’s 4th floor reception desk that same afternoon.  
Here is my comment which was not in the actual online packet for ADUs, but is listed
separately in the Supporting Documents of the Commission Agenda website as “Public
Comment”.
Anyway here it is again, just in case you want to read it.
Thank you.
Georgia Schuttish
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-004194PCA%20-
%20Public%20comment.pdf
 

 

Sent from my iPad
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June 12, 2018

To:  Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors

Re:  ADUa scheduled for June 21, 2018 at Planning Commission

        Board of Supervisors File No. 180268 


Dear Commissioners and Supervisors:



I am requesting that you include an amendment to this legislation that 
defines “proposed” as any project that does not involve a demolition of a 
single family home, particularly in the RH-1 zoned neighborhoods.  ADUs 
should not be an economic incentive to demolish existing housing, 
because as is clear from the Housing Element, existing housing is 
generally considered to be more affordable than new construction.



Please consider the following broad points about ADUs:



What is the concept of an ADU?  It is an “extra” dwelling unit on a lot.  It is 
intended to provide private and separate, somewhat smaller living space, 
either for a relative or as a source of additional income as a rental property 
to the homeowner.  That is the concern of the individual property owner.



What is the policy concern of government?  It is to expand housing 
opportunities that are more affordable by design to more of the population.



It is concerning if ADUs could be an incentive to demolish a house just to 
build a very large house with an ADU.  I think that is what occurred with 
the Discretionary Review for 653 28th Street (RH-1) which the Commission 
approved in September 2017.  If there had been no DR, the Commission 
would not have heard this project.   Contrary to what Ms. Mohan and 
Director Rahaim said at the June 7th hearing, that any demolition would 
require a CUA, that is not true for projects in the RH-1 which can be 
Administratively Approved.  Vast swaths of the City are, for better or worse 
depending on your point of view, zoned RH-1.  I do not think anyone 
wants to see an uptick in demolitions across these neighborhoods.



Sound, relatively affordable housing in the RH-1 neighborhoods can add 
ADUs without demolition.  It is not good infill housing, to increase the 
ADUs, by demolishing single family homes and thereby doing what was 
referred to at the Planning Commission hearing on June 7th as “backdoor 
up-zoning” and lose relatively affordable housing.








Please consider this point:   As the Planning Commission has discussed 
during deliberations for many projects, they have no control over how the 
interior of a property is used.   Given the economics of building and the 
explosion of “monster home” construction it seems reasonable to suggest 
that the living space from an ADU in totally brand new single family 
construction is more likely to be kept off the market as a rental unit, and 
instead, will be absorbed into the main, larger portion of the new housing. 
This is probably less likely when an ADU is added to an existing building.  


Until recently the City’s ADU legislation did not include the word 
“proposed”.  The State legislation does.  ( SB 229 which went into effect in 
September 2017 and SB 831 which is pending).  This State legislation was 
proposed by Senator Wieckowski.  He represents the East Bay where 
there is more land and potentially brand new single family or town homes 
that could accommodate ADUs.  That makes sense for “proposed” 
housing in the areas of California where there is still undeveloped land.  
San Francisco does not have undeveloped land….but there is space for 
ADUs in existing single family housing as Staff discussed in their 
presentation at the June 7th Commission hearing.



The idea of ADUs as infill is great for those single-family homeowners who 
want to add the unit.  It is not great when it means the Demolition of 
housing by speculators or by a developer who wants to avoid the City’s 
intention to densify by pretending to densify, but actually only wants to 
build a big house.   It is bad when existing, affordable housing is lost.



This seems like a potential loophole and potentially a negative for 
housing in San Francisco.  Please create a definition of “proposed” 
that prohibits demolition of sound, viable, relatively affordable 
housing that matches San Francisco housing needs for now and in 
the future, and is compliant with the Housing Element of the General 
Plan.   ADUs can be added to existing buildings, not demolished ones. 


Sincerely,

Georgia Schuttish



cc:  Kimia Haddadan; Marcelle Boudreaux; Jonas Ionin; Scott Sanchez;

John Rahaim; Menaka Mohan;












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

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission Update for the Week of June 18, 2018
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 10:26:07 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 6.18.18.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, June 18, 2018 9:51 AM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for the Week of June 18, 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: 

June 18, 2018

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of June 18, 2018

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of June 18, 2018. 

Civil Service (Monday, June 18, 2PM)


Action Items

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

· Airport Commission - $2,000,000 - The proposed work is an overnight bus service to and from the San Francisco International Airport (SFO) between Millbrae BART and Caltrain stations, and all local bus stops on Route 292 between downtown San Francisco and south to Palo Alto.  This is a late night bus service that operates 7 days per week between the hours of 12:45 a.m. and 6:00 a.m.  Additionally, SamTrans will provide emergency replacement bus service when Airtrain is shut down due to unforeseen circumstances.

· Airport Commission - $1,200,000 - Contractor will provide ongoing representation of the San Francisco International Airport (Airport) before the California State Legislature and Executive Administration in Sacramento, CA, to identify and advocate for or against legislation and regulatory matters that may impact the Airport.  This work requires a dedicated presence in Sacramento, CA, and requires the Contractor maintains good relationships with state legislators and their staff.


· Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing - $778,492 - Technical assistance to the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) to support the implementation of HSH’s Five-Year Strategic Framework, and the Department’s work to drive systems transformation and culture change.  Includes assessment to Department’s approach to addressing homelessness in San Francisco, as well as specific strategies in the following areas: adult homelessness, family homelessness, youth homelessness, street homelessness, coordinated entry systems for all populations, problem solving strategies, data and performance measurement.



· Public Utilities Commission - $150,000 - Itron Inc. (“Itron”) specializes in time-series data analysis, statistical modeling, forecasting process consulting, and forecasting system implementation.  The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”) will retain Itron’s services on an as-needed basis, pursuant to a task order process.  For each task order, Itron will propose a scope of work which will include, but not be limited to:  staffing plan, project schedule, deliverables and costs.  Technical services will vary depending on business requirements throughout the contract term.  However, the following services will be performed beginning in 2019:


· Short Term Model Review.  SFPUC currently runs three (3) short-term forecasting models once a week for power scheduling.  Itron proposes to review the models and recommend improvements.


· Short Term Model Development.  SFPUC obtains a short-term forecast for the Clean Power San Francisco (CPSF) customers for use in power scheduling.  Itron will develop a forecast model for the CPSF load consistent with the current SFPUC models reviewed in item 1 above.


· Long Term Model Development.  SFPUC requires a long-term forecasting framework designed to forecast 5 years ahead.  Itron will develop the forecasting framework with template models that may be expanded by SFPUC staff.  Itron will develop the framework and the forecast template models and support SFPUC staff through their model development.


· Other tasks over the term of the contract will include: (1) Reviewing model accuracy and suggesting model improvements; (2) Providing training to new MetrixND/LT users; (3) Assisting with development of new models for new customer classes; and (4) Modeling long-term load changes due to changes in energy usage patterns.


Contract Amount: Upon execution of Amendment 2, the contract not to exceed amount will be $401,830.  Of this, $150,000 has been allocated to as-needed technical services.  The remaining amount has been allocated for annual software support.


· Public Utilities Commission - $1,000,000 - The proposed work are tunnel and geotechnical engineering design, and engineering support during construction for SFPUC’s Kansas and Marin Streets Sewer Improvements Project.  This project is proposing a 8-foot diameter tunnel (starting from the intersection of Kansas and Marin Streets, and running approximately 900-feet west towards Lot 31, which is within City Property), launching and receiving shafts, junction structures, and all related site investigation work (i.e. geotechnical and hazardous material).  The primary purpose of the project is to increase hydraulic conveyance to alleviate flooding for a susceptible portion of the City.

· Recreation and Park - $1,800,000 - RPD wishes to select a pool of three to four consultants to perform Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) and Archeological Review (AR) services on an as-needed basis for various projects.  Each contract will be limited to $600,000, and funds would not be encumbered until a specific project has been assigned to a consultant.


· Airport - $600,000 - Veterinary care services for approximately 15-20 canine members of the K9 Unit of the San Francisco Police Department Airport Bureau, at the San Francisco International Airport (Airport).  Care will include examinations, disease prevention programs, diet and weight management services, medications, and treatments as necessary for various conditions and illnesses.


· Assessor/Recorder - $20,000,000 to $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.The ASR plans to procure the following professional service(s): 1. Implementation services 2. Data conversion services 3. Independent Verification and Validation Services.The replacement of the City’s property assessment & tax system is one of the three major IT projects identified by the Information & Communication Technology (ICT) Plan for FY 18-22.Anticipated Outcomes are: 1. Increase Efficiency and Quality: Re-engineer assessment and tax business processes based on best practices and eliminate manual processes and workarounds.2. Improve Revenue Collection:Increase turnaround time for assessments and provide timely tax billing, revenue collection and certification to reduce revenue at risk.3. Build a Resilient IT Infrastructure:Secure $2.5 billion in revenue through modern technology platforms that are secure and resilient.4. Increase Access to Data: Improve information available to public and policymakers and enable better revenue forecasting and data analysis.5.Improve Taxpayer Service and Transparency:Integrate property tax and assessment functions among the three departments for better customer service.


· Public Health - $1,300,000 to $2,300,000 - Provide an on-site, comprehensive dental service program for the residents of Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH).  The dental services shall meet or exceed the standards of the State of California Medi-Cal Denti-Cal Program.  The services will include, at a minimum: routine treatment and examinations, radiographs, cleanings and fillings, relinings and repairs of dentures, fabrication of new full and partial dentures, extractions and bedside care to patients unable to come to the LHH Dental Clinic.

· Public Health - $11,800,000 to $21,800,000 - Contractor(s) will provide specialized consulting services in the area of information technology.  As-needed and intermittent services to include:  needs analysis, documentation of status of applications and processes, evaluation of processes and work flow, documentation of technical specifications, project management, enterprise Master Patient Index (eMPI) and Master Data Management (MDM) services, data warehouse and archiving initiatives, applications support, research and preparation analyses of future state initiatives, documentation of specifications for new applications, and overall project support for interdepartmental clinical data integration initiatives.  Focus areas will include systems and applications for:  Whole Person Care Initiatives, Population Health, Environmental Health, Communicable Diseases, Prevention, financial systems, clinical systems, ongoing integration initiatives, Electronic Health Record (EHR)-related activities, managed care services, and technology modernization projects.
Modification
05/31/2023


· Public Utilities Commission - $28,500,000 to $30,915,000 - The work under Amendment No. 5 will provide additional engineering support during the construction phase of the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project (CDRP).  Engineering support services will include reviewing of submittals, responding to Request for Information, revising drawings and specifications to address project issues that arise during the course of construction and in respond to Division of Safety of Dam (DSOD) request, attending construction meetings at the site, providing assistant during start-up, and commissioning of the project.


· Department of Emergency Management - $900,00 to $1,800,000 - This request is to contract with San Francisco Fleet Week Association to help coordinate Fleet Week activities, which will include large-scale event production, facilitation and overall management of a multi-day set of events.  The partnership with the San Francisco Fleet Week Association will sustain coordination with external private sector, non-profit and Federal Government partners, including members of the Department of Defense (U.S. Navy and Marines).  This request will be for three years.

· Appeal by Veronica Thorne-Dixson of the Rejection of Her Application for Class 2322 Nurse Manager, Maternal Child Adolescent Health Specialty Area. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny Ms. Thorne-Dixson’s appeal.

Youth (Monday, June 18, 515PM)


Action Items

· Legislation Referred from the Board of Supervisors

· BOS File No. 180519 [Ordinance amending the Environment Code to prohibit the sale or use in the City of single use food service ware made with fluorinated chemicals and certain items made with plastic; requiring that food service ware accessories be provided only on request or at self-service stations; requiring reusable beverage cups at events on City property; removing waiver provisions; setting operative dates; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act.] Sponsors: Supervisors Tang; Safai, Breed, Sheehy, Peskin, Yee, Ronen, Fewer


Airport (Tuesday, June 19, 9AM)

Discussion Only


· Retirement Resolution for Ms. Christina Ho, Executive Secretary II - Resolution thanking Ms. Christina Ho, Executive Secretary II, for her 37 years of service with the City and County of San Francisco.


· Retirement Resolution for Ms. Diane L. Artz - Resolution thanking Ms. Diane L. Artz for over 29 years of faithful service to the City and County of San Francisco.


· Retirement Resolution for Ms. Jean Caramatti - Resolution thanking Ms. Jean Caramatti for 45 years of service to the City and County of San Francisco, with 36 of those years at San Francisco International Airport.

Action Items

· Approval of Phase D of Contract No. 8768.66 Design-Build Services for the Airport Hotel Project - Webcor Construction LP dba Webcor Builders - $35,544,200


· Award of Contract No. 11068.66 Design-Build Services for the Energy Management Control System Project - Suffolk Construction Company, Inc. - $10,948,093


· Award of Contract No. 11211.44 Terminal Management System Upgrade - SITA Information Networking Computing USA, Inc. - $8,122,395


· Authorization to Enter into a Contribution Agreement with, and to Accept a $6,250,000 Contribution from United Airlines, Inc., for the 400 Hertz Ground Power Converter Units and Preconditioned Air Units System Installation Project at Plots 40 and 41


· Award of Contract No. 50169 State Legislative Advocacy Services - Edelstein Gilbert Robson & Smith, LLC - $540,000


· Award of Contract No. 50160 Veterinary Services for the San Francisco Police Department Airport Bureau K9 Unit - San Bruno Pet Hospital - $450,000


· Award of Contract No. 50119.02 As-Needed Individualized Executive Management Development and Staff Training Services - Ashton 212 - $400,000


· Award of Contract No. 50167 Sustainable Aviation Fuel Feasibility Study: Infrastructure and Logistics - WSP USA, Inc. - $371,000


· Award of the Expedited Traveler Service Lease - Alclear, LLC


· Commencement of the Request for Proposals Process for the Terminal 1 Retail Concession Lease 3 - Specialty Retail


· Modification No. 1 to Contract No. 10551.61 Airfield Signage Upgrade Phase A Project - Vellutini Corporation dba Royal Electric Company - $250,000


· Authorization to Conduct a Request for Proposals for Contract No. 50164 - Airport Guest Services Training, Mystery Shopping, and Consultation Services


· Authorization to Conduct a Request for Proposals for Contract No. 50165 - Airport Guest Surveys, Research, and Fieldwork Services and to Negotiate


· Determination to Proceed with the Airport Wide UPS Replacement and Upgrade Project and Authorization to Call for Bids for Contract No. 11198.61, Construction Services for the Airport Wide Uninterrupted Power Supply (UPS) Replacement and Upgrade Project


· Authorization to Establish a Pool of Pre-Qualified Consultants to Provide Natural Resources Planning Services on an As-Needed Basis


· Authorization to Issue a Request for Qualifications/Proposals for Professional Services Contract No. 11371.50 As-Needed Exterior Envelope and Waterproofing Consulting Services


· Grant of Authority to Accept Certain Gifts of Objects to SFO Museum 

Community Investment & Infrastructure (Tuesday, June 19, 1PM)

Action Items

· Approving, pursuant to the Transbay Implementation Agreement, a Third Amendment to the Contract with Conger Moss Guillard Landscape Architecture to complete design and construction administration for the Folsom Streetscape Improvements by increasing the not-to-exceed amount by $667,969, for a total maximum aggregate amount of $4,420,106; Transbay Redevelopment Project Area 


· Authorizing, pursuant to the Transbay Implementation Agreement, a Third Amendment to the Memorandum of Understanding with the City and County of San Francisco, acting through its Department of Public Works to increase funding in an additional amount not to exceed $17,966,556 for an aggregate total not to exceed $19,079,347 for the Transbay Folsom Street Improvement Project that is within the scope of the Transit Center District Plan Project approved under the Final Environmental Impact Report Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower (“FEIR”), a Program EIR, and is adequately described in the FEIR and its addendum for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act; Transbay Redevelopment Project Area 

· Approving a variance under the Mission Bay South Design for Development for artwork on Block 40 at 1800 Owens Street that exceeds standards for vertical dimensions and for clearance from, and projection over, the sidewalk; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area 

· Authorizing a Personal Services Contract with Lowercase Productions (“Lowercase”), a sole proprietorship in an amount not to exceed $100,000 for web development services, specifically the design, overhaul and revamp of the current OCII website 

· Establishing classifications of positions and compensation schedules for Successor Agency staff and establishing authority for appointment to and vacation from positions under said classifications and other matters

Entertainment (Tuesday, June 19, 530PM)


Action Items

· Hearing and Possible Action regarding applications for permits under the jurisdiction of the Entertainment Commission:

Consent Agenda:


· EC-1449 – Clyde, Janet, Vesuvio, 255 Columbus Ave., Limited Live Performance Permit.


· EC-1450 – Sison, Deanna and Mia Weening, Victory Hall & Parlor, 360 Ritch St., Limited Live Performance Permit.


· EC-1424 – Murphy, Scott, Nate Valentine, and Chad Donnelly, August Hall & Fifth Arrow, 420 & 430 Mason St., amendment to include Mechanical Amusement Device Permit.


· Public Employee Appointment:  Executive Director, Entertainment Commission.  Discussion and possible action to submit nominees to the Mayor (Closed Session)

Health (Tuesday, June 19, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· 2016 PUBLIC BOND UPDATE

· UCSF RESEARCH AND ACADEMIC BUILDING AT ZSFG UPDATE

Action Items

· VOTE TO HOLD THE AUGUST 7, 2018 HEALTH COMMISSION MEETING AT THE RICHMOND RECREATION CENTER LOCATED AT 251 18TH AVENUE, SAN FRANCISCO CALIFORNIA 94121

· LHH GIFT FUND EXPENDITURE BUDGET FY2018-19

· REVISED LHH 45-01 GIFT FUND MANAGEMENT POLICY

· CONFERENCE WITH CITY ATTORNEY - Existing Litigation - Settlement of Litigation: Rita Kae Restrepo and Cheryl Randolph, $195.000.00 Rita Kae Restrepo and Cheryl Randolph vs. City and County of San Francisco, Mark White, Gerard Padilla, and Does 1-20. (San Francisco Superior Court, Case No.) (Closed Session)


MTA (Tuesday, June 19, 1PM)


Discussion Only


· Update on Vision Zero


· Presentation and Discussion regarding the Public Outreach and Engagement.

Action Items

· Authorizing the disposal of 12 surplus vintage streetcars. 


· Establishing a revised meeting schedule for meetings of the SFMTA Board of Directors and Parking Authority Commission Policy and Governance Committee to meet at 10:00 a.m. on the fourth Tuesday of every month.

· Amending the Transportation Code, Division II, to revise the pilot Powered Scooter Share Permit Program by increasing the fines for repeated Powered Scooter Share Parking violations, and making technical corrections to clarify the scope of the fines, and the authority of the Director of Transportation to issue procedures governing the review of Powered Scooter Share Permit Program application and revocation decisions.

· Approving Contract No. SFMTA-2017-11, Maintenance of Electronic Card Access Security Systems, with Microbiz Security Company, for the maintenance of alarm systems at SFMTA facilities, in an amount not to exceed $800,000, and for a term of five years. 


· Approving Amendment #3 to Contract No. SFMTA 2016/29, Safety Management Software and Configuration Services Contract with Intelex Technologies, for additional software development, configuration and integration services to implement an SFMTA Safety Management Database System to increase the contract amount by $252,731 for a total contract amount not to exceed $1,991,730 and no additional time.

· Approving the following parking and traffic modifications associated with the 8th Avenue Neighborway Project as follows:

· ESTABLISH – NO LEFT TURN  - Fulton Street, eastbound left turn to northbound 8th Avenue


· ESTABLISH – RED ZONE - 8th Avenue, west side, from Cabrillo Street to 12 feet northerly; 8th Avenue, east side, from Cabrillo Street to 20 feet southerly; Cabrillo Street, south side, from 8th Avenue to 6 feet easterly; Cabrillo Street, south side, from 8th Avenue to 13 feet westerly; 8th Avenue, west side, from Balboa Street to 18 feet northerly; 8th Avenue, east side, from Balboa Street to 17 feet southerly; Balboa Street, south side, from 8th Avenue to 19 feet westerly; 8th Avenue, east side, from Anza Street to 18 feet southerly; 8th Avenue, west side, from Anza Street to 20 feet northerly; Anza Street, north side, from 8th Avenue to 20 feet easterly; 8th Avenue, west side, from Geary Boulevard to 23 feet northerly; Cabrillo Street, north side, from 9th Avenue to 7 feet westerly; Cabrillo Street, south side, from 9th Avenue to 8 feet easterly; Cabrillo Street, south side, from 9th Avenue to 20 feet westerly; 9th Avenue, east side, from Cabrillo Street to 6 feet southerly


· ESTABLISH – 45 DEGREE BACK-IN ANGLED PARKING - 8th Avenue, west side, from Clement Street to 190 feet southerly 


· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGNS - Cabrillo Street, eastbound and westbound, at 9th Avenue.

· Supporting an ordinance that would amend the Business and Tax Regulations Code to add a new gross receipts tax category for transportation network company services, private transit vehicle services, and autonomous vehicle passenger services. 


· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - Anticipated Litigation as defendant (Closed Session)

Aging & Adult Services (Wednesday, June 20, 130PM)


Action Items


· Requesting authorization to modify the existing grant with Community Living Campaign Community Services for the provision of Consulting Services; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; for an additional amount of $100,000 for a new grant amount of $484,000 plus 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $532,400.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Felton Institute for the provision of the Long Term Care Ombudsman Program during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $485,026 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $533,528.

· Requesting authorization to renew grant agreement with Openhouse for the provision of LGBT Cultural Sensitivity Training during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021; in the amount of $139,107 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $153,017.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Bayview Hunter’s Point Multipurpose Senior Services for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $254,620 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $280,082.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Catholic Charities for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $153,382 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $168,720.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Golden Gate Senior Services for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $146,904 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $161,594.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Institute on Aging for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $240,244 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $264,268.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Mission Neighborhood Centers for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $160,378 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $176,416.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Northern California Presbyterian Homes & Services (NCPHS) for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $310,082 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $341,090.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with On Lok Day Services / 30th Street Senior Center for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $207,428 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $228,170.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Openhouse for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $150,102 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $165,112.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Self Help for the Elderly for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $590,000 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $649,000. 


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Toolworks for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $111,706 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $122,876.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Asian Americans Advancing Justice – Asian Law Caucus for the provision of legal services to older adults; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $186,391 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $205,030.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with La Raza Centro Legal for the provision of legal services to older adults; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $178,738 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $196,611.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Legal Assistance to the Elderly for the provision of legal services to older adults; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $499,413 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $549,354.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Nihonmachi Legal Outreach dba API Legal Outreach for the provision of legal services to older adults; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $145,854 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $160,439. 

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Independent Living Resource Center San Francisco for the provision of legal services to younger adults with disabilities; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $142,019 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $156,220.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with La Raza Centro Legal for the provision of legal services to younger adults with disabilities; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $41,640 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $45,804.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Legal Assistance to the Elderly for the provision of legal services to younger adults with disabilities; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $41,640 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $45,804. 

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Nihonmachi Legal Outreach dba API Legal Outreach for the provision of legal services to younger adults with disabilities; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $142,994 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $157,293.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Self Help for the Elderly for the provision of the health insurance counseling and advocacy program (HICAP) to seniors and younger adults with disabilities; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $367,928 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $404,720.

· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with On Lok Day Services for the provision of Elderly Nutrition Program Congregate Meals; during the period of July 1, 2017 to June 30, 2018; in the addition amount of $21,000, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $4,461,216. 


· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Q Foundation dba AIDS Housing Alliance/SF for the provision of Housing Subsidies for older adults and adults with disabilities; during the period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020; in the amount of $4,173,320, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $4,590,652.

· Confer with legal counsel - advice from the City Attorney regarding a proposed settlement of the claim by Estate Research Associates, # 18-01629, filed with the City and County of San Francisco on January 18, 2018; up to $90,000. (Closed Session)

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, June 20, 5PM)

Action Items

· APPEAL - MARLENE KRAMER vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 2242 35th Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on March 06, 2018, to Gene Lau, of an Alteration Permit (revision to BPA No. 2017/10/17/1427; interior room reconfiguration per plans; new deck at rear; replace two front windows in-kind with aluminum clad wood windows). Note: on May 09, 2018, the Board voted 5-0 to continue this matter to allow time for DBI to research the permit history and report back on the status of the project in relation to those permits.

· APPEAL - ABDALLA JOSEPH DBA “SAVE MOR MART” vs. DEPT. OF PUBLIC HEALTH, Re: 4522 3rd Street. Appealing the DENIAL on March 02, 2018, of a Tobacco Sales Establishment Permit (pursuant to Article 19H of the San Francisco Health Code). Note: on April 25, 2018, the Board voted 5-0 to continue this matter to allow time for the Department of Public Health to provide information regarding their density cap analysis On June 06, 2018, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Wilson absent) to continue this matter to allow time for the appellant to get a Letter of Determination from the Department of Building Inspection’s Technical Services Division regarding the seismic upgrades at 4500 3rd Street.


· APPEAL - PRESIDIO HEIGHTS ASSOCIATION OF NEIGHBORS vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS BUREAU OF STREET USE AND MAPPING, Re: 3512 Clay Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on February 23, 2018, to Verizon Wireless, of a Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit (construction of a personal wireless service facility in a Zoning Protected Location). Note: On May 09, 2018, the Board voted 5-0 to continue the matter for the preparation of written findings to support a decision to grant the appeal and deny the permit, on the basis that the wireless facility would significantly impair the defining aspects of the neighborhood.


· APPEAL - JOSE BADILLO DBA “JOSE’S TOWING LLC” vs. POLICE DEPT., Re: 54 Vesta Street. Appealing the REVOCATION on February 14, 2018, of a Tow Car Firm Permit and a Tow Car Operator Permit.

· APPEAL - CONNIE MAR vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY, Re: 2 Garfield Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on April 18, 2018, of a Public Works Order (DENIAL of request to remove two significant trees with replacement on private property).


· APPEAL - UNION SQUARE BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS BUREAU OF STREET USE AND MAPPING, Re: 281 Geary Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on April 27, 2018, to San Francisco’s Hometown Creamery, of a Mobile Food Facility Permit (conditional approval of the request to operate a mobile food facility at a location 80 linear feet east of the Powell Street and Geary Street intersection, operating Friday and Saturday from 6:00PM to 11:00PM, and Sunday from 11:00AM to 11:00PM).


Building Inspection (Wednesday, June 20, 10AM)

Discussion Only


· Discussion on the California State Fire Marshall Code interpretation regarding High-rise measurement when the roof is occupied.


· Discussion regarding DBI update on Civil Grand Jury recommendations from both FY 15-16 and FY 12-13.


· Discussion regarding DBI’s policies and procedures for vacant buildings.


· Update on Accela permit and project tracking system.

Elections (Wednesday, June 20, 6PM)


Action Items

· Commission Media Piece about the June 5, 2018 Election and Future Plans - Discussion and possible action regarding the Commission publishing an op-ed and/or blog post about the June 5, 2018 Election and future plans, including about the use of ranked choice voting.

· Commission Social Media, Additional Channel - Discussion and possible action regarding the Commission creating an account on the online publishing platform called Medium https://medium.com/ .


· Objectives and Process for annual Performance Evaluation Director of Elections - Discussion and Possible Action regarding the preparation of objectives and process for Performance Evaluation of the Director of Elections (Closed Session)


Historic Preservation (Wednesday, June 20, 1230PM)


Action Items

· 2694 MCALLISTER - Consideration of a Request for Landmark Initiation of a tree

· 966 MINNESOTA STREET – located on the west side of Minnesota Street, Assessor’s Block 4106, Lot 012 (District 10). Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness for an increase in the property’s overall building envelope area through the enclosure of an existing exterior covered porch at the ground floor and the enclosure of two existing exterior covered balconies at the second and third floors of the subject property. The proposed project also includes replacement of rear windows, repairs to the existing decks at the second and third floors, and related interior alterations. 966 Minnesota Street is a contributor to the Article 10 Dogpatch Landmark District, and is located within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk Limit. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 1100 FULTON STREET – located on the north side of Fulton Street at its intersection with Pierce Street, Assessor’s Block 0777, Lot 005 (District 5). Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the modification of ten existing garage openings at the ground level, including the removal of garage doors and the installation of new windows and doors with new surrounding brick to match the existing polychromatic brick at the base of the building. This work, along with interior alterations, is tied to the addition of six accessory dwelling units at the first floor of the building in portions of the building currently serving as garage and storage space. 1100 Fulton Street is located within the Article 10 Alamo Square Landmark District, a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District, and 40-X Height and Bulk Limit. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 30 OTIS STREET – DRAFT Environmental Impact Report - The 36,042-square-foot (sf) project site comprises five lots (Assessors Block 3505, Lots 10, 12, 13, 16, and 18) (District 6) along Otis Street, 12th Street, Colusa Alley, and Chase Court in the South of Market neighborhood. Five commercial buildings, ranging from one to three stories, currently exist on the site. The proposed project would merge the lots, demolish the existing buildings, and construct a residential building with ground-floor retail and arts activity uses. The proposed building would comprise a 10-story podium structure extending across the entire site and a 27-story single tower in the southeastern portion of the building, at the corner of Otis and 12th streets. The proposed building would be 85 to 250 feet tall and approximately 404,770 gsf. The project includes approximately 423 residential units, 5,585 sf of retail space in three ground floor spaces, 16,600 sf of arts activities space with studios and a theater for the City Ballet School, and approximately 23,000 sf of open space on the ground floor and residential terraces. Streetscape improvements include a 7,200-sf public plaza at the corner of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue and 960-sf plaza on Otis Street. Two basement levels would provide 71 residential parking spaces and three carshare spaces. The building at 14-18 Otis Street has been determined individually eligible for the California Register of Historic Resources. The project site is located in a Downtown General Commercial (C-3-G) and Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) districts and 85/250 R-2 and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment

Police (Wednesday, June 20, 530PM)


Action Items

· Discussion and possible action to approve issuance of Department Bulletin 18-101, Booking Biological Evidence,  per DGO 3.01, modifying Department General Order 6.02, “Physical Evidence and Crime Scenes.”

· CONFERENCE WITH NEGOTIATOR-COLLECTIVE BARGAINING. Anticipated Issues Under Negotiation:  DGO 2.04, “Complaints Against Officers,” DGO 3.01, “Written Communications System,” DGO 5.02, “Use of Electronic Control Weapons,” DGO. 5.15, “Enforcement of Immigration Laws,” and DGO 10.11, “Body Worn Cameras” (Closed Session)


· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION:  Chief of Police. Review of findings and Chief’s decision to return or not return officers to duty following an officer-involved shooting (OIS 18-005) (Closed Session)


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

Library (Thursday, June 21, 530PM)

Discussion Only


· City Librarian Recruitment Update - This is an update on the City Librarian Recruitment position process.

· Facilities Projects Update - This is a discussion item on Facilities including Main Library elevators and the Eureka Valley/Harvey Milk Branch project.

· City Librarian’s Report - The City Librarian will give updates on: San Francisco Museum of Modern Art (SFMOMA) partnership; Golden Gate Valley Branch Centennial; and 2018 Gale/Library Journal Library of the Year Winner. 


Planning (Thursday, June 21, 1PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance

· 701 HAMPSHIRE STREET – south east corner of the intersection of 19th and Hampshire Streets; Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 4078 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0124.7741, proposing to convert the ground floor garage space into two accessory dwelling units and construct a vertical addition (fourth floor) of approximately 1,051 square feet (vertical addition would add living space to the existing units #4 and #5 on the third floor), and interior and exterior remodel of the existing six-unit apartment building within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. (Proposed Continuance to August 30, 2018)

· 650 DIVISADERO STREET – southeast corner of Divisadero and Grove Streets; Lot 002B in Assessor’s Block 1202 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 271, 303, 746.10 and 746.11 to permit the development of a 6-story mixed-use building containing 66 residential dwelling units above 26 ground floor parking spaces and 3,528 square feet of commercial uses within the Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) District, the Fringe Financial Services Restricted Use District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).


 (Proposed Continuance to September 6, 2018)


Discussion Only


· INDIA BASIN MIXED-USE PROJECT – 700 Innes Avenue, the area generally bounded by Innes Avenue on the west, the Griffith Street right-of-way on the north, the San Francisco Bay on the east and the Earl Street right-of-way on the south (largely excluding parcels with structures). Informational Hearing on The India Basin Mixed-Use Project, which would include the development of roughly 24 undeveloped acres (parcels and designated rights-of-way) that would result in approximately 1,575 residential units, 209,000 gsf of non-residential use, up to 1,800 parking spaces, 1,575 bike parking spaces, 15.5 acres of new and improved publicly accessible open space, new streets and other public realm improvements. The subject site is currently within NC-2 (Neighborhood Commercial, Small-scale) and M-1 (Light Industrial) Use Districts and 40-X Height and Bulk District.


Action Items

· 2421 CLEMENT STREET - south side of Clement Street between 25th and 26th Avenues, Lot 039 in Assessor’s Block 1457 (District 1) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 717 to permit change of use from a vacant, first floor storefront to a Limited Restaurant use (an ice cream shop d.b.a. Let’s Roll) at an approximately 530 square foot tenant space within the Outer Clement Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk district. Minor tenant improvements, including a business sign and a new window in an existing opening at the front façade, are also proposed. 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

· 550B CASTRO STREET – between 18th and 19th Streets, Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 2695 (District 8) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 715 for the establishment of a Massage Establishment (d.b.a. Always Tan) at an existing 1,250 square-foot tenant space at the ground floor of an existing two-story commercial building, currently occupied by the listed tenant for personal service use, within the Castro Street Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT AMENDMENTS [BOARD FILE NO. 180268] – Planning Code Amendment to authorize the Zoning Administrator to waive or modify bicycle parking requirements for an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), allow more than one unauthorized unit constructed without a permit to be legalized, exempt from the permit notification requirement ADUs constructed within the defined existing built envelope, allow conversion of an existing stand-alone garage or storage structure to an ADU and expansion of the existing building envelope to add dormers, eliminate the street tree requirement for an ADU, and allow one ADU to be added to a new residential building of three units or less as a component of the new construction. It would also amend the Building Code to provide for a pre-application plan review for ADUs. (Continued from Regular meeting on June 7, 2018) Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modification

· CATERING AS AN ACCESSORY USE IN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS – Planning Code Amendment, sponsored by Supervisor Safai, to allow catering as an accessory use to limited restaurants in Neighborhood Commercial Districts under certain conditions; affirming the Planning Department’s California Environmental Quality Act Determination; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1; and making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare pursuant to Planning Code Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications

· INDIA BASIN MIXED-USE PROJECT – 700 Innes Avenue, the area generally bounded by Innes Avenue on the west, the Griffith Street right-of-way on the north, the San Francisco Bay on the east and the Earl Street right-of-way on the south (largely excluding parcels with structures). Initiation of General Plan Amendments to amend: (1) the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan by removing Policy 1.6 and Figure 6, which currently designate the subject site for industrial use and amending Figure 3 “Land Use Map”; (2) the Urban Design Element by amending Map 4, “Urban Design Guidelines for Height of Buildings”; (3) the Commerce And Industry Element by amending Map 1 “Generalized Commercial And Industrial Land Use Plan”; and (4) the Recreation And Open Space Element by amending Policy 2.4. The India Basin Mixed-Use Project would include the development of roughly 24 undeveloped acres (parcels and designated rights-of-way) that would result in approximately 1,575 residential units, 209,000 gsf of non-residential use, up to 1,800 parking spaces, 1,575 bike parking spaces, 15.5 acres of new and improved publicly accessible open space, new streets and other public realm improvements. The subject site is currently within NC-2 (Neighborhood Commercial, Small-scale) and M-1 (Light Industrial) Use Districts and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate and schedule a public hearing on or after July 26, 2018

· 228-230 CLAYTON STREET – east side of Clayton Street between Hayes and Fell Streets; Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 1210 (District 5) – Request for a Condominium Conversion Subdivision, pursuant to Subdivision Code Sections 1332 and 1381, to convert a four-story, five-unit building into residential condominiums. The subject property is located within a RH-3 (Residential – House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project was determined not to be a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 331 PENNSYLVANIA STREET – east side between 18th and 19th Streets; Lot 026 of Assessor’s Block 4040 (District 10) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 207, 209.1, and 303, to construct up to one dwelling unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area and for a change of use from Institutional (residential care facility) to Residential (seven dwelling units) in the RH-2 Zoning District. The project includes an interior remodel, addition of rear decks, and changes to the exterior. The subject property 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). (Continued from Regular meeting on June 7, 2018) Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 160 CASELLI AVENUE – between Danvers and Clover Streets, Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 2690 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to allow demolition an existing single-family residence and illegal structure at the rear of the property and removal of an unauthorized dwelling unit. The proposal includes new construction of a 3-story 2-unit structure at the front of the property within a RH-2 (Residential, 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 Conditions

· 4049 24TH STREET – south side of 24th Street between Castro and Noe Streets; Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 6507 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 303.1 to establish a Formula Retail use (dba “Healthy Spot”) within an vacant 2,496 square foot commercial retail unit (previously occupied by “RadioShack”). The proposal includes non-structural tenant improvements and new exterior finishes. The project is located in the 24th Street-Noe Valley Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) 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

· 143 CORBETT AVENUE – south side of Corbett Avenue between Hattie and Danvers Streets, Lot 005 in Assessor’s Block 2627 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant Planning Code Sections 249.77 and 303(c), to legalize a horizontal rear addition and to add a spiral staircase and deck infill at the basement level to a proposed two-family residence. The project includes the legalization of previous interior alterations and  expansion, through excavation, and continued alterations of the lower two floors to create a second unit. The project proposes the removal of approximately two feet from the bottom of the bay window at the building’s front façade. The project is located in 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 Conditions


143 CORBETT AVENUE – south side of Corbett Avenue between Hattie and Danvers Streets, Lot 005 in Assessor’s Block 2627 (District 8) - Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for rear yard setback requirements, pursuant to Section 134, to legalize a horizontal rear addition and to add a spiral staircase and deck infill at the basement level to a proposed two-family residence. The project is located in a RH-2 (Residential House, TwoFamily) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.


· 232 CLIPPER STREET – north side between Sanchez and Noe Streets; Lot 009 of Assessor’s Block 6548 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, for a project proposing to demolish an existing one-story single-family residence and construct a new four-story structure with two dwelling units. The project includes excavation associated landscaping. The subject property 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 Conditions

· 345 4TH STREET – located on the north side of 4th Street between Harrison and Folsom Streets; Lot 165 in Assessor’s Block 3751 (District 9) – Request for Large Project Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, to allow the demolition of a twostory retail building with adjacent parking lot and new construction of a seven-story commercial office building (less than 50,000 sf) with ground floor retail and is seeking an exception to active use requirements, under Section 145.1, along the Tandang Sora Street frontage. The project is located within a MUO (Mixed Use-Office) Zoning District and 85-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

345 4TH STREET- located on the north side of 4th Street between Harrison and Folsom Streets; Lot 165 in Assessor’s Block 3751 (District 9) – Request for Office Allocation pursuant to Planning Code Section 321, the project is seeking an office allocation approval pursuant to Section 321 from the reserve for smaller buildings (less than 50,000 sf) . The project is located within a MUO (Mixed Use-Office) Zoning District and 85-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

· 460 WEST PORTAL AVENUE – west side of West Portal Avenue between 15th Avenue and Sloat Boulevard; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 2484 (District 7) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1, 303, and 317, to allow the conversion of the existing residential building at the 460 West Portal Avenue to a school/educational use, providing administrative office, meeting, and guest faculty housing space to an educational facility d.b.a. Waldorf High School. The subject property is located within a RH‐1(D) (Residential, House‐District, One‐Family, Detached) Zoning District, and 40‐X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 89 ROOSEVELT WAY – south side of Roosevelt Way at Buena Vista Terrace; Lot 077 in Assessor’s Block 2612 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.09.19.8061, proposing the vertical addition of a mezzanine level with roof decks to an existing 3-story building within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) 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

Rec and Park (Thursday, June 21, 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


· India Basin


· Commemorative Bench Program


· Esprit Park


· Golden Gate Park Tennis Fees


· Geneva Car Barn Project


· Golden Gate Park, Alvord Lake


· Esprit Park


· Garfield Pool

Action Items

· WILLIE “WOO WOO” WONG PLAYGROUND – AWARD OF CONTRACT - Discussion and possible action to: 1) award a contract for the construction of Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground to CLW Builders, Inc. in an amount not to exceed $8,883,600; and 2) amend the design services contract with CMG Landscape Architecture for Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground to increase the contract by $64,700, for a total not to exceed $1,300,000, which is 5 percent above the amended base contract.


· CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERVICES FUNDING - Discussion and possible action to adopt a resolution authorizing the General Manager and his/her designees to apply for Hazardous Mitigation and Pre-Disaster Mitigation Funding from the California Office of Emergency Services (CalOES) as needed during the next three years, and 2) as necessary, enter into grant agreements with the CalOES for the management of grant funds.


· ACCEPTANCE OF GRANT – SAN FRANCISCO PARKS ALLIANCE - Discussion and possible action to recommend that the Board of Supervisors authorize the Recreation and Park Department to accept and expend a cash grant from the San Francisco Parks Alliance of approximately $150,000, generated by the annual Crab Fest fundraiser event in February 2018, to support the Edwin M. Lee Scholarship Program.


· GARDENS ADJACENT TO CONSERVATORY OF FLOWERS – TEMPORARY ART INSTALLATION - Discussion and possible action to approve a request from the JSLH Foundation to extend for two additional years, the placement of the temporary art installation entitled “La Rose Des Vents” by artist Jean-Michel Othoniel at the gardens adjacent to the Conservatory of Flowers in Golden Gate Park for the period from July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020.


· ACCEPTANCE OF GRANTS - Discussion and possible action to accept and expend the following grants: 1) a cash grant of $20,000 from the National Recreation and Parks Association to support the Greenagers program; 2) a cash grant of $15,000 from the Friends of Camp Mather to support the Camp Mather sport court upgrades Community Opportunity Fund project; 3) a cash grant of $44,100.00 from the San Francisco Parks Alliance, on behalf of the Friends of Alta Plaza Park, to support new park benches and bike racks in the Park.


· SAN FRANCISCO ZOO – INCREASE OF ADMISSION FEES - Discussion and possible action to approve a request by the San Francisco Zoological Society to increase the admission fees at the San Francisco Zoo and Gardens as per Section 15.6 of the San Francisco Zoo Lease and Management Agreement By and Between the City and County of San Francisco and the San Francisco Zoological Society. 

· 858 STANYAN SHADOW ON GOLDEN GATE PARK - Discussion and possible action to adopt a resolution recommending to the Planning Commission regarding whether or not the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 858 Stanyan Street will have a significant adverse impact on the use of Golden Gate Park, pursuant to Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight Ordinance). 

· OPEN SPACE FUND CONTINGENCY RESERVE- DEFERRED MAINTENANCE - Discussion and possible action to approve: 1) the allocation of $1,155,000 from the Open Space Fund Contingency Reserve (the Undesignated Deferred Maintenance sub-fund) to fund infrastructure deferred maintenance projects, and 2) the allocation of $400,000 from the Open space Fund Contingency Reserve (the Undesignated Reserve sub-fund) to fund the acquisition and installation of wildlife-proof waste receptacles, and the engineering and construction to stabilize the Degaussing Station building on Marina Green. 

· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – PENDING LITIGATION - Anita Lofton, et al v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court, Case No. CGC-15-549595 (filed December 23, 2015) Plaintiffs to dismiss claims with prejudice in exchange for City payment of $60,000. (Closed Session)

Miscellaneous

· Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Citizens Advisory Committee (Monday, June 18, 6PM) 




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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2017-009348CUAVAR
Date: Friday, June 15, 2018 9:53:16 AM
Attachments: 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: Rich Hillis [mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2018 9:49 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: 2017-009348CUAVAR
 
In case you didn’t receive. 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Leslie <koelsch1886@comcast.net>
Date: June 15, 2018 at 9:46:10 AM PDT
To: richhillissf@gmail.com
Cc: Gary Weiss <gary@corbettheights.org>
Subject: 2017-009348CUAVAR

Dear Commission Hillis:

Please see the attached letter of opposition from the Corbett Heights Neighbors
regarding the above. 

Thank you.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Jeffrey.Horn@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:koelsch1886@comcast.net
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:gary@corbettheights.org







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Board File 180423/2018-004633PCA Planning Case on "Process Improvements"
Date: Friday, June 15, 2018 9:40:39 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: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net] 
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2018 1:26 PM
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS);
Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS);
Fewer, Sandra (BOS)
Cc: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); 'Rich Hillis'; 'Rodney Fong'; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Bintliff,
Jacob (CPC); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: Board File 180423/2018-004633PCA Planning Case on "Process Improvements"
 
Dear Board of Supervisors,
 
At the June 11, 2018 Board of Supervisors (BOS) Land Use Committee (LUC) [Tang,
Safai, Kim], it was decided, besides changing various items that neighborhoods
sought, to not adopt Planning Commission recommendations including leaving the
notices at 30 days for 311/312s and adopting a 20-day noticing for everything.
 
One of the adopted points was how to notice the rear yard pop-outs.  The BOS-LUC
decided to notice these via the Pre-Application meeting/notice rather than 311/312 (or
even the proposed new Sec. 333 which would give 20/30-day notice (whatever is
decided on) but rather would go only to adjacent neighbors with a 15-day appeal to
the Board of Appeals.  The plans would not have gone through Planning Department
because at one Planning Commission meeting staff mentioned that plans for
proposed projects at Pre-application meetings would not yet have been approved by
Planning (compliance to code, etc.).
 
This idea to use the Pre-application Meeting/Notice can have a number of
consequences:
 

1. “Un-reviewed-by-Planning” plans are shown to neighbors with no definite
requirements as are required by Planning Code for 311/312 Notices today. 
Neighbors will not necessarily be given accurate dimensions of project, have
nobody to ask about the plans at Planning because they are not yet involved at
this stage of the game.  And the 15-day clock to appeal to Board of Appeals is

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


running.  Will the Board of Appeals get auto-magic Appeals increasing suddenly
due to this proposal?  Saving 2 FTEs at Planning may require 2 FTEs to be
hired at Department of Building Inspection.
 

2. “Un-reviewed-by-Planning” plans are promised to the neighbors but there is no
assurance of the plans will not change as they are usually preliminary.
 

3. The “Process Improvements” legislation has text that states there will not be any
duplicate notice if another notice has been sent by somebody on the same or
similar project.  So if there are iterations of the plans shown at the Pre-
application Meeting, how long would it take for the Project Sponsor to give them
to the neighbors after the Pre-application meeting while the 15-day Appeal
Period to the Board of Appeals for the initial Pre-application Meeting is running?
 

4. The legislation states that people who do not speak English as their main
language can get a callback from an interpreter the next day on projects notified
via the 311/312 Notification (to be consolidated under the new Sec. 333 as
general notice); but the Pre-application meeting has no assurance of language
interpreters which would take more time.
 

5. The idea that neighbors can get together with the neighboring owners to come
to some agreement is not under the same rules as the 311/312 Notices today. 
They cannot go to Community Board if neighbors do not speak with each other
– no right to.  They cannot ask Planning because Planning knows nothing of
Preliminary plans at Pre-application Meetings.  Neighbors and neighborhood
organizations with particular characteristics may find themselves not being able
to do much except to file at the Board of Appeals and at what cost?  How much
is the fee?
 

6. What is the mechanism for neighbors to know when the “un-reviewed-by-
Planning” plans for Pre-application meetings have been posted to the website
since we’re eliminating paper notices?  What would be the time parameters?
 

7. Pre-application Meeting Notices are in the Project Sponsor’s envelopes, many
of which I have received with no return address and in non-descript Size 10
envelopes which may get lost in most people’s mail as unimportant. 
Sometimes, these notices are not dated with very sketchy information on them
and with contact information that may never get the neighbors any responses as
some are P.O. Boxes and such.
 

8. The change from 30-day noticing to 20-day noticing is not going to apply to
these Pre-application Meeting Notices.
 

9. Maybe other consequences to neighborhoods but I do think this needs to be



thought through especially with shortened noticing, rules for duplicate noticing,
etc.
 

Thank you for your attention to this matter as you plan to take action on Tuesday,
June 19, 2018 at the Full Board.
Rose Hillson
 
 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Adjacent Neighbor"s Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street
Date: Friday, June 15, 2018 9:37:32 AM
Attachments: Roberts, Brian and Johanna -- Letter to SF Planning Commission 232 Clipper Street Project -- 13June2018.pdf

180613_Shadow Analysis Report Submitted in Opposition to CUA 232 Clipper St.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: Johanna Roberts [mailto:jroberts@PENUMBRAINC.COM] 
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2018 7:06 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; rich.hillis@sfgov.org
Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); 'broberts@pipelinerx.com';
johannaroberts@mac.com
Subject: Adjacent Neighbor's Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street
 
President Hillis and Members of the SF Planning Commission,
 
Please see the attached letter and Shading Analysis submitted in opposition to the Conditional Use
Authorization application for 232 Clipper Street scheduled for hearing on June 21, 2018.

Thanks for your consideration and please let us know if you have any questions.
 
Respectfully,
Johanna Roberts
236 Clipper Street (adjacent neighbor)
 
Johanna Roberts
Deputy General Counsel
Penumbra, Inc. • One Penumbra Place, Alameda, CA 94502
direct 510.748.3241 • cell 415.602.2449 • johanna.roberts@penumbrainc.com • www.penumbrainc.com
 
This electronic message, including its attachments, is COMPANY CONFIDENTIAL and may contain
PROPRIETARY or LEGALLY PRIVILEGED information.  No confidentiality or privilege is waived or lost
by any erroneous transmission.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
use, disclosure, copying, or distribution of this message or any of the information included in it is
unauthorized and strictly prohibited.  If you have received this message in error, please immediately notify
the sender by reply e-mail and permanently delete this message and its attachments, along with any
copies thereof.
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:johanna.roberts@penumbrainc.com
file:////c/www.penumbrainc.com
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I. INTRODUCTION & ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 


SYMPHYSIS was asked to perform a shading analysis to assess the shading impact 


of a proposed 4-story residential building located at 232 Clipper Street, upon the 


adjacent properties at 228 and 236 Clipper Street.   


The adjacent neighbors at 228 and 236 Clipper Street are concerned that the 


proposed 40’-0” tall building will cast additional shadows on their rear yards, rear 


decks and significantly reduce light through their adjacent skylights. 


After performing a shading analysis, SYMPHYSIS concludes that the proposed 4 –


story building at 232 Clipper Street will add significant shading (> 20% increase) to 


all the adjacent  skylights, moderate shading (10-20% increase) to the rear decks 


(3),  and marginal shading (0-5%  increase) to the rear yards of the properties at 


228 and 236 Clipper Street. 


The report herein describes the proposed project, and the methodology used for 


the shading analysis, along with its results.   


 
 
 
 
 


_____________________________________ 
Olivier A. Pennetier, MArch, LEED AP 
SYMPHYSIS Principal 
06/13/2018 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Our services consist of professional opinions and conclusions developed in accordance with generally accepted environmental design 
and solar engineering principles and practices.  Our conclusions and recommendations are based on the information provided by the 
clients, USGS Digital Elevation Model and publically available Geographic Information System database. 
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II. PROJECT LOCATION 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 


The proposed project is located at 232 Clipper Street, in the center of the Noe 


Valley neighborhood.  


 


 


FIGURE 1: LOCATION MAP 


 


 


FIGURE 2: BLOCK MAP
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ANALYSIS 


PROPOSED 
PROJECT 
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III. PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 


The proposed project is a new 4-story, 2-family residential building that will 


replace an existing single story structure, located at 232 Clipper Street, on the 


South end of Block 6548, Lot  09.  The existing building is currently 17’-9 ¼” high 


from the center of the front property line and 55’-5” deep from the front property 


line. 


The proposed building would add 23 feet 3 inches to the overall building height 


for a total height of 40’-0”, and would extend toward the north of the property 


74’-3” from the front property line.  The rear of the proposed building features a 


series of stepping roof decks to minimize rear massing. 


The following drawings, provided by the project sponsor, show the proposed 


project’s elevations and cross section, in relation to the adjacent neighbors at 236 


and 228 Clipper Street.   


 


 


 
FIGURE 3: PROPOSED FRONT ELEVATION 
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FIGURE 4: PROPOSED REAR ELEVATION  


 


 


 


     


 


FIGURE 5: PROPOSED SECTION 
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IV. ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY & RESULTS 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 


A 3D model of the neighboring city blocks was developed, using Geographic 


Information System (GIS) database, photogrammetric building and terrain 


elevation models from Google Earth, and the proposed plans from the project’s 


architect Curtis Hollenbeck.   


Analysis grids were fitted to the rear yards of 228 and 236 Clipper Street 


properties, as well as their rear yard decks and skylights adjacent to the proposed 


project.  These analysis grids record the amount of solar radiation and shading 


percentage before and after the proposed project, and show the areas of 


difference. This process allows us to assess the location and amount of any 


shading impact. 


The analysis was performed for the entire year on an hourly basis, from 12:00 AM 


to 11:00 PM, using the available weather data file (TMY3) from San Francisco 


Airport.  The shading analysis took in consideration the effect of building 


overshadowing as well as the terrain, but disregarded the effects of trees and 


vegetation.  The results are expressed in percentage shading as well as sunlight 


hours.  In addition, another round of calculation was done, using the City’s 


established protocol and methodology for assessing shadowing, with a square-


foot per hour metric (sqft/hr).  This methodology differs with the former one in that 


the calculation times are set to one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset.  


Note that this methodology is most appropriate for horizontal surfaces as it is 


compared to an unobstructed plane (flat). The methodology is part of the City’s 


section 295 shading analysis protocol and is not a requirement for this project. 


The results of this shading analysis show that the proposed 4-story project at 232 


Clipper Street adds substantial additional shading on the adjacent properties 


skylights, most notably the West facing skylights (2) at 228 Clipper Street, and the 


East facing skylight at 236 Clipper Street. The west facing skylight at 236 Clipper 


Street is also noticeably impacted by the proposed project, although to a lesser 


extent.  All adjacent skylights experience an increase in shading over 20%.  +34% 


increase in shading on the West facing skylight at 236 Clipper, +104% increase in 


shading on the West facing skylight at 228 Clipper and +137% increase in shading 


on the East facing skylight at 236 Clipper – a loss of 1,308 hours of direct sunlight 


on this skylight alone throughout the year. 


 







 
S Y M P H Y S I S  | 232 CLIPPER STREET SHADOW ANALYSIS REPORT | JUNE 13TH 2018 | 8 /21 


The three rear decks analyzed fared somewhat better than the skylights, with 


shading increase of 10% for the rear deck at 236 Clipper and upper rear deck at 


228 Clipper Street, to over 11% shading increase at the lower deck of 228 Clipper 


Street.  Still yet, this lower rear deck would experience a loss of 382 hours of direct 


sunlight. 


Both rear yards experience marginal shading increase of +6% each - a smaller 


number due to the large size of the area of analysis.  In the rear yard of 236 


Clipper Street, the impact is more pronounced in the northern, central-to-eastern 


portion of the yard.  In the rear yard of 228 Clipper Street, the impact is mostly 


experienced in the central and Southern portion of the yard. 


For comparison purposes, a similar analysis was performed with the 4th story of 


the proposed project clipped off to see the effect of the top story on the overall 


shading impact.  The analysis shows that the 4th story mostly impacts the west 


skylights at 228 Clipper Street, and the West and East skylights at 236 Clipper 


Street.  The upper deck at 228 Clipper also suffers from the additional top story.  


The lower decks and yards are not substantially affected by the 4th story 


compared to the 3-story only building. 


The following graphics shows the developed model for the analysis, as well as 


graphic representations of the shading impact extents of the additional shading 


caused by the proposed project in comparison to the existing conditions. Tables 


summarize the results of the analysis.  
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FIGURE 6: 3D MODEL OF EXISTING CONDITIONS – SEPTEMBER 21ST @ 9:45 AM 


 


FIGURE 7: 3D MODEL OF PROPOSED CONDITIONS – DECEMBER 21ST @ NOON 
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FIGURE 8: 3D MODEL OF EXISTING CONDITIONS – SEPTEMBER 21ST @ 9:45 AM 


 


FIGURE 9: 3D MODEL OF PROPOSED CONDITIONS WITH 3-STORY DESIGN – DECEMBER 21ST @ NOON 
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FIGURE 10: AREAS SELECTED FOR THE ANALYSIS 


 


FIGURE 11: BIRD EYE VIEW OF MOST IMPACTED AREAS BY ADDITIONAL SHADING – RED = >20% + INCREASE IN SHADING 


1. WEST SKYLIGHTS @ 228 
2. UPPER DECK @ 228 
3. EAST SKYLIGHT @ 236 
4. WEST SKYLIGHT @ 236 
5. LOWER DECK @ 228 
6. DECK @ 236 
7. 7 YARD @ 228 
8. YARD @ 236 
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FIGURE 12: MAP OF MOST IMPACTED AREAS BY ADDITIONAL SHADING – RED = >20% + INCREASE IN SHADING WITH 4-STORY DESIGN 
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FIGURE 12: MAP OF MOST IMPACTED AREAS BY ADDITIONAL SHADING – RED = >20% + INCREASE IN SHADING WITH 3-STORY DESIGN 
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Table 1: Shading Percentage & Sunlight Hours Summary Table for 4 story design: 


 
PROPOSED 4 STORY DESIGN 05/21/18 


       


 
236 CLIPPER 


 
YARD DECK EAST SKYLIGHT WEST SKYLIGHT 


 
BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF 


SHADING % 63.58 67.34 5.9% 76.70 84.79 10.6% 22.30 52.95 137.4% 25.30 33.90 34.0% 


YEARLY SUN HOURS 1533.91 1373.90 -10.4% 975.40 640.24 -34.4% 3298.90 1990.40 -39.7% 3168.90 2801.35 -11.6% 


             


             


 
228 CLIPPER 


 
YARD LOWER DECK UPPER DECK WEST SKYLIGHTS 


 
BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF 


SHADING % 68.42 72.50 6.0% 77.03 86.01 11.7% 68.62 75.87 10.6% 23.34 47.64 104.1% 


YEARLY SUN HOURS 1326.56 1155.94 -12.9% 959.91 577.47 -39.8% 1316.12 1009.77 -23.3% 3251.63 2213.57 -31.9% 


 


Table 2: Shading Percentage & Sunlight Hours Summary Table for 3 story design: 


 
3 STORY DESIGN 


       
 


236 CLIPPER 


 
YARD DECK EAST SKYLIGHT WEST SKYLIGHT 


 
BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF 


SHADING % 63.58 67.07 5.5% 76.70 84.30 9.9% 22.30 45.95 106.1% 25.30 27.70 9.5% 


YEARLY SUN HOURS 1533.91 1385.48 -9.7% 975.40 650.69 -33.3% 3298.90 2282.70 -30.8% 3168.90 3067.80 -3.2% 


             


             


 
228 CLIPPER 


 
YARD LOWER DECK UPPER DECK WEST SKYLIGHTS 


 
BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF 


SHADING % 68.42 72.00 5.2% 77.03 85.49 11.0% 68.62 73.35 6.9% 23.34 27.59 18.2% 


YEARLY SUN HOURS 1326.56 1177.85 -11.2% 959.91 600.47 -37.4% 1316.12 1114.60 -15.3% 3251.63 3074.07 -5.5% 


 


Table 3: Shadow Load Calculation per City’s Methodology – 1 hour after sunrise to 1 hour before sunset 


 
EXISTING PROPOSED PROPOSED 


 
SHADOW LOAD (SF/HR) NET NEW SHADOW LOAD (SF/HR) TOTAL SHADOW LOAD (SF/HR) 


REAR YARD @ 228 3,775,142 256,697 4,031,840 
64.65% 4.40% 69.04% 


REAR LOWER DECK @ 228 14,289 1,820 16,109 
75.88% 9.67% 85.55% 


REAR UPPER DECK @ 228 195,333 22,177 217,510 
66.55% 7.56% 74.11% 


WEST SKYLIGHTS @ 228 2,271 4,173 6,445 
14.57% 26.76% 41.33% 


    
REAR YARD @ 236 2,821,592 284,571 3,106,163 


58.49% 5.90% 64.39% 


REAR DECK @ 236 114,864 7,348 122,212 
78.82% 5.04% 83.86% 


EAST SKYLIGHT @ 236 4,623 4,863 9,486 
23.05% 24.24% 47.29% 


WEST SKYLIGHT @ 236 1,852 811 2,664 
18.50% 8.11% 26.61% 
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APPENDICE A | PROPOSED FRONT VIEW RENDERING 


SEPTEMBER 21ST – 9:00 AM 
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APPENDICE B | EXISTING REAR VIEW RENDERING 


SEPTEMBER 21ST – 9:00 AM 
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APPENDICE C | PROPOSED REAR VIEW RENDERING 


SEPTEMBER 21ST – 9:00 AM 
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APPENDICE D | PROPOSED REAR VIEW RENDERING 


SEPTEMBER 21ST – 9:00 AM 
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APPENDICE E | PROPOSED VIEW FROM BEDROOM RENDERING 


SEPTEMBER 21ST – 9:00 AM 
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APPENDICE F | PROPOSED VIEW FROM REAR DECK RENDERING 


SEPTEMBER 21ST – 9:00 AM 
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From: Starr, Aaron (CPC)
To: Planning@RodneyFong.com; richhillissf@gmail.com; mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel

(CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Board Report
Date: Thursday, June 14, 2018 12:12:30 PM
Attachments: 2018_06_14.pdf
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Commissioners,
 
Attached, please find this week’s Board of Supervisors Report.
 
Sincerely,
 
Aaron Starr, MA
Manager of Legislative Affairs
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6362 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: aaron.starr@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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Summary of Board Activities  
June 11-15, 2018 
Planning Commission Report: June 14, 2018 
 


             
LAND USE COMMITTEE: 


• 180423 Planning Code - Review for Downtown and Affordable Housing Projects; Notification 
Requirements; Review of Alterations to Historical Landmarks and in Conservation Districts. 
Sponsor: Mayor. Staff: J Bintliff.  
 
On Monday, the Land Use Committee considered the Mayor’s Process Improvements 


Ordinance. Commissioners, you heard this item last week at your June 7 hearing. At that hearing 


you voted to recommend the ordinance with modifications. 


 


The Committee adopted several of the Commission’s recommendations, including an 


amendment to require that all notification materials be provided according to adopted Planning 


Commission policy; however, the Committee voted to maintain the proposed 20-day standard 


notification period, and did not include amendments regarding design review, performance 


standards, prevailing wage, and building code standards for 100% affordable housing projects.  


 


The Committee also maintained the exemption of limited rear yard additions, also known as 


pop-outs, from neighborhood notification requirements; however, the Committee amended the 


Ordinance to require notification for these pop-outs if the existing structure has been modified 


in the previous 3 years. The committee also urged the Planning Commission to adopt a policy to 


require Pre-Application meetings for these rear yard additions.  


 


In the end, Committee voted without objection to refer the amended ordinance to the full 


Board at the June 19 regular meeting.      


 


In addition, Supervisor Kim moved to duplicate the file in order to introduce further 


amendments to Articles 10 and 11. These amendments would allow administrative approval of 


certain minor scopes of work on historic structures. Specifically, the administrative approval of 


“signs, murals, or exterior paint installed to celebrate an event or anniversary or an event of 


national or international significance relevant to the historic context of the landmark or historic 


district.”  


 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3488367&GUID=811BB45B-3CC1-442F-B8DE-6FFBE8C2B6E7





Summary of Board Activities  
June 11-15, 2018 
Planning Commission Report: June 14, 2018 
 


The duplicated ordinance were scheduled to be heard at the Committee’s July 9 hearing, and 


the duplicated version of the ordinance would be returned to the Historic Preservation 


Commission and Planning Commission for review following action by the Committee. 


 
FULL BOARD: 


• 180117 Planning Code - Increasing the Transportation Sustainability Fee for Large Non-
Residential Projects. Sponsor: Peskin. PASSED Second Read 
 


• 180187 Planning Code - Reauthorizing Section 210.3C Concerning New Production, 
Distribution, and Repair Space. Sponsor: Cohen. Passed First Read 


 
INTRODUCTIONS: 
None 


 


 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3333622&GUID=79D8200C-3BCB-473D-A1CC-B4000246B5A9

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3360010&GUID=E7C59C00-A226-4FC8-83D6-CCDC819A2674



		Land Use Committee:

		Full Board:

		Introductions:

		None

























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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter in support of the proposed project at 450 O"Farrell Street
Date: Thursday, June 14, 2018 12:00:44 PM
Attachments: 450 OFarrell.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: Stephen Sass [mailto:smsass@outlook.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2018 11:37 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Subject: Letter in support of the proposed project at 450 O'Farrell Street
 
Good morning. As much as I would like to attend the Planning Commission meeting on June
28 to voice my support of the proposed project at 450 O'Farrell Street in person, I will be out
of town that day and submit this letter instead. Thank you.
 
SMS
 
Stephen Sass   San Francisco CA
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mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
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JOSEPH J. TITI, JR. &JOHN V. GIUSTI

4406-A Eighteenth Street
San Francisco, CA 94114-2429 D E C E I V E DPhone: 415.626.0767 Fax: 415.626.0747

June 15, 2018 JUN 19 2018

CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

San Francisco Planning Department CPC/HPC

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: William Hemenger &Frank Lambetecchio - 89 Roosevelt Way Project

Dear Commissioners:

We have known Bilk Hemenger and Frank Lambetecchio for over fifteen years as neighbors.
When they were able to purchase 89 Roosevelt Way it was in much need of updating and
general renovations. They had the foresight to see the potential for the property. To date,
they have done any and all work in accordance with City code requirements.

We fully support the project they are requesting approval for and we are certain the project
will add value to their property as well as surrounding neighborhood properties.

Thank you for your attention to our letter of support.

Respectfully yours,

~ ~_,~ ,
Jos ph J. Titi, Jr. and Jo n V. Giusti

cc: William Hemenger &Frank Lambetecchio
89 Roosevelt Way
San Francisco, CA 94114



Laura Hollis
166 Grand View Ave
S F, CA 94114 RECEIVED

JUN 1 g 2018

June 16, 2018

Planning Commission
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission St.,Suite 400
SF, CA 94103

RE: Support for 450 O'Farrell St. proposed project

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

CITY &COUNTY OF S.FPLANNING DEPARTMENTCPC/HPC

think this project will be a win-win for 450 O'Farrell St. meeting the needs
of the community with below-market-rate housing and retail also providing
a church facility, and a Christian Science Reading Room. It would be an
expression of revitalization every one would enjoy.

Respectfully,

(a lifetime resident of our beautiful city)



RECEIVED

June 8, 2018 .SUN 13 2018
CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.Planning Commission PLANNING DEPARTMENT

San Francisco Planning Department cPc~Hpc

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco. CA 94103

Regarding: Support For 450 O'Farrell Street Proposed Project

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

When I was a young adult, 1 moved to San Francisco to attend the American
Conservatory Theatre Training Program. My finances at the time were meager, so I
could only afford a studio apartment in the Tenderloin area of San Francisco. It was
my first time away from my friends and family. I attended the Fifth Church of Christ
Scientist, San Francisco many times during those two years. The church provided
great deal of comfort for me—it was a peaceful, sate place to pray. The
relationships, character growth, and experiences gained at that church have
continued to act as a strong foundation forme in my professional career.

[ urge your approval vote for the 450 O'Farrell Street Proiect. Speaking from
experience as a former Tenderloin resident, it would bring a much needed 'blessing
to the people of this San Francisco neighborhood.

Sincerely,

~̀ / ~ .~ -

Mrs. D L Gallegos
1009 N Pacific Ave, #4466
Glendale, CA 91202



1067 Market Street X5001
San Francisco, CA 94103

Via US Mail and email

June 14, 2018

Planning Commission
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 4Q0
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Support for 450 O'Farrell Street proposed project

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

RECEIVED

JUN 15 2018

CITY &COUNTY ~~ .~.~
PtJihtNING OEPAI~fiWt~/~f

~P'GHP~

The proposed project at 450 O'Farrell Street is worthy of your support for several
reasons.

I rent an apartment in Mid-Market about aten-minute walk from 450 O'Farrell Street.
Additional rental units in this area of the city are needed. Renters like me who
appreciate the diversity of the Tenderloin and also enjoy the proximity to Union Square
and the Financial District would welcome the increased choice this project represents.

I began attending Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist a few months ago. I am impressed
that its members have along-term vision for staying in the Tenderloin and serving the
community by providing church services, Sunday School for children and teenagers, and
a Reading Room that invites its neighbors and passersby in for quiet study of the Bible
and Christian Science literature. I have found these members to be kind and supportive
to newcomers like me as well as to each other. They are sincere in their desire to
extend the church's 100-year history well into the future. Right-sizing their facility as
the project proposes would enable them to focus on their mission to provide spiritual
refreshment in an environment that encourages healing through prayer.

Approving the 450 O'Farrell Street project would be a boon to San Francisco and to the
Tenderloin in particular.

SincereL~,

Stephen M. Sass

cc: commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org.



Dennis and Sharon Shea
1743 27~ Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94122

June 12, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

RECEIVED

JUN 15 2018
CITY &COUNTY OF S.F

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CPC/HPC

Re: Discretionary Review, 1722 27~ Avenue, Thursday 6/28/18

We are not able to go to the Discretionary Review, as we will be out of town.
Following are our concerns:

The remodel/additions consists of 9 bedrooms with 7.5 baths, an in-law apartment,
deck, (a vertical and horizontal addition) and laundry facilities located outside of the
main building with aone-car garage. This looks like 7 of the bedrooms have a bath
this looks like a master bedroom/bath. Which gives opportunity to rent out rooms
with a private bath. According to the plans the estimated cost of this remodel is
approximately $150,000. [s this possible in San Francisco? When an addition of a
full bathroom can cost at least $10,000.

Is this for family members as ADU is typically for or is this to be rented out? Are
they under rent control with reported income and what kind of guidelines will they
be under and inspected?

Our street is already congested and parking is already a problem with an addition of
this size, it will only add to an existing problem.

What type of impact would this have on water and sewer? Will they need a bigger
size water meter, larger pipes and could it possibly affect water pressure?

The character of neighborhoods change but this seems to be drastic. There should
be some accountability and keeping in mind the existing character of the
neighborhood. The Central Sunset is a residential district consisting mainly of
single-family homes, most have an in-law unit. This is not the dense housing of the
downtown area.

San Francisco is 49 sq. miles we should not create housing so dense that we change
the character of a residential neighborhood forever. What makes each
neighborhood unique is the different style, and the character of what that
neighborhood has to offer.

We have lived in this neighborhood for 40+years. We have seen a lot of changes
with the change from single-family homes to rentals of rooms and in-laws rather



then family owned. We have seen garages and lawns disappear, parking congestion,
car break-ins, more litter on the streets and not knowing your neighbors because of
the constant turnover.

Please consider this when reviewing these plans.

Sincerely,

~~~ Z "~~ 1~'Z-~
.~

Dennis Shea .---_~,`

C

Sharon Shea



GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE
r.',HIGH~NAY&TR~ANSI'ORTATION DISTRICT

Golden Gate Transit
1011 Andersen Drive

San Rafael, CA 94901-5318

www.goldengate.org

SF Planning Commission

Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 40

San Francisco, CA 94103 ~~~+~~~''~~~
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Golden Gate Transit Bus Storage Facility
CEQA Addendum Public Meeting
The Golden Gate Bridge, Highway &Transportation District (District) is preparing a CaliforniaEnvironmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental document to address the potential impacts of proposedoperational changes to its Bus Storage Facility. The bus lot is within the block bounded by Third, Fourth, Perry, andStillman Streets. The CEQA document will update and supplement the Transbay Terminal Final Environmental Impact Report thatwas certified by the Transbay Joint Powers Authority in 2004. District buses were originally planned to layover between serviceruns at the Transbay Transit Center but this may not be possible, which would require greater use of the Bus Storage Facility,
Without the use of the Transbay Transit Center bus plaza space, the District
proposes to re-route Basic Bus (Regional) Routes 30, 70, and 101 to layover at the
Bus Storage Facility using Howard, 4th, Perry, 3rd, and Folsom Streets. As a result
of these proposed operational changes, the hours at the Bus Storage Facility
would expand from lam to 7pm to 5:15am to 12;40am on weekdays and 5;45am
to 12;45am on weekends. A total of approximately 3-4 additional buses per hour
would use the Bus Storage Facility during these hours from Routes 30, 70, and
101 as a result of the project.

The District will be conducting a public meeting to provide an overview of
the Bus Storage Facility operational changes and proposed route changes on
June 27, 2018 6:30pm - 8:OOpm at the SF Fire Department Headquarters Fire
Commission Room. Please join us to learn more about the project!

What:
Golden Gate Transit Bus Storage Facility
CEQA Addendum

Where;
SF Fire Department Headquarters Fire
Commission Room
698 2nd St, San Francisco, CA 94107

When.
June 27, 2018 (6:30pm-8:OOpm)




