
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, September 27, 2018 10:59:02 AM
Attachments: 2018_09_27.pdf
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Commissioners,
 
Attached, please find this week’s Board 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  
September 17-28, 2018 
Planning Commission Report: September 27, 2018 


 


             
September 17-21 Report 


Land Use Committee 


• 180816 General Plan - India Basin Mixed-Use Project. Planning Commission. Staff: Snyder. 


Continued to 9/24/2018 


• 180680 Planning Code, Zoning Map - India Basin Special Use District. Sponsor: Cohen. Staff: 


Snyder. Continued to 9/24/2018 


• 180681 Development Agreement - India Basin Investment LLC - India Basin Project - Innes 


Avenue at Griffith Street Sponsor: Cohen. Staff: Snyder. Continued to 9/24/2018 


Full Board 


• 180584 Planning Code - Fees for Certain Permits and Transportation Analysis. Sponsor: Mayor. 


Staff: Landis. PASSED Second Read 


• 180483 Planning Code - Health Services - Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit 


District. Sponsor: Yee. Staff: Butkus. Passed First Read 


 


• 180364 Planning Code - Affordable Housing Projects on Undeveloped Lots in Service/Arts/Light 


Industrial Districts. Sponsor: Kim. Staff: Butkus. Amended, Duplicated and Passed First Read 


 


Lastly, the Board considered Supervisor Kim’s ordinance that would allow affordable housing in 


SALI Districts. This ordinance was amended, then duplicated. The original ordinance passed its 


first read, and the duplicated file was re-referred to planning. The amendments added by 


Supervisor Kim to the duplicated file were not considered by this commission and was considered 


substantive enough by the City Attorney’s office to require referral. In addition to allowing the 


demolition of accessory buildings use for parking lots, the amendment would also allow 800 sq. ft. 


buildings on lots larger than 15,000 sq. ft. to be demolished to construct affordable housing. Staff 


believes that the overall intent and spirit of the ordinance is the same: only 100% affordable 


housing would be able to be constructed, and viable PDR spaces in the SALI district would still be 


protected. Therefore, Staff is not planning on bringing this ordinance back to you for another 


hearing unless I hear otherwise from this commission today.  


 


 


September 24-28 


Land Use Committee: 


At the Land Use COmmittee hearing this week the historic designations associated with the 


Central SoMa Plan and the India Basin related ordinances were all continued to October 1, 2018. 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3645609&GUID=335DB6DF-B593-4B42-AD11-50501158AE99

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3541717&GUID=A76FAACA-EEA4-403B-B943-50FE0F9906FC

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3541718&GUID=06FCD010-431B-4E72-90E8-5BFCF97EAA0D

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3523411&GUID=8B07C6D8-7FFD-403A-A191-E1211A0F4C08

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3500303&GUID=12BBE5CE-4926-4AA1-A7DD-012332DC1CF4

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3476141&GUID=D4DAC37A-FD44-45AE-8FD2-D56BBDCC3003
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• 180720 Planning Code - Landmark Designation - 228-248 Townsend Street (aka New Pullman 


Hotel). Sponsor: Historic Preservation Commission. Staff: Smith.  


• 180721 Planning Code - Landmark Designation - 457 Bryant Street (aka Piledrivers, Bridge, and 


Structural Ironworkers Local No. 77 Union Hall). Sponsor: Historic Preservation Commission. 


Staff: Ferguson.  


• 180722 Planning Code - Landmark Designation - 500-504-4th Street (aka Hotel Utah). Sponsor: 


Historic Preservation Commission. Staff: McMillen.  


• 180723 Planning Code - Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District. Sponsor: Historic 


Preservation Commission. Staff: McMillen.  


• 180724 Planning Code - Mint-Mission Conservation District. Sponsor: Historic Preservation 


Commission. Staff: McMillen. 


• 180725 Planning Code - Designation of Various Properties as Significant and Contributory in the 


C-3 District Based on Architectural, Historic and Aesthetic Value Sponsor: Historic Preservation 


Commission. Staff: McMillen.  


• 180726 Planning Code - Amending Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter Conservation District and 


Article 11 Designation of 55-5th Street. Sponsor: Historic Preservation Commission. Staff: 


McMillen.  


• 180816 General Plan - India Basin Mixed-Use Project. Sponsor: Planning Commission. Staff: 


Snyder.  


• 180680 Planning Code, Zoning Map - India Basin Special Use District. Sponsor: Cohen. Staff: 


Snyder.  


• 180681 Development Agreement - India Basin Investment LLC - India Basin Project - Innes 


Avenue at Griffith Street Sponsor: Cohen. Staff: Snyder.  


 


Full Board: 


• 180483 Planning Code - Health Services - Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit 


District. Sponsor: Yee. Staff: Butkus. PASSED Second Read 


• 180364 Planning Code - Affordable Housing Projects on Undeveloped Lots in Service/Arts/Light 


Industrial Districts. Sponsor: Kim. Staff: Butkus. PASSED Second Read 


• 180651 Hearing - Appeal of Final Environmental Impact Report Certification - Central SoMa Plan. 


Staff:  


 
Next on the agenda was the appeal of the EIR for the Central SoMa Plan. As I’m sure you’re 


aware, Central SoMa Plan is a comprehensive plan for the area surrounding much of southern 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3548628&GUID=C6C5B48C-4503-46B1-BC6F-D2526C4EF5B3

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3548647&GUID=DE8E1ED5-18C7-47CF-BBA4-C5390411838D

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3548649&GUID=2CB9CFD8-07BE-4CE9-96D4-87C60F16E1C2

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3548667&GUID=15E03F49-2A24-400C-A49B-3D326351DE4D

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3548701&GUID=29834D7E-897B-411A-AA44-9132873DA313

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3548709&GUID=6C2CC4A0-7619-4855-B112-8A7A32417591

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3548710&GUID=67CC8F89-CBE7-4990-BAEA-7212B7A347F4
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https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3500303&GUID=12BBE5CE-4926-4AA1-A7DD-012332DC1CF4

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3476141&GUID=D4DAC37A-FD44-45AE-8FD2-D56BBDCC3003

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3532607&GUID=A0DAB8AC-0163-46A5-9FF2-2CE0FB107705
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portion of the Central Subway transit line. The Plan would change allowable land uses and zoning 


controls, increase heights on many parcels within the Plan area, proposes substantial changes to 


the street network to accommodate multiple modes of travel, and would provide additional 


recreational resources. The plan is projected to provide approximately 8,570 housing units and 


32,500 jobs.  


 


The appeals were brought by five different groups including Central SoMa Neighbors, SFBlu, 


South of Market Community Action Network, One Vassar, LLC, and the Yerba Buena 


Neighborhood Consortium. The issues brought up by the various appellants included: 


 


• that the Planning Department did not adequately analyze Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 


and traffic impacts in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR); 


•  that the EIR did not evaluate all feasible air quality mitigation measures.  


• that the Planning Department did not adequately study the effects of gentrification and 


displacement.  


• that the Planning Department should have studied an increased housing alternative; and  


• that the EIR did not adequately evaluate seismic safety impacts. 


 


Staff was able to responded to each of these issues by either showing how the plan did address 


such concerns or that the issues were not required to be analyzed by CEQA.  


 


During public comment there were 34 speakers in favor of at least one of the appeals, and only 


eight speakers in favor of denying the appeals. 


 


Supervisors raised questions regarding the air quality analysis and how metering new 


development could reduce air quality impacts. Supervisors also raised concerns regarding the 


stability of soils, the overall effect of Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) on VMT and the 


lack of available data to explicitly analyze the effect TNCs have on VMT. Other concerns were 


raised regarding the merits of the Plan. Specifically, the amount of housing versus office uses 


projected under the Plan and whether the Plan meets the infrastructure needs of the growing 


Central SoMa population, specifically in relation to schools 


 


In the end though the Board felt that the EIR was adequate and voted 10-0 with Supervisor Yee 


absent to up hold the EIR and deny the appeal  


 







Summary of Board Activities  
September 17-28, 2018 
Planning Commission Report: September 27, 2018 


 


• 180841 Hearing - Appeal of Final Environmental Impact Report Certification - India Basin Mixed-


Use Project. Staff: 


India basin Mix-Use Project CEQA appeal was continued on week to October 2. 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3646252&GUID=CB4D0848-D2CF-4491-B350-86D5B0105801










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: 750 Post Street (2018-008669CUA)
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 10:46:08 AM
Attachments: Support Letter 4 - Neighbor (ID 1033868).pdf

Support Letter 3 - SFAACC (ID 1033866).pdf
Support Letter 1 - Curry Senior Center (ID 1033860).pdf
Support Letter 2 - Code Tenderloin (ID 1033864).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: Weissglass, David (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 10:20 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Subject: 750 Post Street (2018-008669CUA)
 
Good morning,
 
This case is on the consent calendar today as a CB3P case. I received a phone call yesterday from
somebody who said he represented many community members who are opposed to the project, so
please be aware that this case could be requested to be pulled off the consent calendar today. That
phone call is the only opposition correspondence I received.
 
I also received the four attached support letters today, sent from the sponsor. I’ve uploaded them all
to M Files.
 
Thank you,
 
David Weissglass, Planner
Flex Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9177 ¦ www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
*Planning Staff are currently available at Counter 38 at 1660 Mission Street, 5th floor, daily for
inquiries and review of ADU/Legalization permits. Please contact your planner for visit http://sf-
planning.org/accessory-dwelling-units for details.
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September 26, 2018 


Rich Hillis, President  
And Members of the  
San Francisco Planning Commission 


RE:  Goodwill Project at 750 Post Street 


Dear President Hillis and Commissioners: 


 


As a resident at 775 Post, across the street from the proposed Goodwill, I am in support 


Goodwill’s proposed project at 750 Post Street, San Francisco.   


As one of many neighbors who attended the community meetings, I was pleased Goodwill 


showed they are genuinely interested in the concerns of the neighbors.   


As a neighbor who has lived 50 feet across the street from the building for nearly 28 years, I can 


confirm that is has seldom been open, save for a few private parties.  It will be nice to have our 


street activated with people who will patronize our neighborhood businesses.   


Neighbors were very concerned that the store would draw loitering and create illegal dumping 


of donations that would cause a blight to the street, but the plan shared by Goodwill will ensure 


this problem will be the exception not the norm and any problems will be immediately addressed. 


Since buying the building, Goodwill has made sure the sidewalks are washed the windows 


dressed, and debris immediately removed.  


The building was empty 80% of the time but has always been a jewel on the block.   I was 


concerned about the integrity of the building, but Goodwill has presented a thoughtful design 


that respects the beaux art design of the street.   


I support this addition to our block and I hope you will approve this project. 


Sincerely,  


 


Angela Washington 
775 Post Street, Apt #F 
San Francisco, CA 94109 













 
 
 
 
 
Rich Hillis, President  
And Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission 
 
RE:  Goodwill Project at 750 Post Street 
 
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners: 
 


At Curry Senior Center, we are in support of Goodwill’s proposed project at 750 Post 
Street, San Francisco.  We believe Goodwill’s addition of job training resources, 
affordable retail, and administrative offices will be a welcome addition to this block. This 
facility will provide essential community services that are sorely needed at this time. 
 
Goodwill has a proven track record of breaking the cycle of poverty for thousands of 
local Bay Area residents through their unique non-profit social enterprise model that 
funds transformative free job training and work placement programs through the sale of 
donated goods. The project will activate this vacant space by replacing it with a new use 
that provides substantial community benefits in the form of essential job training 
services such as digital skills training. The reactivation of the site will enhance the 
immediate vicinity by creating more foot traffic and bringing more business to other 
retailers on the block. Goodwill employees will occupy the accessory office space, and 
these employees will themselves patronize local retail sales and services, thereby 
further activating the neighborhood. It is important to note that this facility will not house 
a donations collection center as a donation center is located a few blocks away. 
Goodwill is committed to being a good neighbor and providing a use and services that 
transform not only the lives of its clients, but its neighborhood as well. 
 
Goodwill has presented a thoughtful design that respects the design of the street.   
 
We support this addition to our block and I hope you will approve this project. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Toby Shorts, Senior Center Director 
Curry Senior Center 
315 Turk Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 292-1091 
tshorts@curryseniorcenter.org 








 
 
 
Rich Hillis, President  
And Members of the  
San Francisco Planning Commission 
 
RE:  Goodwill Project at 750 Post Street 
 
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners: 
 


As the Executive Director of Code Tenderloin, a nonprofit organization in the neighborhood, I am in 
support of Goodwill’s proposed project at 750 Post Street, San Francisco.  I believe Goodwill’s addition 
of Job Training Resources, Retail, and administrative offices will be a welcome addition to this block. 
This facility will replace a currently vacant storefront that was previously often closed an inaccessible 
with active uses and essential community services that are sorely needed at this time. 
 
Goodwill has a proven track record of breaking the cycle of poverty for thousands of local Bay Area 
residents through their unique non-profit social enterprise model that funds transformative free job 
training and work placement programs through the sale of donated goods. The Project will activate 
this vacant space by replacing it with a new use that provides substantial community benefits in the 
form of essential job training services such as digital skills training. The reactivation of the site with a 
job training and retail facility will enhance the immediate vicinity by creating more foot traffic and 
bringing more business to other retailers on the block. Goodwill employees will occupy the accessory 
office space, and these employees will themselves patronize local retail sales and services, thereby 
further activating the neighborhood. It is important to note that this facility will not house a donations 
collection center as a donation center is located a few blocks away. Goodwill is committed to being a 
good neighbor and providing a use and services that transform not only the lives of its clients, but its 
neighborhood as well. 
 
The building was empty 80% of the time but has always been a jewel on the block.   I was concerned 
about the integrity of the building, but Goodwill has presented a thoughtful design that respects the 
beaux art design of the street.   
 
I support this addition to our block and I hope you will approve this project. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
Del Seymour 
Executive Director 
Code Tenderloin  







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: New Whole Foods Store on Polk Street
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 10:03:10 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: Tom [mailto:thomasloynd@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 5:56 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas
(CPC)
Subject: New Whole Foods Store on Polk Street
 
           Whole Foods 365 at Jackson and Polk Streets   -   Letter of Support
 
           
            Ladies and Gentlemen:  
 
                    I am a resident of Russian Hill.
 
                   We have all been waiting a very long time for approval of the proposed new
Whole Foods 365 in the building formerly occupied by Lombardi Sports.
 
                   I can't imagine any serious objection to the Whole Foods plan.  This
neighborhood needs another grocery store and the proposed location is ideal.  
 
                   For gods' sake, let's not miss this opportunity.
 
                                                                                                                                Tom
Loynd
 
                                                                                                                                1155
Filbert Street, No. 302                                                                                                        
                                                                                                                                         
  San Francisco    94109
 
                                                                                                                                (415)
563-8619

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


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 from MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW Local 648 RE: 1600 Jackson St CU
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 10:03:06 AM
Attachments: MPNA.PDMA.UFCW 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: Chris Gembinski [mailto:chrisgembinski@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 5:55 AM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Rich Hillis; Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Letter from MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW Local 648 RE: 1600 Jackson St CU
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
Please see the attached letter from the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association (MPNA), Polk District Merchants
Association (PDMA), and United Food and Commercial Workers (UFCW Local 648) regarding 1600 Jackson
Street. I would like to include this in the record for the October 4th hearing.
 
Please contact me if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Chris Gembinski
MPNA Chair
916-300-5704
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September 24, 2018, 


RE: 1600 Jackson Street 


Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission 
 
MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW-Local 648, urge the commission to deny this Conditional 
Use Authorization for a formula retail use of Amazon/Whole Foods Market 365.   


At the conclusion of the last hearing, this commission was clear that a stand-alone 
grocery store without housing that would preclude future housing development on this 
key transit oriented development site was unacceptable.  Notwithstanding clear 
commissioner comments and directions, the project sponsor now returns to the 
commission with the exact same project a stand-alone grocery store with no housing.      
It must be disapproved.   


(1) No Housing -> No Approval  


The commission noted that large stand-alone uses preclude future housing on some of the 
most obvious sites for housing in the city.  Several commissioners cited, the Whole Foods 
Market on 24th Street in Noe Valley and the Safeway store on Church and Market as 
specific examples noting that the City is not likely to see housing at either location 
because the tenant is not likely to make it happen.  More recently, Safeway balked at 
partnering with Emerald Fund to redevelop their Excelsior store to a new store with 
housing above, an ideal proposition that would deliver a new store and new housing.  
Now Safeway will continue to operate that store with a large surface parking lot 
indefinitely and no housing will be built on the site.   


We cannot let this happen to 1600 Jackson Street by approving this formula retail use for 
Amazon/Whole Foods 365 and losing the opportunity to build housing at this site.  Doing 
so would go against everything this commission has been working to do to alleviate the 
housing crisis and diligently pursue former Mayor Lee and now Mayor Breed’s executive 
directive on housing.  


UFCW
Local 648


a VOICE for working America
1980 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103-3489







Any claim that housing is not feasible or does not “pencil out” at this site is false.  
According to the San Francisco Chronicle, the site was acquired in 2014 for $7,000,000.  
Village Properties, the acquirer submitted a prior housing plan for a 62- unit project in 
2015.  Although construction costs and inclusionary housing requirements have increased 
since Village Properties acquired the property, the economics of building in the 
neighborhood remain strong.  This commission should not reward the property owner the 
benefit of high formula retail rents that will forever preclude housing development on the 
site given the state of our housing crisis.    


(2) The Polk Street Neighborhood is Not a Food Dessert -> Polk Street is Ground 
Zero for the Housing and Displacement Crisis 


It has been noted in public testimony that the proposed Amazon/Whole Foods 365 store is 
located a mere 5 blocks away (2 minute drive, less than 10 minutes on foot) from another 
Amazon/Whole Foods store on California Street and Franklin Streets.  The Polk Street 
neighborhood has several grocery options including, Trader Joes, Real Foods Market, 
Golden Veggie Market, and Le Beau Market along with a several specialty shops like the 
Jug Shop and Cheese Plus.    


To call Polk Street a food dessert or lacking in grocery options is insulting to 
neighborhoods of San Francisco that are true food desserts such as the Tenderloin or 
Bayview-Hunters Point and is insulting to the people of these neighborhoods that are 
primarily low income communities and communities of color.  We are not in a grocery 
crisis; rather, the Polk Street community is ground zero for the housing and displacement 
crisis with the 2nd highest eviction rate behind the Mission in the City – we need housing.  
And we need housing on sites that do no displace business and merchants such as 1600 
Jackson.   


(3) Amazon/Whole Foods 365 Does Not Support Good Paying Jobs for Polk Street -
> Building Housing Does Support Good Paying Jobs 


Our coalition is very disturbed by the track record of Amazon/Whole Foods with respect 
to providing good paying jobs with a career path for employees.  The company appears to 
want to automate as much as possible and eliminate as much labor as they can.  This is 
not the type of company we welcome on to the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial 
District where we celebrate our workers and employees as being a part of our greater 
community.  We are proud to have the support of our brothers and sisters at Unite Here – 
Local 2 as well as UFCW – Local 5 to oppose this project.  What workers need in 
addition to good paying jobs is housing, and ideally 100% union built housing with good 







paying jobs for workers and that is what we hope to see at 1600 Jackson after this 
conditional use is disapproved. 


(4) Any Future Use May Be Subject to Discretionary Review by This Commission 
even if the Proposed Use is Principally Permitted   


Rest assured our coalition will file a discretionary review for any future project that does 
not include housing at this site even if such a proposed use is principally permitted.  This 
commission should not feel compelled to approve this project for fear that the property 
owner would simply lease out the property for some other use that is less desirable such 
as giant gym.   In such a scenario, our coalition would file a discretionary review and this 
commission could deny a building permit for such a project. 


It is for these reasons honorable commissioners that this project should be 
disapproved today. 


Sincerely, 


Chris Gembinski 
Chair,  
Middle Polk Neighborhood Association 


Parker Austin 
President, 
Polk District Merchants Association 


Dan Larson 
President 
United Food and Commercial Workers, UFCW Local 648 


Cc:  Commissions Secretary   
 John Rahaim, Planning Director







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: Whole Foods at 1600 Jackson St.
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 10:00:39 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: Toby Rosenblatt [mailto:TRosenblatt@msn.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 1:45 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods at 1600 Jackson St.
 
I urge the Commission to approve the current proposal from Whole Foods for a new grocery store.  
We live at Vallejo & Jones Streets.   The neighborhood desperately needs a new larger grocery store
with the kind of pricing and variety and quality of product that Whole Foods provides.  We have
experienced their 365 store when visiting another city, in southern California, and that provides our
data for knowing the improved products and service.   There are no stores in the Polk Street corridor
or neighborhood that can or do provide those benefits. 
The alternatives being demanded or requested by those who oppose the application are unrealistic
and economically infeasible.  If this application is denied or if unrealistic conditions are required, the
existing space will remain unoccupied and a continuing blight to the neighborhood.  
 
We need Whole Foods 365.  We urge you to approve their application.

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/


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Regarding: Discretionary Review of 2515 Broadway Building Permit Application No. 2017.06.26.0318;

Planning Commission Hearing of September 27th
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 10:00:22 AM
Attachments: Dear Planning Commissioners.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: Tom Norris [mailto:trnorris@tomnorris.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 3:58 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: onas.ionin@sfgov.org; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: Regarding: Discretionary Review of 2515 Broadway Building Permit Application No.
2017.06.26.0318; Planning Commission Hearing of September 27th
 
 

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



Dear Planning Commissioners: 
 
Regarding: Discretionary Review of 2515 Broadway Building Permit Application No. 
2017.06.26.0318; Planning Commission Hearing of September 27th 
 
I am writing to relay my past experiences with my recent remodel. I live at 2521 Broadway St. 
and recently completed a relatively minor renovation on my home in comparison to what is 
being proposed at 2515 Broadway, as I completed minimum excavation to build a laundry room 
and utilize some existing crawlspace. 
 
My contractor experienced major difficulty as this entire block is comprised of sand. Our 
excavation lasted double the time we thought as it was necessary to do it by hand because the 
machinery was simply too heavy to sit on top of the sand area. Moreover, the machine 
excavation would result in unpredictable sand displacement.  
 
In addition, like many of these historic homes built long ago at a time with minimal building 
codes, if any, we ran into a number of unanticipated challenges, including a severe issue with a 
lack of footings in most of the structural beams. 
 
I was surprised to hear that 2515 Broadway was simply an addition. Given my experience with 
my home, it would not be surprising if most of the structure needed demolition in order to bring 
it up to current codes. It would also be interesting to see how they will do their excavation as 
minimally as they are stating. 
 
While constructability of homes may not be in the Planning Department’s purview, it is 
important that a Planning does not give paper approvals that lead to a demolition of this historic 
home due to existing site conditions not matching the conditions as represented on the plans. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
Tom R. Norris, M.D. 
2521 Broadway Street 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
(415) 722-6835 
 







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Ikezoe, Paolo (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Item 20b, 2018-004477PCA
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 10:00:19 AM
Attachments: Central SOMA AB73 info hearing ltr.pdf

Central SoMa HSD Leg Ver2 with value-capture Inclusionary bump.docx
Central SoMa HSD Leg Ver2 with value-capture Inclusionary bump.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: Council of Community Housing Organizations [mailto:ccho@sfic-409.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 6:10 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Myrna Melgar; Rodney Fong; Dennis Richards; Kathrin Moore; Joel Koppel; Milicent
Johnson; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Cc: Fernando Marti; Peter Cohen
Subject: Planning Commission Item 20b, 2018-004477PCA
 
Dear Commissioners
 
Please see attached the materials we submitted for the record at your September 12th hearing related to the Central
Soma "Housing Sustainability District" legislation, recommending an Inclusionary affordable housing bump-up for
projects using the HSD streamlining allowance. We are communicating the documents again here to refresh the
information for tomorrow's hearing, item #20b. Note that the amendment language is inserted on page 10 of the
legislation, and one of the attachments is trimmed down to just that relevant section of the legislation for your ease
of reading.
 
Thank you,
Fernando Marti and Peter Cohen  
 
Council of Community Housing Organizations
CCHO Action
Celebrating 40 years as the voice of San Francisco's affordable housing movement
325 Clementina Street, San Francisco 94103
415-882-0901 office
www.sfccho.org
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mailto:paolo.ikezoe@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfccho.org/



COUNCIL  OF  


COMMUNITY  


HOUSING 


ORGANIZATIONS 
 


The voice of San Francisco’s  


affordable housing movement 


 


 


325 Clement ina St reet,  San Francisco, CA 94103     |   ccho@sfic-409.org   |   415.882.0901 
 


The Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO) is a coalition of 25 community-based housing developers, service 


providers and tenant advocates.  We fight for funding and policies that shape urban development and empower low-income 


and working-class communities.  The work of our member organizations has resulted in nearly 30,000 units of affordable housing, 


as well as thousands of construction and permanent jobs for city residents. 


 


May 3, 2018 
 
 
RE:  Central SOMA “Housing Sustainability District” (AB73 overlay) 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
For your informational hearing today on the “Housing Sustainability District” (AB73 overlay) for Central 
SOMA, we offer the following comments.  
 
1. The residential projects that get the benefit of AB73 by-right entitlement approval should also be subject to 
a strong use-it-or-lose it entitlement sunset provision that at most mirrors the SB35 provision, and ideally is a 
bit more aggressive. For example, a maximum 30 months from time of entitlement before expiration, and a 
single 6-month extension if progress can be demonstrated that extenuating factors beyond the developer's 
control have created a delay. The legislation shouldn't leave that to the ZA in unilateral authority and should 
be a one-time extension allowance.  
 
2. Related to a use-it-or-lose-it standard, the residential projects that get the benefit of AB73 by-right 
entitlement approval should be explicitly subject to the vesting time limits as established in Inclusionary Sect 
415 -- 30 months maximum vesting of Inclusionary rate (and, arguably, other affordable housing and 
community benefits fees) from the time of entitlement. If a project has pulled a construction permit by then, 
newer/higher Inclusionary and fee rates can be imposed. That would also track with the 30-month expiration 
of the entitlement if construction hasn’t been initiated.  
 
In other words, a strong use-it-or-lose-it standard and clear vesting-time limits are really essential as the flip 
side of giving by-right entitlement to development projects. We believe that the public policy goal of 
streamlining should be to expedite actually building of housing units to serve people. 
 
3. Consider an Inclusionary "bump up" or "special assessment" on residential projects that get the benefit of 
the AB73 by-right entitlement approval. This could be a particular opportunity to add more middle income 
units through on-site inclusionary. For example, perhaps an added 5% on-site Inlcusionary at 100% AMI 
average (eligible for households 90%-120%AMI incomes) would be a relatively shallow subsidy for 
developers in exchange for the value of by-right entitlement. Of course, the AB73 “trade off” does include 
mandatory labor standards for by-right development projects, which is a clear public benefit. But we suggest 
the Planning staff analyze the possibility of additional value capture from the 120-day guaranteed by-right 
entitlement to support increased affordability of the housing.  It seems reasonable that analysis should be 
done. 
 


Sincerely, 


 


Peter Cohen and Fernando Martí  


Co-directors, Council of Community Housing Organizations 
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1	[Business and Tax Regulations, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District]

2

3 Ordinance amending the Business and Tax Regulations and Planning Codes to create

4 the Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District (encompassing an area

5 generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern portion by

6 Second Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area (an

7 irregular border that generally tracks Folsom, Howard, or Stevenson Streets), and on

8 its southern portion by Townsend Street) to provide a streamlined and ministerial

9 approval process for certain housing projects within the District meeting specific labor,

10 on-site affordability, and other requirements; creating an expedited Board of Appeals

11 process for appeals of projects within the District; and making approval findings under

12 the California Environmental Quality Act, findings of public convenience, necessity,

13 and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302, and findings of consistency with the

14 General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

15 NOTE:	Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.

Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font.

16 Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font.

Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.

17 Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font.

Asterisks (*	* * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code

18 subsections or parts of tables.

19

20	Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 21

22 Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings.

23 (a) On May 10, 2018 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission

24 certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central SoMa Area

25 Plan (the Project) by Motion No. 20182, finding the Final EIR reflects the independent
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1 judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and

2 objective, and contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of the report

3 and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed

4 comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public

5 Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs.

6 Sections 15000 et seq.) and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. Copies of the Planning

7 Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File

8 No. 180453 and are incorporated herein by reference.

9 (b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes proposed amendments to the

10 Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map, as well as amendments to the General

11 Plan to adopt the Central South of Market (“Central SoMa”) Area Plan and other related

12 amendments. The proposed Planning Code amendments and Business and Tax Regulations

13 Code amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project evaluated in

14 the Final EIR.

15 (c) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR,

16 the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project’s

17 environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as

18 well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation

19 monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution No. 20188.

20 (d) At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 20188,

21 recommended the proposed Planning Code amendments for approval and adopted findings

22 that the actions contemplated in this ordinance creating the Central South of Market Housing

23 Sustainability District are consistent, on balance, with the City’s General Plan and eight

24 priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board adopts these findings as its own. 25







1 A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.

2 180453, and is incorporated herein by reference.

3 (e) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board of Supervisors finds that the

4 Planning Code amendments and Business and Tax Regulations Code amendments will serve

5 the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning

6 Commission Resolution No. 20188, and the Board incorporates such reasons herein by

7 reference.

8 (f) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the

9 environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed

10 and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates

11 them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth herein.

12 (g) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and

13 endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments,

14 and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies

15 other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP.

16 (h) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the

17 proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new

18 significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously

19 identified significant effects; no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the

20 circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major

21 revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial

22 increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of

23 substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available that indicates that (1)

24 the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant

25 environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measures or







1 alternatives found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become

2 feasible or (4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in

3 the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. 4

5 Section 2. The Business and Tax Regulations Code is hereby amended by revising

6 Sections 8 and 26, to read as follows: 7

8 SEC. 8. METHOD OF APPEAL TO THE BOARD OF APPEALS.

9 (a) Except for variance decisions and permits issued by the Entertainment Commission

10 or its Director, and as otherwise specified in this Section 8, appeals to the Board of Appeals shall

11 be taken within 15 days from the making or entry of the order or decision from which the

12 appeal is taken. Appeals of variance decisions shall be taken within 10 days.

13 (b) Appeals to the Board of Appeals of permit decisions made pursuant to Planning Code

14 Section 343 shall be taken within 10 days of the permit decision. This subsection (b) shall expire on the

15 Sunset Date of Planning Code Section 343, as defined in that Section. Upon the expiration of this

16 subsection, the City Attorney shall cause this subsection to be removed from the Business and Tax

17 Regulations Code.

18 (c) Appeals of actions taken by the Entertainment Commission or its Director on the

19 granting, denial, amendment, suspension, or revocation of a permit, or on denial of exceptions

20 from regulations for an Extended-Hours Premises Permit, shall be taken within 10 days from

21 the making of the decision. Nothing in this Section 8 is intended to require an appeal to the

22 Board of Appeals if any provision of Article 15, Article 15.1 (Entertainment Regulations Permit

23 and License Provisions), or Article 15.2 (Entertainment Regulations for Extended-Hours

24 Premises) of the Police Code governing these permits otherwise provides. 25







1 (d) Appeals shall be taken by filing a notice of appeal with the Board of Appeals and

2 paying to said Board at such time a filing fee as follows:

3 (a1)	Zoning Administrator, Planning Department, Director of Planning,

4 and Planning Commission.

5 (1A)	For each appeal from the Zoning Administrator's variance decision,

6 the fee shall be $600.

7 (2B)	For each appeal from any order, requirement, decision, or other

8 determination (other than a variance) made by the Zoning Administrator, the Planning

9 Department or Commission or the Director of Planning, including an appeal from disapproval

10 of a permit which results from such an action, the fee shall be $600.

11 (b2)	Department of Building Inspection.

12 (1A)	For each appeal from a Department of Building Inspection denial,

13 conditional approval, or granting of a residential hotel or apartment conversion permit, the fee

14 shall be $525.

15 (2B)	For each appeal from the granting or denial of a building demolition,

16 or other permit (other than residential hotel conversion). the fee shall be $175.

17 (3C)	For each appeal from the imposition of a penalty only, the fee shall 18	be $300.

19 (c3)	Police Department and Entertainment Commission.

20 (1A)	For each appeal from the denial or granting of a permit or license

21 issued by the Police Department, Entertainment Commission, or the Director of the

22 Entertainment Commission, to the owner or operator of a business, the fee shall be $375; for

23 each such permit or license issued to an individual employed by or working under contract to

24 a business, the fee shall be $150. 25







1 (2B)	For each appeal from the revocation or suspension of a permit or

2 license by the Police Department, Entertainment Commission, or the Director of the

3 Entertainment Commission, the fee shall be $375 for an entity or individual.

4 (d4)	Department of Public Works. For each appeal from the decision of the

5 Director of the Department of Public Works concerning street tree removal by a City agency,

6 commission, or department, the fee shall be $100.

7 (e5)	For each appeal from any other order or decision, the fee shall be $300.

8 (f6)	For requests for rehearing under Section 16 of this Article 1, the fee shall 9	be $150.

10 (g7)	For requests for jurisdiction, the fee shall be $150.

11 (h8)	An exemption from paying the full fee specified in Ssubsections (d)(1)

12 through (7)(a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (f), and (g) herein may be granted upon the filing under penalty of

13 perjury of a declaration of indigency on the form provided and approved by the Board. All

14 agencies of the City and County of San Francisco are exempted from these fees.

15 (i9)	Additional Requirements.

16 (1A) Notice of appeal shall be in such form as may be provided by the

17 rules of the Board of Appeals.

18 (2B) On the filing of any appeal, the Board of Appeals shall notify in

19 writing the department, board, commission, officer or other person from whose action the

20 appeal is taken of such appeal. On the filing of any appeal concerning a structural addition to

21 an existing building, the Board of Appeals shall additionally notify in writing the property

22 owners of buildings immediately adjacent to the subject building.

23 (3C) Except as otherwise specified in this subsection (d)(9)(C), tThe Board of

24 Appeals shall fix the time and place of hearing, which shall be not less than 10 nor more than 25







1 45 days after the filing of said appeal, and shall act thereon not later than 60 days after such

2 filing or a reasonable time thereafter.

3 (i) In the case of a permit issued by the Entertainment

4 Commission or its Director, the Board of Appeals shall set the hearing not less than 15 days

5 after the filing of said appeal, shall act thereon not more than 30 days after such filing, and

6 shall not entertain a motion for rehearing.

7 (ii) In the case of a decision on a permit application made pursuant to

8 Planning Code Section 343, the Board of Appeals shall set the hearing not less than 10 days after the

9 filing of said appeal, shall act thereon not more than 30 days after such filing, and shall not entertain a

10 motion for rehearing. This subsection (d)(9)(C)(ii) shall expire on the Sunset Date of Planning Code

11 Section 343, as defined in that Section. Upon the expiration of this subsection, the City Attorney shall

12 cause this subsection to be removed from the Business and Tax Regulations Code.

13 (4D) With respect to any decision of the Board of Appeals related to any

14 "dwelling" in which "protected class members" are likely to reside (each as defined in

15 Administrative Code Chapter 87), the Board of Appeals shall comply with the requirements of

16 Administrative Code Chapter 87 which requires, among other things, that the Board of

17 Appeals not base any decision regarding the development of such units on information which

18 may be discriminatory to any member of a "protected class."

19 (5E)	Pending decision by the Board of Appeals, the action of such

20 department, board, commission, officer or other person from which an appeal is taken, shall

21 be suspended, except for: (i) actions of revocation or suspension of permit by the Director of

22 Public Health when determined by the Director to be an extreme public health hazard; (ii)

23 actions by the Zoning Administrator or Director of the Department of Building Inspection

24 stopping work under or suspending an issued permit; (iii) actions of suspension or revocation

25 by the Entertainment Commission or the Director of the Entertainment Commission when the







1 suspending or revoking authority determines that ongoing operation of the activity during the

2 appeal to the Board of Appeals would pose a serious threat to public safety; and (iv) actions of

3 the Director of the Office of Cannabis awarding a Temporary Cannabis Business Permit. 4

5 SEC. 26. FACTS TO BE CONSIDERED BY DEPARTMENTS.

6 (a) Subject to Ssubsection (b) below, in the granting or denying of any permit, or the

7 revoking or the refusing to revoke any permit, the granting or revoking power may take into

8 consideration the effect of the proposed business or calling upon surrounding property and

9 upon its residents, and inhabitants thereof; and in granting or denying said permit, or revoking

10 or refusing to revoke a permit, may exercise its sound discretion as to whether said permit

11 should be granted, transferred, denied, or revoked. 12		*	*  *	*

13 (e) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the provisions of Planning Code Section 343 shall govern

14 actions taken on the granting, denial, amendment, suspension, and revocation of permits regulated

15 under that Section 343, not the standards set forth in subsection (a) of this Section 26. This subsection

16 (e) shall become operative upon receipt of preliminary approval of Planning Code Section 343 by the

17 California Department of Housing and Community Development under California Government Code

18 Section 66202. This subsection shall expire by the operation of law in accordance with the provisions

19 of Planning Code Section 343(k). Upon its expiration, the City Attorney shall cause this subsection to

20 be removed from the Business and Tax Regulations Code.

21

22

23 Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 343, to read as

24 follows:

25 SEC. 343. CENTRAL SOMA HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT.







1 (a) Purpose. This Section 343 establishes a Housing Sustainability District within the Central

2 SoMa Plan Area (“Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District” or “Central SoMa HSD”) under

3 California Government Code Sections 66200 et seq. The purpose of the Central SoMa Housing

4 Sustainability District is to encourage the provision of on-site affordable housing in new residential

5 and mixed-use projects in Central SoMa by providing a streamlined, ministerial approval process for

6 such projects.  The Central SoMa Plan anticipates that 33% of all new residential units produced

7 within the Plan Area will be permanently affordable to households of very low, low, or moderate

8 income. This Section 343 sets forth eligibility criteria, design review standards, and entitlement and

9 approval procedures for projects seeking approval pursuant to the requirements of the Central SoMa

10 Housing Sustainability District.

11 (b) Geography. The Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District shall include all parcels

12 within the Central SoMa Special Use District, which is defined in Section 249.78(b). The entirety of the

13  Central SoMa Special Use District is an “eligible location,” as that term is defined in California

14 Government Code Section 66200(e).

15 (c) Relationship to Other Planning Code Provisions. Except as otherwise provided in this

16 Section 343, all provisions of the Planning Code, including Section 249.78, that would be applicable to

17 projects approved pursuant to this Section 343 shall apply to such projects. In the event of a conflict

18 between other provisions of the Planning Code and this Section, this Section shall control.

19 (d) Eligibility. Projects seeking approval pursuant to this Section 343 shall meet all of the

20 following requirements:

21 (1) The project is located in a zoning district that principally permits residential uses.

22 (2) The project proposes no less than 50 dwelling units per acre, and no more than 750

23 dwelling units per acre.

24 (3) A majority of the project’s gross square footage is designated for residential uses.

25 All non-residential uses must be principally permitted in the underlying zoning district and any







1 applicable special use district(s), and may not include greater than 24,999 gross square feet of office

2 space that would be subject to the annual limit on office development set forth in Sections 321 et seq.

3 (4) The project does not exceed a height of 160 feet, except that any project whose

4 principal use is housing, where all such housing is restricted for a minimum of 55 years as affordable

5 for "persons and families of low or moderate income," as defined in California Health & Safety Code

6 Section 50093, shall be deemed to satisfy this subsection (c)(4) regardless of height.

7 (5) If the project sponsor seeks a density bonus pursuant to California Government

8 Code Section 65915 et seq., the project sponsor demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Planning

9 Department that the project would not result in a significant shadow impact.

10 (6) The project is not located on a lot containing a structure listed as a designated

11 landmark pursuant to Article 10 of the Planning Code or a contributory or significant structure

12 pursuant to Article 11 of the Planning Code.

13 (7) The project provides no less than 10% of its dwelling units as units affordable

14 to very low or low income families, using one ofcomplies with the following methodsaffordability

15 requirements, as applicable:

16 (A) For pProjects subject to Section 415, by electing to shall comply with

17 Section 415 by choosing the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative under Sections 415.5(g)(1)(A) or

18 415.5(g)(1)(D); or, and shall provide no less than 10% of dwelling units as units affordable to

19 very low or low income families.

20 (B) For pProjects not subject to Section 415 shall provide no less than 10%

21 of dwelling units as units affordable to very low or low income families, by entering into a

22 regulatory agreement with the City that contains the terms specified in Section 206.6(f).



[bookmark: _GoBack](C) For all projects, an additional 5% of on-site housing units set at an average affordable rent of 80% of Area Median Income for rental units and set at an average 100% of Area Median Income for ownership units, beyond the baseline requirements pursuant to either subsection (A) or (B).

23 (8) The project does not demolish, remove, or convert to another use any existing

24 dwelling unit(s).

25









1

2	standards.

3

(9) 
The project complies with all applicable zoning and any adopted design review





(10) The project sponsor complies with all Mitigation Measures in the Central SoMa





4 Environmental Impact Report (Central SoMa EIR) that the Planning Department determines are

5 applicable to the project.

6 (11) The project sponsor certifies that the project will comply with all applicable

7 requirements of California Government Code Section 66201(f)(4).

8 (12) The project shall comply with Government Code Section 66201(f)(5).

9 (13) A project is not deemed to be for residential use if it is infeasible for actual use as

10 a single or multifamily residence.

11 (e) Approving Authority. The Planning Department is the approving authority designated to

12 review permit applications for compliance with this Section 343.

13 (f) Application.

14 (1) Prior to submittal of an application for required approvals from the Planning

15 Department, a project sponsor seeking to apply pursuant to this Section 343 shall submit an

16 application for a preliminary project assessment (PPA), pursuant to Planning Department procedures.

17 (2) In addition to any requirements under other provisions of this Code for submittal of

18 application materials, an application under this Section 343 shall be submitted to the Department on a

19 form prescribed by the Department and shall include at minimum the following materials:

20 (A) A full plan set, including site plan, elevations, sections, and floor plans,

21 showing total number of units, and number of and location of units affordable to very low or low

22 income households;

23 (B) All documentation required by the Department in its response to the project

24  sponsor’s previously-submitted PPA application;

25 (C) Documentation sufficient to support determinations that:









1

2	review standards;

3

(i) 
the project meets all applicable zoning and any adopted design





(ii) the project sponsor will implement any and all Mitigation Measures





4 in the Central SoMa EIR that the Planning Department determines are applicable to the project,

5 including but not limited to the following:

6 a. An agreement to implement any and all Mitigation Measures

7 in the Central SoMa EIR that the Planning Department determines are applicable to the project; and

8 b. Scope(s) of work for any studies required as part of any and all

9 Mitigation Measures in the Central SoMa EIR that the Planning Department determines are applicable

10 to the project. An application pursuant to this Section 343 shall not be deemed complete until such

11 studies are completed to the satisfaction of the Environmental Review Officer.

12 (iii) the project sponsor will comply with subsections (d)(10) and (d)(11)

13 of this Section 343.

14 (g) Decision and Hearing. The Department shall exercise ministerial approval of projects that

15 meet all the requirements in this Section 343. Section 329 of this Code shall not apply to projects that

16 are approved pursuant to this Section 343.

17 (1) Hearing. The Planning Department shall conduct an informational public hearing

18 for all projects that are subject to this Section 343 within 100 days of receipt of a complete application,

19 as defined in subsection (f).

20 (2) Decision. Within 120 days of receipt of a complete application, as defined in

21 subsection (f), the Planning Director or the Director’s designee shall issue a written decision

22 approving, disapproving, or approving subject to conditions, the project. The applicant and the

23 Department may mutually agree to extend this 120-day period. If no written decision is issued within

24 120 days of the Department’s receipt of a complete application, or within the period mutually agreed

25 upon by the Department and applicant, the project shall be deemed approved. The Planning Director







1 or the Director’s designee shall include any certifications required by California Government Code

2 Section 66205(e) in a copy of the written decision.

3 (3) Grounds for Permit Denial. The Department may deny a Central SoMa HSD

4 project application only for one or more of the following reasons:

5 (A) The proposed project does not fully comply with this Section 343, including

6 but not limited to meeting all adopted design review standards and demonstrating compliance with all

7 applicable Mitigation Measures in the Central SoMa EIR that the Department determines are

8 applicable to the project.

9 (B) The project sponsor has not submitted all of the information or paid any

10 application fee required by this Section 343 and necessary for an adequate and timely design review or

11 assessment of potential impacts on neighboring properties.

12 (C) The Department determines, based upon substantial evidence in light of the

13 whole record of the public hearing on the project, that a physical condition on the site of development

14 that was not known and could not have been discovered with reasonable investigation at the time the

15 application was submitted would have a specific adverse impact upon the public health or safety and

16 that there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact. As used

17 in this subsection (g)(3)(C), “specific adverse impact” means a significant, quantifiable, direct, and

18 unavoidable impact based on identified objective written public health or safety standards, policies, or

19 conditions, as in existence at the time the application is deemed complete.

20 (4) Appeal. The procedures for appeal to the Board of Appeals of a decision by the

21 Department under this Section 343 shall be as set forth in Section 8 of the Business and Tax

22 Regulations Code.

23 (5) Discretionary Review. No requests for discretionary review shall be accepted by

24 the Planning Department or heard by the Planning Commission or Board of Appeals for projects

25 subject to this Section 343. As long as the Planning Commission has delegated its authority to







1 the Planning Department to review applications for projects subject to this Section 343, the

2 Planning Commission shall not hold a public hearing for discretionary review of projects

3 subject to this Section 343.

4 (6) Progress Requirement. The project sponsor of any project approved

5 pursuant to this Section 343 shall obtain the first site or building permit for the project from the

6  Department of Building Inspection within 36 months of the Department’s issuance of a written

7 decision pursuant to subsection (g)(2) of this Section 343. If the project sponsor has not

8 obtained the first site or building permit from the Department of Building Inspection within 36

9 months, then as soon as is feasible after 36 months has elapsed, the Planning Director shall

10 hold a hearing requiring the project sponsor to report on the status of the project, to determine

11 whether the project sponsor has demonstrated good faith in its effort to obtain the first site or

12 building permit for the project. If the Planning Director finds that the project sponsor has not

13 demonstrated good faith in its efforts to obtain the first site or building permit for the project,

14 the Planning Director shall revoke the approvals for the project. Factors in determining

15 whether the project sponsor has demonstrated good faith in its efforts include, but are not

16 limited to, whether any delays are the result of conditions outside the control of the project

17 sponsor and whether changes in the financing of the project are necessary in order for

18 construction to proceed.Expiration of approval. Approval of a project pursuant to this

19 Section 343 shall expire if the project sponsor has not procured a building permit or site permit

20  for construction of the project within 30 months of the date of the Department’s issuance of a

21 written decision pursuant to subsection (g)(2) of this Section 343. If the Planning Director finds

22 that the project sponsor has demonstrated good faith in its efforts to obtain the first site or

23 building permit for the project, the Planning Director may extend the approval for the project

24 for a maximum of six additional months. Such deadline shall additionally be extended in the 25







1 event of any appeal of such approval for the duration of the appeal, and in the event of

2 litigation seeking to invalidate the approval for the duration of the litigation.

3 (h) Design Review Standards. Projects subject to this Section 343 shall be reviewed for

4 compliance with the design standards set forth in the San Francisco Urban Design Guidelines and the

5  Central SoMa Plan’s Guide to Urban Design, which are on file with the Planning Department, as

6 approved by the California Department of Housing and Community Development.

7 (i) District Affordability Requirement. At the request of the California Department of Housing

8 and Community Development, the Planning Department shall demonstrate that at least 20% of the

9 residential units constructed in the Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District during the life of the

10 District and pursuant to this Section 343 will be affordable to very low, low-, and moderate-income

11 households and subject to a recorded affordability restriction for at least 55 years.

12 (j) Monitoring and Enforcement. The Planning Department shall include, as conditions of

13 approval of all projects approved pursuant to this Section 343, monitoring and enforcement provisions

14 to ensure that the project meets all labor and wage requirements and complies with all identified

15 applicable mitigation measures. Projects found to be in violation of any of these conditions shall be

16 subject to the Administrative Enforcement Procedures in Section 176.1 of this Code, including

17 initiation of abatement proceedings or referral to the City Attorney or District Attorney for prosecution,

18 if not corrected within 90 days of service of any notice of violation issued under Section 176.1(c).

19 Conditions of approval shall include, but are not limited to:

20 (1) A project sponsor shall submit weekly reports to the Office of Labor Standards

21 Enforcement, certifying that a project approved pursuant to this Section 343 is complying with

22 subsections (d)(11) and (d)(12), if applicable to the project. Projects found to be in violation of

23 subsections (d)(11) and (d)(12) shall be subject to penalties pursuant to Section 1741 of the Labor

24 Code, in addition to any penalties assessed pursuant to Section 176.1 of this Code. All penalties shall

25  be paid prior to issuance of the project’s First Certificate of Occupancy.







1 (2) The Planning Department shall monitor compliance with Central SoMa EIR

2 Mitigation Measures.

3 (3) The Planning Department shall monitor and report the construction of affordable

4 housing units under the Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District in its annual Housing Inventory,

5 which shall include the following information:

6 (A) Number of projects approved pursuant to this Section 343.

7 (B) Number of projects under construction pursuant to approvals obtained

8 under this Section 343.

9 (C) Number of projects completed pursuant to approvals obtained under this

10 Section 343.

11 (D) Number of dwelling units within projects completed pursuant to approvals

12 obtained under this Section 343.

13 (E) Number of dwelling units affordable to very low, low, moderate, and middle

14 income households within projects completed pursuant to approvals obtained under this Section 343.

15 (k) Operative and Sunset Dates.

16 (1) This Section 343 shall become operative upon receipt of preliminary approval by

17 the California Department of Housing and Community Development under California Government

18 Code Section 66202 (“Operative Date”).

19 (2) This Section 343 shall expire by operation of law seven years from the Operative

20 Date, unless this Section 343 is renewed by ordinance pursuant to Government Code Section 66201(g),

21 in which case this Section 343 shall expire on the date specified in that ordinance (“Sunset Date”).

22 (3) Upon the expiration of this Section 343, the City Attorney shall cause this Section

23 343 to be removed from the Planning Code. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66205(b), this

24 Section 343 shall govern the processing and review of any complete application submitted pursuant to

25 this Section 343 prior to the Sunset Date.







1

2 Section 4. Effective Date; Operative Date.

3 (a) This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after enactment. Enactment occurs

4 when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or does not

5 sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the

6 Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.

7 (b) Consistent with Section 343(k)(1) of the Planning Code, this ordinance in its

8 entirety shall become operative upon receipt of preliminary approval by the California

9 Department of Housing and Community Development under California Government Code

10 Section 66202. 11

12 Section 5. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors

13 intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,

14 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal

15 Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment

16 additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under

17 the official title of the ordinance. 18

19	APPROVED AS TO FORM: DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

20



21 By:		 PETER R. MILJANICH

22 Deputy City Attorney

23	n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01291535.docx

24

25
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1 (a) Purpose. This Section 343 establishes a Housing Sustainability District within the Central 


2 SoMa Plan Area (“Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District” or “Central SoMa HSD”) under 


3 California Government Code Sections 66200 et seq. The purpose of the Central SoMa Housing 


4 Sustainability District is to encourage the provision of on-site affordable housing in new residential 


5 and mixed-use projects in Central SoMa by providing a streamlined, ministerial approval process for 


6 such projects.  The Central SoMa Plan anticipates that 33% of all new residential units produced 


7 within the Plan Area will be permanently affordable to households of very low, low, or moderate 


8 income. This Section 343 sets forth eligibility criteria, design review standards, and entitlement and 


9 approval procedures for projects seeking approval pursuant to the requirements of the Central SoMa 


10 Housing Sustainability District. 


11 (b) Geography. The Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District shall include all parcels 


12 within the Central SoMa Special Use District, which is defined in Section 249.78(b). The entirety of the 


13  Central SoMa Special Use District is an “eligible location,” as that term is defined in California 


14 Government Code Section 66200(e). 


15 (c) Relationship to Other Planning Code Provisions. Except as otherwise provided in this 


16 Section 343, all provisions of the Planning Code, including Section 249.78, that would be applicable to 


17 projects approved pursuant to this Section 343 shall apply to such projects. In the event of a conflict 


18 between other provisions of the Planning Code and this Section, this Section shall control. 


19 (d) Eligibility. Projects seeking approval pursuant to this Section 343 shall meet all of the 


20 following requirements: 


21 (1) The project is located in a zoning district that principally permits residential uses. 


22 (2) The project proposes no less than 50 dwelling units per acre, and no more than 750 


23 dwelling units per acre. 


24 (3) A majority of the project’s gross square footage is designated for residential uses. 


25 All non-residential uses must be principally permitted in the underlying zoning district and any 
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1 applicable special use district(s), and may not include greater than 24,999 gross square feet of office 


2 space that would be subject to the annual limit on office development set forth in Sections 321 et seq. 


3 (4) The project does not exceed a height of 160 feet, except that any project whose 


4 principal use is housing, where all such housing is restricted for a minimum of 55 years as affordable 


5 for "persons and families of low or moderate income," as defined in California Health & Safety Code 


6 Section 50093, shall be deemed to satisfy this subsection (c)(4) regardless of height. 


7 (5) If the project sponsor seeks a density bonus pursuant to California Government 


8 Code Section 65915 et seq., the project sponsor demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Planning 


9 Department that the project would not result in a significant shadow impact. 


10 (6) The project is not located on a lot containing a structure listed as a designated 


11 landmark pursuant to Article 10 of the Planning Code or a contributory or significant structure 


12 pursuant to Article 11 of the Planning Code. 


13 (7) The project provides no less than 10% of its dwelling units as units affordable 


14 to very low or low income families, using one ofcomplies with the following methodsaffordability 


15 requirements, as applicable: 


16 (A) For pProjects subject to Section 415, by electing to shall comply with 


17 Section 415 by choosing the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative under Sections 415.5(g)(1)(A) or 


18 415.5(g)(1)(D); or, and shall provide no less than 10% of dwelling units as units affordable to 


19 very low or low income families. 


20 (B) For pProjects not subject to Section 415 shall provide no less than 10% 


21 of dwelling units as units affordable to very low or low income families, by entering into a 


22 regulatory agreement with the City that contains the terms specified in Section 206.6(f). 
 


(C) For all projects, an additional 5% of on-site housing units set at an 


average affordable rent of 80% of Area Median Income for rental units and set at an average 


100% of Area Median Income for ownership units, beyond the baseline requirements pursuant 


to either subsection (A) or (B). 


23 (8) The project does not demolish, remove, or convert to another use any existing 
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25 
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1 


2 standards. 


3 


(9) The project complies with all applicable zoning and any adopted design review 


 


 
(10) The project sponsor complies with all Mitigation Measures in the Central SoMa 


 


4 Environmental Impact Report (Central SoMa EIR) that the Planning Department determines are 


5 applicable to the project. 


6 (11) The project sponsor certifies that the project will comply with all applicable 


7 requirements of California Government Code Section 66201(f)(4). 


8 (12) The project shall comply with Government Code Section 66201(f)(5). 


9 (13) A project is not deemed to be for residential use if it is infeasible for actual use as 


10 a single or multifamily residence. 


11 (e) Approving Authority. The Planning Department is the approving authority designated to 


12 review permit applications for compliance with this Section 343. 


13 (f) Application. 


14 (1) Prior to submittal of an application for required approvals from the Planning 


15 Department, a project sponsor seeking to apply pursuant to this Section 343 shall submit an 


16 application for a preliminary project assessment (PPA), pursuant to Planning Department procedures. 


17 (2) In addition to any requirements under other provisions of this Code for submittal of 


18 application materials, an application under this Section 343 shall be submitted to the Department on a 


19 form prescribed by the Department and shall include at minimum the following materials: 


20 (A) A full plan set, including site plan, elevations, sections, and floor plans, 


21 showing total number of units, and number of and location of units affordable to very low or low 


22 income households; 


23 (B) All documentation required by the Department in its response to the project 


24  sponsor’s previously-submitted PPA application; 


25 (C) Documentation sufficient to support determinations that: 







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Regarding: Discretionary Review of 2515 Broadway Building Permit Application No. 2017.06.26.0318;

9.27.18 Planning Commission Hearing
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 9:58:50 AM
Attachments: Costigan letter re 2515 Broadway 9.15.18.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: Jerry Suich [mailto:jjsuich@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 6:48 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); onas.ionin@sfgov.org; May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: Re: Regarding: Discretionary Review of 2515 Broadway Building Permit Application No.
2017.06.26.0318; 9.27.18 Planning Commission Hearing
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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: Concerns about 650 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 9:57:32 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: Jeff [mailto:tgramjeff@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 6:57 PM
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Re: Concerns about 650 Divisadero
 
I just re-read my earlier email, and noticed the phrase "Friday and Saturday night party
crowd". That was a mistake: I don't mean to imply the Divisadero party crowd is limited to
weekends. It's become much more prevalent on weeknights in the past year. I'm very
concerned about our block of Grove being overrun with nighttime noise on weeknights as a
result of new businesses.
 
To restate my email, in case it's used in evaluating the project:
 
"I live on Grove Street, between Divisadero and Scott, across from the proposed project. I'm
concerned about the businesses which might be on the ground-level of the project.
 
I've lived in my apartment for over 20 years. While Divisadero has become more of a noisy,
nighttime destination, our block on Grove has remained relatively quiet and residential. The
noisy, nighttime crowd tends to stay on Divisadero. Alouis Auto Radiator previously, and
Seismic Retrofitters currently, provides a buffer at the corner of Divisadero and Grove from
the nighttime businesses.
 
Any nighttime business on Grove Street would risk changing the long-standing livability
character of our block by increased nighttime noise. Even a nighttime business at the corner of
Divisadero and Grove would likely spill over into our block.
 
I'm fine with providing more housing in San Francisco. It's the new nighttime businesses
which concern me. I want to ensure our block retains its livability, and we're still able to get a
good night's rest without new nighttime disturbances."
 
 
On Wed, Sep 26, 2018 at 3:08 PM Jeff <tgramjeff@gmail.com> wrote:
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Hi Chris,
 
I'm writing about the proposed project at 650 Divisadero, record number 2013.1037CV.
 
I live on Grove Street, between Divisadero and Scott, across from the proposed project. I'm
concerned about the businesses which might be on the ground-level of the project.
 
I've lived in my apartment for over 20 years. While Divisadero has become more of a noisy,
nighttime destination, our block on Grove has remained relatively quiet and residential. The
Friday and Saturday night party crowd tends to stay on Divisadero. Alouis Auto Radiator
previously, and Seismic Retrofitters currently, provides a buffer at the corner of Divisadero
and Grove from the nighttime businesses.
 
Any nighttime business on Grove Street would risk changing the long-standing livability
character of our block. Even a nighttime business at the corner of Divisadero and Grove
would likely spill over into our block.
 
I'm fine with providing more housing in San Francisco. It's the new nighttime businesses
which concern me. I want to ensure our block retains its livability, and we're still able to get
a good night's rest without new nighttime disturbances.
 
I talked on the phone with Elizabeth Purl. She suggested I ask you about what type of
businesses might be allowed on the ground floor, and for a copy of the staff report for the
case file.
 
I'd appreciate keeping my name anonymous for publishing these comments.
 
Thanks very much!



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to Proposed 1600 Jackson Street : Project No. 2016-000378 CUA
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 9:57:20 AM
Attachments: Whole Foods 1600 Jackson Street001.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: Richard Frisbie [mailto:frfbeagle@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 7:21 PM
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Milicent A. Johnson - Commissioner; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis - Commission President; Rodney
Fong - Commissioner
Cc: Marlayne Morgan; Gailbaugh40@gmail.com; Kathy Devincenzi
Subject: Opposition to Proposed 1600 Jackson Street : Project No. 2016-000378 CUA
 
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners
Find attached Laurel Heights Improvement Association"s opposition to the current "no
housing above Whole Foods" plan for 1600 Jackson.
Its difficult to comprehend the thought process that developed this "no housing" solution as it
is diametrically opposed to the housing needs of the City. 
We look forward to the Planning Commission rejecting the proposed plan and providing
direction for a thoughtful mixed use development consistent with the needs and wishes of the
surrounding neighborhood.
Respectfully,
Richard Frisbie
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Amazon / Whole Foods Market 365 CU
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 9:57:09 AM
Attachments: 365 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: Henry Karnilowicz [mailto:occexp@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 8:47 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com
Cc: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: Amazon / Whole Foods Market 365 CU
 
Dear President Hillis,
 
Attached is our letter opposing the CU for the proposed Amazon / Whole Foods Market 365 at 1600
Jackson Street.
 
Henry Karnilowicz
President
San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations
 
1019 Howard Street
San Francisco, CA 94103-2806
415.420.8113 cell
415.621.7583 fax
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	 	 	 				September	26,	2018	


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


Re:	1600	Jackson	Street	


Dear	President	Hillis	and	Commissioners,	


I	am	the	President	of	the	San	Francisco	Council	of	District	Merchants	AssociaKons	
wriKng		to	urge	the	commission	to	deny	this	CondiKonal	Use	AuthorizaKon	for	a	
formula	retail	use	of	Amazon/Whole	Foods	Market	365.		


At	the	conclusion	of	the	last	hearing,	this	commission	was	clear	that	a	stand-alone	
grocery	store	without	housing	that	would	preclude	future	housing	development	on	this	
key	transit	oriented	development	site	was	unacceptable.	Notwithstanding	clear	
commissioner	comments	and	direcKons,	the	project	sponsor	now	returns	to	the	
commission	with	the	exact	same	project	a	stand-alone	grocery	store	with	no	housing.	It	
must	be	disapproved.	


(1)		No	Housing	No	Approval		


The	commission	noted	that	large	stand-alone	uses	preclude	future	housing	on	some	of	
the	most	obvious	sites	for	housing	in	the	city.	Several	commissioners	cited,	the	Whole	
Foods	Market	on	24th	Street	in	Noe	Valley	and	the	Safeway	store	on	Church	and	
Market	as	specific	examples	noKng	that	the	City	is	not	likely	to	see	housing	at	either	
locaKon	because	the	tenant	is	not	likely	to	make	it	happen.	More	recently,	Safeway	
balked	at	partnering	with	Emerald	Fund	to	redevelop	their	Excelsior	store	to	a	new	
store	with	housing	above,	an	ideal	proposiKon	that	would	deliver	a	new	store	and	new	
housing.	Now	Safeway	will	conKnue	to	operate	that	store	with	a	large	surface	parking	
lot	indefinitely	and	no	housing	will	be	built	on	the	site.		


By	approving	this	formula	retail	use	for	Amazon/Whole	Foods	365	we	will	be	losing	the	
opportunity	to	build	housing	at	this	site,	going	against	everything	this	commission	has	
been	working	to	do	to	alleviate	the	housing	crisis	and	diligently	pursuing	former	Mayor	
Lee	and	now	Mayor	Breed's	execuKve	direcKve	on	housing.		


Any	claim	that	housing	is	not	feasible	or	does	not	"pencil	out"	at	this	site	is	false.	
According	to	the	San	Francisco	Chronicle,	the	site	was	acquired	in	2014	for	$7,000,000.	
Village	ProperKes,	the	acquirer	submieed	a	prior	housing	plan	for	a	62-	unit	project	in	
2015.	Although	construcKon	costs	and	inclusionary	housing	requirements	have	
increased	since	Village	ProperKes	acquired	the	property,	the	economics	of	building	in	
the	neighborhood	remain	strong.	This	commission	should	not	reward	the	property	
owner	the	benefit	of	high	formula	retail	rents	that	will	forever	preclude	housing	
development	on	the	site	given	the	state	of	our	housing	crisis.		


(2)	The	Polk	Street	Neighborhood	is	Not	a	Food	Desert	-	Polk	Street	is	Ground	Zero	for	
the	Housing	and	Displacement	Crisis		


It	has	been	noted	in	public	tesKmony	that	the	proposed	Amazon/Whole	Foods	365	
store	is	located	a	mere	5	blocks	away	(2	minute	drive,	less	than	10	minutes	on	foot)	


�


MEMBER	ASSOCIATIONS	


Arab American Grocers Association 
Balboa Village Merchants Association 
Bayview Merchants Association 


Castro Merchants 
Chinatown Merchants Association 
Clement St. Merchants Association 


Divisadero Merchants Association 
Dogpatch Business Association 


Excelsior Out Mission Merchants 
Fillmore Merchants Association 
Fishermans Wharf Merchants Assn. 


Glen Park Merchants Association 
Golden Gate Restaurant Association  
Greater Geary Boulevard Merchants 


& Property Owners Association 
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association 
Inner Sunset Merchants Association 


Japantown Merchants Association 
Larkin Street Merchants Association 


Lower Haight Merchants & Neighbors Assn. 
Marina Merchants Association 
Mission Creek Merchants Association 


Mission Merchants Association 
Noe Valley Merchants Association 
North Beach Business Association 


North East Mission Business Assn. 
People of Parkside Sunset 


Polk District Merchants Association 
Potrero Dogpatch Merchants Assn. 
Sacramento St. Merchants Association 


South of Market Business Association 
The Outer Sunset Merchant  
& Professional Association 


Union Street Merchants 
Valencia Corridor Merchants Assn. 
West Portal Merchants Association







�
from	another	Amazon/Whole	Foods	store	on	California	Street	and	Franklin	Streets.	The	Polk	Street	neighborhood	has	
several	grocery	opKons	including,	Trader	Joes,	Real	Foods	Market,	Golden	Veggie	Market,	and	Le	Beau	Market	along	
with	a	several	specialty	shops	like	the	Jug	Shop	and	Cheese	Plus.		


Calling	Polk	Street	a	food	desert	or	lacking	in	grocery	opKons	is	absurd	and	insulKng	to	neighborhoods	of	San	
Francisco	that	are	true	food	desserts	such	as	the	Tenderloin	or	Bayview-Hunters	Point	and	is	insulKng	to	the	people	of	
these	neighborhoods	that	are	primarily	low	income	communiKes	and	communiKes	of	color.	We	are	not	in	a	grocery	
crisis;	rather,	the	Polk	Street	community	is	ground	zero	for	the	housing	and	displacement	crisis	with	the	2nd	highest	
evicKon	rate	behind	the	Mission	in	the	City-	we	need	housing.	And	we	need	housing	on	sites	that	do	no	displace	
business	and	merchants	such	as	1600	Jackson.		 	
																																																																																																																																																																																																																
(3)	Amazon/Whole	Foods	365	Does	Not	Support	Good	Paying	Jobs	for	Polk	Street	-	Building	Housing	Does	Support	
Good	Paying	Jobs		


Our	coaliKon	is	very	disturbed	by	the	track	record	of	Amazon/Whole	Foods	with	respect	to	providing	good	paying	jobs	
with	a	career	path	for	employees.	The	company	appears	to	want	to	automate	as	much	as	possible	and	eliminate	as	
much	labor	as	they	can.	This	is	not	the	type	of	company	we	welcome	on	to	the	Polk	Street	Neighborhood	Commercial	
District	where	we	celebrate	our	workers	and	employees	as	being	a	part	of	our	greater	community.	We	are	proud	to	
have	the	support	of	our	brothers	and	sisters	at	Unite	Here	-	Local	2	as	well	as	UFCW	-	Local	5	to	oppose	this	project.	
What	workers	need	in	addiKon	to	good	paying	jobs	is	housing,	and	ideally	100%	union	built	housing	with	good	paying	
jobs	for	workers	and	that	is	what	we	hope	to	see	at	1600	Jackson	aker	this	condiKonal	use	is	disapproved.		
																																																																																																																																																																																																																
(4)	Any	Future	Use	May	Be	Subject	to	DiscreKonary	Review	by	This	Commission	even	if	the	Proposed	Use	is	Principally	
Permieed		


We	are	determined	and	our	coaliKon	will	file	a	discreKonary	review	for	any	future	project	that	does	not	include	
housing	at	this	site	even	if	such	a	proposed	use	is	principally	permieed.	This	commission	should	not	feel	compelled	to	
approve	this	project	for	fear	that	the	property	owner	would	simply	lease	out	the	property	for	some	other	use	that	is	
less	desirable	such	as	giant	gym.	In	such	a	scenario,	our	coaliKon	would	file	a	discreKonary	review	and	this	
commission	could	deny	a	building	permit	for	such	a	project.																																																																																																																								
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
It	is	for	these	reasons	honorable	commissioners	that	the	CU	for	this	project	should	be	denied.		
'	
Sincerely,	


	
Henry	Karnilowicz	
President	


Cc:		
Jonas.	P.	Ionin	-	Commission	Secretary	
John	Rahaim	-	Director	of	Planning	
Myrna	Melgar	-	Commission	Vice	President	
Rodney	Fong	-	Commissioner	
Millicent	A.	Johnson	-	Commissioner	
Joel	Koppel	-	Commissioner	
Kathrin	Moore	-	Commissioner	
Dennis	Richards	-	Commissioner	


�







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 1600 Jackson Street
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 9:56:56 AM
Attachments: 1600 Jackson Street - NNC Opposition to CUA.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: Ozzie Rohm [mailto:ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 9:25 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Noeneighborhoodcouncil
Info
Subject: Fw: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 1600 Jackson Street
 
Please see the attached letter from Noe Neighborhood Council that was sent to the Planning
Commission in opposition to the proposed project at 1600 Jackson Street.
 
Best,
 
Ozzie Rohm
 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>
To: "richhillissf@gmail.com" <richhillissf@gmail.com>; "myrna.melgar@sfgov.org"
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; "planning@rodneyfong.com" <planning@rodneyfong.com>;
"Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org" <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; "kathrin.moore@sfgov.org" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
"dennis.richards@sfgov.org" <dennis.richards@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 9:21 PM
Subject: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 1600 Jackson Street
 
President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission,
 
Please see the attached letter from Noe Neighborhood Council in opposition to the proposed
project at 1600 Jackson Street. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Ozzie Rohm
 
 

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



NOE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 
Fair Planning for Noe Valley 


 
 


 
Septembre 26, 2018 


 


President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission: 


On behalf of Noe Neighborhood Council (NNC), I am writing to express our opposition regarding 


the Conditional Use Authorization for 1600 Jackson Street.  Our reasons are simple: A 


redundant grocery store that serves more as a warehouse would be a waste of a rare 


opportunity for adding to our housing stock without causing any displacement. 


Last time this matter was before the Commission, it was agreed that a Whole Foods store 


without housing atop is unacceptable.  That is why the case was continued so that the project 


sponsor would come up with a solution that would include housing.  That has not happened and 


once again, the Commission’s and public’s time has been wasted on gaming the system.   


Every Thursday, we witness the parade of real estate boosters and lobbyists for speculators 


arguing for upzoning and densification before you with no regard for the human cost of 


displacement.  Here’s an opportunity to turn a vacant site to a large housing project complete 


with BMR units and they are all standing back regurgitating the same unfounded claim of “it 


doesn’t pencil out”. 


These are the reasons why we urge you to reject the Conditional Use Authorization for this 


project until the project sponsor revises their plans to accommodate the large number of 


residential units that were initially planned for this site. 


Sincerely, 


Ozzie Rohm  


For the 300+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council 


 


 







 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Amazon / Whole Foods Market 365 CU
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 9:56:52 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: Danny Mac [mailto:danny1mac@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 8:24 AM
To: Henry Karnilowicz
Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC);
Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: Re: Amazon / Whole Foods Market 365 CU
 
Great letter!

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 26, 2018, at 8:51 PM, Henry Karnilowicz <occexp@aol.com> wrote:

Dear President Hillis,
 
Attached is our letter opposing the CU for the proposed Amazon / Whole Foods Market 365
at 1600 Jackson Street.
 
Henry Karnilowicz
President
San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations
 
1019 Howard Street
San Francisco, CA 94103-2806
415.420.8113 cell
415.621.7583 fax

<365 letter.pdf>

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


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Neighbor letter re 2515 Broadway Application
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 9:56:38 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: Frances Hochschild [mailto:fhochschild@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 9:09 AM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: Neighbor letter re 2515 Broadway Application

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Please find attached another letter regarding the 2515 Broadway Application.

Regards

Frances

Frances Hochschild
fhochschild@gmail.com
(415) 531-0740

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:fhochschild@gmail.com


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: Letter from MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW Local 648 RE: 1600 Jackson St CU
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 9:48:50 AM
Attachments: MPNA.PDMA.UFCW 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: Chris Gembinski [mailto:chrisgembinski@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 5:55 AM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Rich Hillis; Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Letter from MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW Local 648 RE: 1600 Jackson St CU
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
Please see the attached letter from the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association (MPNA), Polk District Merchants
Association (PDMA), and United Food and Commercial Workers (UFCW Local 648) regarding 1600 Jackson
Street. I would like to include this in the record for the October 4th hearing.
 
Please contact me if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Chris Gembinski
MPNA Chair
916-300-5704

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:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/



September 24, 2018, 


RE: 1600 Jackson Street 


Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission 
 
MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW-Local 648, urge the commission to deny this Conditional 
Use Authorization for a formula retail use of Amazon/Whole Foods Market 365.   


At the conclusion of the last hearing, this commission was clear that a stand-alone 
grocery store without housing that would preclude future housing development on this 
key transit oriented development site was unacceptable.  Notwithstanding clear 
commissioner comments and directions, the project sponsor now returns to the 
commission with the exact same project a stand-alone grocery store with no housing.      
It must be disapproved.   


(1) No Housing -> No Approval  


The commission noted that large stand-alone uses preclude future housing on some of the 
most obvious sites for housing in the city.  Several commissioners cited, the Whole Foods 
Market on 24th Street in Noe Valley and the Safeway store on Church and Market as 
specific examples noting that the City is not likely to see housing at either location 
because the tenant is not likely to make it happen.  More recently, Safeway balked at 
partnering with Emerald Fund to redevelop their Excelsior store to a new store with 
housing above, an ideal proposition that would deliver a new store and new housing.  
Now Safeway will continue to operate that store with a large surface parking lot 
indefinitely and no housing will be built on the site.   


We cannot let this happen to 1600 Jackson Street by approving this formula retail use for 
Amazon/Whole Foods 365 and losing the opportunity to build housing at this site.  Doing 
so would go against everything this commission has been working to do to alleviate the 
housing crisis and diligently pursue former Mayor Lee and now Mayor Breed’s executive 
directive on housing.  


UFCW
Local 648


a VOICE for working America
1980 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103-3489







Any claim that housing is not feasible or does not “pencil out” at this site is false.  
According to the San Francisco Chronicle, the site was acquired in 2014 for $7,000,000.  
Village Properties, the acquirer submitted a prior housing plan for a 62- unit project in 
2015.  Although construction costs and inclusionary housing requirements have increased 
since Village Properties acquired the property, the economics of building in the 
neighborhood remain strong.  This commission should not reward the property owner the 
benefit of high formula retail rents that will forever preclude housing development on the 
site given the state of our housing crisis.    


(2) The Polk Street Neighborhood is Not a Food Dessert -> Polk Street is Ground 
Zero for the Housing and Displacement Crisis 


It has been noted in public testimony that the proposed Amazon/Whole Foods 365 store is 
located a mere 5 blocks away (2 minute drive, less than 10 minutes on foot) from another 
Amazon/Whole Foods store on California Street and Franklin Streets.  The Polk Street 
neighborhood has several grocery options including, Trader Joes, Real Foods Market, 
Golden Veggie Market, and Le Beau Market along with a several specialty shops like the 
Jug Shop and Cheese Plus.    


To call Polk Street a food dessert or lacking in grocery options is insulting to 
neighborhoods of San Francisco that are true food desserts such as the Tenderloin or 
Bayview-Hunters Point and is insulting to the people of these neighborhoods that are 
primarily low income communities and communities of color.  We are not in a grocery 
crisis; rather, the Polk Street community is ground zero for the housing and displacement 
crisis with the 2nd highest eviction rate behind the Mission in the City – we need housing.  
And we need housing on sites that do no displace business and merchants such as 1600 
Jackson.   


(3) Amazon/Whole Foods 365 Does Not Support Good Paying Jobs for Polk Street -
> Building Housing Does Support Good Paying Jobs 


Our coalition is very disturbed by the track record of Amazon/Whole Foods with respect 
to providing good paying jobs with a career path for employees.  The company appears to 
want to automate as much as possible and eliminate as much labor as they can.  This is 
not the type of company we welcome on to the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial 
District where we celebrate our workers and employees as being a part of our greater 
community.  We are proud to have the support of our brothers and sisters at Unite Here – 
Local 2 as well as UFCW – Local 5 to oppose this project.  What workers need in 
addition to good paying jobs is housing, and ideally 100% union built housing with good 







paying jobs for workers and that is what we hope to see at 1600 Jackson after this 
conditional use is disapproved. 


(4) Any Future Use May Be Subject to Discretionary Review by This Commission 
even if the Proposed Use is Principally Permitted   


Rest assured our coalition will file a discretionary review for any future project that does 
not include housing at this site even if such a proposed use is principally permitted.  This 
commission should not feel compelled to approve this project for fear that the property 
owner would simply lease out the property for some other use that is less desirable such 
as giant gym.   In such a scenario, our coalition would file a discretionary review and this 
commission could deny a building permit for such a project. 


It is for these reasons honorable commissioners that this project should be 
disapproved today. 


Sincerely, 


Chris Gembinski 
Chair,  
Middle Polk Neighborhood Association 


Parker Austin 
President, 
Polk District Merchants Association 


Dan Larson 
President 
United Food and Commercial Workers, UFCW Local 648 


Cc:  Commissions Secretary   
 John Rahaim, Planning Director







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: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON TRANSBAY TRANSIT CENTER
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 9:46:59 AM
Attachments: 9.26.18 Transbay Transit Center.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 11:43 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON TRANSBAY TRANSIT CENTER
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, September 26, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON TRANSBAY TRANSIT CENTER
 
“Today I went to the Transbay Transit Center to see the site myself and meet with Transbay
Joint Powers Authority leadership and City department heads to discuss the ongoing
investigation and what we are doing to fix this situation. We must have a thorough and
transparent investigation to determine the causes, severity, and impacts of this discovery, as
well as a plan to re-open the Transit Center as soon as it is safe to do so. The Transbay Transit
Center is too important for our City and our regional transportation system not to act quickly
to have definitive answers for the public, and someone needs to be held accountable once the
cause is determined. As the safety of the people of San Francisco is always of primary
importance, we will continue to act cautiously and keep the Transit Center and block of
Fremont Street closed until we have further answers. Our City agencies and regional
transportation partners have been working to manage the traffic disruptions caused by these
closures, and they will continue to do so.”
 

###
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, September 26, 2018 


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


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ON TRANSBAY TRANSIT CENTER 
 


“Today I went to the Transbay Transit Center to see the site myself and meet with Transbay Joint 


Powers Authority leadership and City department heads to discuss the ongoing investigation and 


what we are doing to fix this situation. We must have a thorough and transparent investigation to 


determine the causes, severity, and impacts of this discovery, as well as a plan to re-open the 


Transit Center as soon as it is safe to do so. The Transbay Transit Center is too important for our 


City and our regional transportation system not to act quickly to have definitive answers for the 


public, and someone needs to be held accountable once the cause is determined. As the safety of 


the people of San Francisco is always of primary importance, we will continue to act cautiously 


and keep the Transit Center and block of Fremont Street closed until we have further answers. 


Our City agencies and regional transportation partners have been working to manage the traffic 


disruptions caused by these closures, and they will continue to do so.” 


 


### 


 


 







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: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES NEW MEASURES TO IMPROVE PEDESTRIAN

AND BICYCLIST SAFETY
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 9:28:53 AM
Attachments: 9.26.18 Transportation Safety Improvements.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 12:55 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES NEW MEASURES TO IMPROVE
PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLIST SAFETY
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, September 26, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES NEW MEASURES TO

IMPROVE PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLIST SAFETY
Changes include expedited implementation of the Valencia Street bike lane and quicker action

from Rapid Response Teams following traffic collisions
 

San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced new measures aimed at
quickly implementing safety improvement projects to protect bicyclists and pedestrians in San
Francisco.
 
Mayor Breed will be closely analyzing all pending Vision Zero street safety projects planned
for high-injury corridors and directing the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
(SFMTA) to implement these projects on an expedited schedule, beginning with the Valencia
Street bike lane. She also tasked the SFMTA with making recommendations on major process
overhauls that can be enacted to ensure Vision Zero projects move forward without delay, and
issued clear guidelines for the SFMTA’s Rapid Response teams to quickly and effective
respond to serious incidents.
 
“Even one pedestrian death is too many, but recently we have seen a number of sadly
preventable injuries and fatalities on our streets. I am tired of waiting for months, and often
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, September 26, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES NEW MEASURES TO 


IMPROVE PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLIST SAFETY 
Changes include expedited implementation of the Valencia Street bike lane and quicker action 


from Rapid Response Teams following traffic collisions 


 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced new measures aimed at quickly 


implementing safety improvement projects to protect bicyclists and pedestrians in San Francisco.  


 


Mayor Breed will be closely analyzing all pending Vision Zero street safety projects planned for 


high-injury corridors and directing the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 


(SFMTA) to implement these projects on an expedited schedule, beginning with the Valencia 


Street bike lane. She also tasked the SFMTA with making recommendations on major process 


overhauls that can be enacted to ensure Vision Zero projects move forward without delay, and 


issued clear guidelines for the SFMTA’s Rapid Response teams to quickly and effective respond 


to serious incidents. 


 


“Even one pedestrian death is too many, but recently we have seen a number of sadly 


preventable injuries and fatalities on our streets. I am tired of waiting for months, and often 


years, for important Vision Zero projects to be implemented when we know they are urgently 


needed to protect pedestrians and bicyclists,” said Mayor Breed. “I will be personally reviewing 


all pending Vision Zero safety proposals on high-injury corridors and directing the SFMTA to 


move more quickly on these projects. We do not have time to waste.” 


 


High-injury corridors represent just 13% of San Francisco streets where 75% of all serious 


injuries and fatalities take place. The City has a stated Vision Zero goal of eliminating all traffic 


fatalities by engineering safe and livable streets in order to eliminate all pedestrian deaths. 


 


“No one should die on our streets just trying to get around. Vision Zero is the right goal for our 


growing city right now and we must keep pushing forward to meet it,” said Ed Reiskin, Director 


of Transportation for the SFMTA. “Mayor Breed’s leadership and continued dedication to the 


safety of all those on our streets is essential to ensuring San Francisco meets its goal of zero 


traffic fatalities.” 


 


The first project that Mayor Breed is directing to be expedited is a fully parking-protected bike 


lane on Valencia Street stretching from Market Street to 15th Street. These first four blocks of 


Valencia have the highest ridership counts on the corridor and also the highest injury rates. There 


has been a year-long community outreach process to receive feedback on this project and Mayor 
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Breed has directed it to be implemented in the next four months to serve as a pilot to inform 


changes through the rest of the corridor. 


 


“Ensuring the safety of pedestrians and cyclists is critically important, and along with those who 


walk and bike this corridor every day, I’m thankful that this critically important project will now 


be implemented a year ahead of schedule,” said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman. 


 


“I’ve been working on improving safety on the busy Valencia corridor. I was successful in 


convincing Lyft to move pick-ups and drop-offs to the side streets to reduce car-bike conflicts,” 


said Supervisor Hillary Ronen. “While this was an important step to improving safety for riders, 


I remain 100% committed to protected bike lanes, and am delighted that the project will launch 


its first phase of construction this spring.” 


 


“I want to thank Mayor Breed for her leadership in expediting the protected bike lane on 


Valencia Street, which is one of the most biked and most dangerous corridors in San Francisco,” 


said Brian Wiedenmeier, Executive Director of the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition. “This kind 


of quick action is exactly what we need in order to achieve Vision Zero by 2024 and help more 


people choose to bike in the City.” 


 


Additionally, Mayor Breed announced clear guidelines for the SFMTA’s Rapid Response Team, 


which is tasked with responding to incidents of serious injury or fatalities. Within one hour of an 


incident, the SFMTA will be notified by the San Francisco Police Department. The Rapid 


Response team will continue to respond within 24 hours to analyze the location for any 


necessary safety improvements, and then implement appropriate near-term safety improvements 


within the following 72 hours. The SFMTA will work to design and implement longer-term 


safety improvements on an expedited, high-priority schedule and will regularly update Mayor 


Breed on Rapid Response Team deployment and safety implementations. 


 


“After a serious crash, the City should respond quickly to identify the problem and make the 


changes needed to prevent future crashes,” said Cathy DeLuca, Walk San Francisco's Policy and 


Program Director. “We are glad that Mayor Breed is setting clear guidelines for the SFMTA’s 


Rapid Response Team to follow. We look forward to swift action to make the streets safe for 


everyone who walks in San Francisco.” 
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years, for important Vision Zero projects to be implemented when we know they are urgently
needed to protect pedestrians and bicyclists,” said Mayor Breed. “I will be personally
reviewing all pending Vision Zero safety proposals on high-injury corridors and directing the
SFMTA to move more quickly on these projects. We do not have time to waste.”
 
High-injury corridors represent just 13% of San Francisco streets where 75% of all serious
injuries and fatalities take place. The City has a stated Vision Zero goal of eliminating all
traffic fatalities by engineering safe and livable streets in order to eliminate all pedestrian
deaths.
 
“No one should die on our streets just trying to get around. Vision Zero is the right goal for
our growing city right now and we must keep pushing forward to meet it,” said Ed Reiskin,
Director of Transportation for the SFMTA. “Mayor Breed’s leadership and continued
dedication to the safety of all those on our streets is essential to ensuring San Francisco meets
its goal of zero traffic fatalities.”
 
The first project that Mayor Breed is directing to be expedited is a fully parking-protected bike
lane on Valencia Street stretching from Market Street to 15th Street. These first four blocks of
Valencia have the highest ridership counts on the corridor and also the highest injury rates.
There has been a year-long community outreach process to receive feedback on this project
and Mayor Breed has directed it to be implemented in the next four months to serve as a pilot
to inform changes through the rest of the corridor.
 
“Ensuring the safety of pedestrians and cyclists is critically important, and along with those
who walk and bike this corridor every day, I’m thankful that this critically important project
will now be implemented a year ahead of schedule,” said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman.
 
“I’ve been working on improving safety on the busy Valencia corridor. I was successful in
convincing Lyft to move pick-ups and drop-offs to the side streets to reduce car-bike
conflicts,” said Supervisor Hillary Ronen. “While this was an important step to improving
safety for riders, I remain 100% committed to protected bike lanes, and am delighted that the
project will launch its first phase of construction this spring.”
 
“I want to thank Mayor Breed for her leadership in expediting the protected bike lane on
Valencia Street, which is one of the most biked and most dangerous corridors in San
Francisco,” said Brian Wiedenmeier, Executive Director of the San Francisco Bicycle
Coalition. “This kind of quick action is exactly what we need in order to achieve Vision Zero
by 2024 and help more people choose to bike in the City.”
 
Additionally, Mayor Breed announced clear guidelines for the SFMTA’s Rapid Response
Team, which is tasked with responding to incidents of serious injury or fatalities. Within one
hour of an incident, the SFMTA will be notified by the San Francisco Police Department. The
Rapid Response team will continue to respond within 24 hours to analyze the location for any
necessary safety improvements, and then implement appropriate near-term safety
improvements within the following 72 hours. The SFMTA will work to design and implement
longer-term safety improvements on an expedited, high-priority schedule and will regularly
update Mayor Breed on Rapid Response Team deployment and safety implementations.
 
“After a serious crash, the City should respond quickly to identify the problem and make the
changes needed to prevent future crashes,” said Cathy DeLuca, Walk San Francisco's Policy



and Program Director. “We are glad that Mayor Breed is setting clear guidelines for the
SFMTA’s Rapid Response Team to follow. We look forward to swift action to make the
streets safe for everyone who walks in San Francisco.”
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 1600 Jackson Street
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 9:24:32 AM
Attachments: 1600 Jackson Street - NNC Opposition to CUA.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: Ozzie Rohm [mailto:ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 9:25 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Noeneighborhoodcouncil
Info
Subject: Fw: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 1600 Jackson Street
 
Please see the attached letter from Noe Neighborhood Council that was sent to the
Planning Commission in opposition to the proposed project at 1600 Jackson Street.
 
Best,
 
Ozzie Rohm
 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>
To: "richhillissf@gmail.com" <richhillissf@gmail.com>; "myrna.melgar@sfgov.org"
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; "planning@rodneyfong.com" <planning@rodneyfong.com>;
"Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org" <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; "kathrin.moore@sfgov.org" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
"dennis.richards@sfgov.org" <dennis.richards@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 9:21 PM
Subject: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 1600 Jackson Street
 
President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission,
 
Please see the attached letter from Noe Neighborhood Council in opposition to the
proposed project at 1600 Jackson Street. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Ozzie Rohm
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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NOE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 
Fair Planning for Noe Valley 


 
 


 
Septembre 26, 2018 


 


President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission: 


On behalf of Noe Neighborhood Council (NNC), I am writing to express our opposition regarding 


the Conditional Use Authorization for 1600 Jackson Street.  Our reasons are simple: A 


redundant grocery store that serves more as a warehouse would be a waste of a rare 


opportunity for adding to our housing stock without causing any displacement. 


Last time this matter was before the Commission, it was agreed that a Whole Foods store 


without housing atop is unacceptable.  That is why the case was continued so that the project 


sponsor would come up with a solution that would include housing.  That has not happened and 


once again, the Commission’s and public’s time has been wasted on gaming the system.   


Every Thursday, we witness the parade of real estate boosters and lobbyists for speculators 


arguing for upzoning and densification before you with no regard for the human cost of 


displacement.  Here’s an opportunity to turn a vacant site to a large housing project complete 


with BMR units and they are all standing back regurgitating the same unfounded claim of “it 


doesn’t pencil out”. 


These are the reasons why we urge you to reject the Conditional Use Authorization for this 


project until the project sponsor revises their plans to accommodate the large number of 


residential units that were initially planned for this site. 


Sincerely, 


Ozzie Rohm  


For the 300+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council 


 


 







 
 



From: Winslow, David (CPC)
To: Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC);

planning@rodneyfong.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: 765 Vermont 2017-003846DRP
Date: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 12:00:31 PM
Attachments: 765 Vermont DR response addenda1.pdf

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,
I apologize, but the project sponsor’s response was inadvertently left out of your printed packets.
Please see it attached.
 
 
David Winslow 
Principal Architect
Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
T: (415) 575-9159
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September 2, 2018 
 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, #400 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
 
Attn:   San Francisco Planning Commission 
 Dave Winslow, Planner 
 
Re: 2017-003846 DRP 
 2017.0307.0825 Building Permit Application 
 765 Vermont Street  
  
 
 
 
 
 
Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners: 
 
Before going over the facts on this project, we would like to emphasize the following: 
 
The design of the project, the height and massing, its context to the neighborhood, privacy, and our 
subsequent modifications have not been raised by the DR requestor and her advisors.   The only concerns 
raised by the DR requestor have been about the effect of the addition to her sunlight in her rear yard.  Only 
upon the DR filing application has the issue of mass or neighborhood context been included.   
 
Although we believe the real concern is the effect of the sunlight on her rear yard, we will give some context to the 
project below.  
 
This project is a vertical third-floor addition to a single-family house for our clients who have lived in the house for 
over 9 years.  During this time period, they have had two children and are quickly outgrowing their home. They 
would like to have all of their bedrooms on one level and are also expecting their aging parents to move in with 
them. 
 
The addition allows for three bedrooms, two baths and a laundry room on one level.  The second-floor will be used 
for living with a living room, dining room, family room with kitchen, and study area.  And the lowest level will be 
used by their parents (master bedroom and small sitting room).   
 
A pre-application meeting with the neighbors took place on February 21, 2017 with a larger proposal (205-square-
foot) that was taller and did not have a front setback.  
 
Upon submittal and review by the RDAT, a front setback was required for the third floor to lessen the mass of the 
addition.  Although not desired by our clients (due to there being numerous three-story homes on the block without 
setbacks) the design was altered as requested. Working with the RDAT, the setback was reduced from 15’ to 12’  by 
utilizing a sloping roof with an 8-foot springline, thus appearing similar to a standard 15’ setback with a typical 9-
foot ceiling height.  This accommodation allows for reasonably sized children’s bedrooms (11’ x 11’-5”).  See 
perspective of addition on sheet A6.0 in the drawing set. 
 
During the 311 period, we were contacted by the DR requestor by phone where she requested a sun study to 
understand the effects of the project on her sunlight to her garden, specifically at a location where she has an outdoor 







table and chairs. She granted access to her rear yard so we could measure her house and document the elevations of 
her yard.  Please note that the DR requestor is two properties to the north of the subject property, not directly 
adjacent. 
 
After completing the sun study, we met with the DR requestor and her advisors to review the results.  After our 
meeting, her advisors told us that she questioned the results, so we did further analysis, and subsequently had at 
minimum 5 phone calls with them regarding the net results and possible solutions.   
 
In summation, we discovered that there is no effect to her garden table surface before November 1 and after 
February 7 by the project.  Contextually, out of the 365 days in a year, the effect to the sunlight on the garden table 
is 2%. 
 
Per the DR requestor’s advisors, we did offer alterations to the project, such as sloping the roof of the master 
bedroom to lower the northern edge of the roof, or reducing the width of the bedroom by 1’-0”, thereby increasing 
the side setback to 5’-0”.  Neither improved the situation significantly (she gained approximately 15 minutes per 
day).  Raising the elevation of her table via an above-grade wood deck to gain more sun exposure was rejected by 
the DR requestor.    We did question the likelihood of the DR requestor sitting in her yard during the middle of the 
day in the middle of winter, but this line of logic was not considered.  
 
On the request that DR be taken to remove the third-floor addition’s effect to her rear yard:  There is nothing 
extraordinary or unusual about the proposed third-floor addition; some effect to adjacent neighbors will be expected 
for any addition and per the sun study, the effect is minimal. The only solution that would accommodate the DR 
request to have no effect to her yard is to eliminate the third floor which is unreasonable. 
 
We therefore ask you to not take DR, and approve the project as submitted.  
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 


 
John Lum, AIA 
 
 































From: Garth Spiller garthspiller@gmail.com
Subject: Fwd: Spiller Stoner Building project 765 Vermont Stree


Date: August 28, 2018 at 1:16 PM
To: Khoan Duong khoan@johnlumarchitecture.com


---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Margaret Weir <margaretweir5@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Aug 28, 2018, 1:15 PM
Subject: Re: Spiller Stoner Building project 765 Vermont Stree
To: Garth Spiller <garthspiller@gmail.com>


Hi Garth & Chelsea,  
I hope you are doing well.  I would be happy to support your project as per the note 
below:


Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission,,


I am the owner/neighbor at 779 Vermont Street, two homes to the south from the subject 
property.  I have read & reviewed the details of the remodel & addition project at 765 Vermont 
Street.  I approve and support this project as it will add value to the neighborhood and block, 
and be a better family home with the improvements.


Sincerely,


Margaret Weir
779 Vermont Street
San Francisco, CA 94107
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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); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson, Whole Foods-2016-000378CUA
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 2:22:55 PM
Attachments: 1600 Jackson support 92418.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: Gail Baugh [mailto:gailbaugh40@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 1:46 PM
To: gail baugh
Subject: 1600 Jackson, Whole Foods-2016-000378CUA
 
The Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association does not support the Whole Food retailer to occupy this location
without adding housing units above this retail space.  HVNA is in the midst of securing a grocery store in the street
level retail space at 555 Fulton, and we have embraced added units of housing on the site of an old commercial
space. The significance of adding market rate and BMR’s onsite, within a food desert community, is a significant
step to address issues of equity and service to the community at large that is undergoing significant changes.
 
1600 Jackson, in neighborhood experiencing significant changes, must include housing in addition to a grocery store
space.  After listening to the Whole Foods’ presentation for a 55,000 SF retail site at 8thStreet and Market, Whole
Foods knows the importance of housing to support its retail model. More housing above the 1600 Jackson site is
a strategy to sustain its retail grocery business. 
 
A grocery store, eliminating this opportunity to add needed housing in the neighborhood, is just another way to clog
our streets with traffic, in an area saturated with car transit. HVNA strongly urges adding more housing above this
retail space.
 
Sincerely,
 
The Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association does not support the Whole Food retailer to occupy this location
without adding housing units above this retail space.  HVNA is in the midst of securing a grocery store in the street
level retail space at 555 Fulton, and we have embraced added units of housing on the site of an old commercial
space. The significance of adding market rate and BMR’s onsite, within a food desert community, is a significant
step to address issues of equity and service to the community at large that is undergoing significant changes.
 
1600 Jackson, in neighborhood experiencing significant changes, must include housing in addition to a grocery store
space.  After listening to the Whole Foods’ presentation for a 55,000 SF retail site at 8thStreet and Market, Whole
Foods knows the importance of housing to support its retail model. More housing above the 1600 Jackson site is
a strategy to sustain its retail grocery business. 
 
A grocery store, eliminating this opportunity to add needed housing in the neighborhood, is just another way to clog
our streets with traffic, in an area saturated with car transit. HVNA strongly urges adding more housing above this
retail space.
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September 24, 2018


Attn: President Rich Hillis. Vice President Dennis Richards, and Commissioners of the San Francisco Planning Commission.


From:  Gail Baugh, president, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Assn.


Re:  Proposed Whole Foods Grocery Store at 1600 Jackson Street.


The Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association does not support the Whole Food retailer to occupy this location without adding housing units above this retail space.  HVNA is in the midst of securing a grocery store in the street level retail space at 555 Fulton, and we have embraced added units of housing on the site of an old commercial space. The significance of adding market rate and BMR’s onsite, within a food desert community, is a significant step to address issues of equity and service to the community at large that is undergoing significant changes.


1600 Jackson, in neighborhood experiencing significant changes, must include housing in addition to a grocery store space.  After listening to the Whole Foods’ presentation for a 55,000 SF retail site at 8th Street and Market, Whole Foods knows the importance of housing to support its retail model. More housing above the 1600 Jackson site is a  strategy to sustain its retail grocery business. 


A grocery store, eliminating this opportunity to add needed housing in the neighborhood, is just another way to clog our streets with traffic, in an area saturated with car transit. HVNA strongly urges adding more housing above this retail space.


Sincerely,


Gail Baugh


President, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Assn


Gailbaugh40@gmail.com

415-265-0546 (text ok)



 
Sincerely,
 
Gail Baugh
President, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Assn
Gailbaugh40@gmail.com
415-265-0546 (text ok)
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods at 1600 Jackson Street, 2016-000378CUA
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 12:40:16 PM
Attachments: chna1600 jackson.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: Marlayne Morgan [mailto:marlayne16@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 12:34 PM
Cc: Rich Hillis; RODNEY FONG; Kathrin Moore; Dennis Richards; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Adam Mayer; Bruss, Andrea (MYR);
chris schulman; Chris Gembinski; Gail Baugh; Jim Warshell; Geroge Wooding; Rose Hillson; ozzie rohm;
Lee Hepner; paul webber; Richard Frisbie
Subject: Whole Foods at 1600 Jackson Street, 2016-000378CUA
 
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:
 
Attached is a letter from the Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association, opposing the application
for 1600 Jackson Street.
 
Regards,
 
Marlayne Morgan, President
CHNA
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mailto:nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/



 !       Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association  
            1200 Gough Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 


September 25, 2018 


To:  President Rich Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission 


From:  Marlayne Morgan, President, Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association 


Re:  Proposed Whole Foods Grocery Store, 1600 Jackson Street 


Dear President Hillis and Commissioners: 


The Commission has heard extensive testimony from neighbors, merchants, community 
activists, housing advocates and interested citizens about the best use for the site at 1600 
Jackson street. 


Originally proposed by the project sponsor for housing over retail, the application for 1600 
Jackson was changed to allow the site to be used as a grocery store only.  After public comment 
at the last hearing the sponsor was requested to submit new plans that included the possibility 
of providing housing on additional floor(s) above a ground floor retail use. 


It is our understanding that no new plans have been submitted that include housing on this site. 
In the meantime, a similar situation has arisen in the Cathedral Hill neighborhood at 1523 
Franklin Street.   


The Planning Department found that the existing masonry building had historical significance 
due to it’s use as a sex education facility and could not be demolished.  The developer, JS 
Sullivan, has designed a contemporary use for this historic building, keeping the ground floor 
retail use and providing seven additional floors of family sized housing.  Please see details at: 
http://www.socketsite.com/archives/2018/09/sexy-time-development-take-two.html 


This creative use of an existing building can be applied to the 1600 Jackson site, adding much 
needed housing while providing significant ground floor retail space suitable for a grocery store. 


With the commitment from all SF agencies and elected officials to increase new housing 
construction, limiting 1600 Jackson to a single use is not the best outcome for utilization of this 
site. 


We urge the Commission to reject the application as proposed and encourage the project 
sponsor to submit a new application that includes housing on this site. 



http://www.socketsite.com/archives/2018/09/sexy-time-development-take-two.html









From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2417 Green St. Discretionary Review- 10/4/18 Hearing
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 11:58:35 AM
Attachments: 2018 09 25 Ltr fr Emblidge to SF Planning Commission (Hillis).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: Anna Hill [mailto:hill@mosconelaw.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 11:35 AM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com
Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Gordon-Jonckheer,
Elizabeth (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC); Scott Emblidge; Deborah Holley
Subject: Re: 2417 Green St. Discretionary Review- 10/4/18 Hearing
 
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:
 
At the direction of Scott Emblidge, I attach an electronic copy of Mr. Emblidge’s
9/25/18 letter to you in connection with the above-referenced matter.  A hard
copy will follow only to President Rich Hillis by U.S. mail.
 
Thank you for your cooperation.
 

Anna Hill
Assistant to
G. Scott Emblidge, Partner
 
Moscone Emblidge &
Otis LLP
220 Montgomery Street, Suite
2100, San Francisco, California
94104
Phone 415.362.3599  |  Fax
415.362.2006 
hill@mosconelaw.com  
www.mosconelaw.com
 
 

MOSCONE EMBLIDGE & OTIS EMAIL NOTICE – This transmission may be:  1) subject to the attorney-client
privilege; 2) an attorney work product; or 3) strictly confidential.  If you are not the intended recipient of this
message, dissemination, distribution, disclosure or copying is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this in
error, please reply to the sender (only) of this email or by telephone and delete the message.  This
communication does not constitute a contract or electronic signature under any laws, rules, regulations or
uniform acts regarding electronic transactions.  Think about the environment before printing.

 
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
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Moscone
Emblidge
&Otis LLP


220 Montgomery St September 25, 2018 Scott Emblidge
Suite 2100 embIidge@mosconelaw.com


San Francisco
California 94104 Via Email and U.S. Mail


Ph: (415) 362-3599
Fax: (415) 362-2006 President Rich Hulls


San Francisco Planning Commission
www.mosconelaw.com


1650 Mission Street, #400
San Francisco, CA 94103


Re: 2417 Green Street Discretionary Review — October 4, 2018 Hearing


Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:


Our firm represents Susan Byrd and Mark Lampert who have lived at
2415 Green Street for over 20 years. They live immediately adjacent and
to the east of 2417 Green Street, which was purchased by a developer,
Christopher Durkin, approximately two years ago and is held by the
2417 Green Street LLC. We object to this project based on the oversize,
insensitive design that significantly impacts my clients and other
neighbors as well as the illegal and unauthorized activities the
developer has engaged in over the past year.


The developer applied for planning and building permits for a large-
scale alteration to try to maximize the value of the property. The
developer met with the neighbors who requested that he revise the
design to mitigate the impacts on neighbors and comply with the Cow
Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines, as most if not all of the other
neighbors on the street have done when remodeling their homes. The
developer did not agree to make changes in response to neighbor
concerns or to comply with the neighborhood guidelines.


Since originally applying for permits, instead of going through the
prescribed permit process, the developer has demolished portions of the
building without permits, created large openings in the roof and left
windows open throughout the 2017-18 rainy season leaving the house to
deteriorate. He has ignored enforcement actions by DBI and has
continued to engage in work without permits as recently as September
20, 2018.







President Hillis
September 25, 2018
Page 2


Numerous NOVs from DBI, and a NOC from the Planning Department, Orders
of Abatement, and liens recorded on the property have been ineffective in doing
anything to prevent the destruction and deterioration of this property. We are
grateful that neighbors have observed and reported illegal activity, and that DBI
and Planning have fried to do what they can to make sure the entire house was
not demolished. Unfortunately, this hasn’t prevented the continuation of the
developer’s circumvention of the process and dishonest behavior. Attachment I
includes documentation of the NOVs, NOC, and liens. The Commission should
be aware that this developer apparently has engaged in a similar scheme —


engaging in work exceeding permits for at least one other property in the City
(See Attachment 2 — 1055 Ashbury). Given these circumstances, we request that
this hearing be continued until the developer satisfactorily addresses the many
violations and orders of abatement.


Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission is warranted when there are
exceptional and extraordinary circumstances. As detailed in our application for
DR and documented in this letter, the insensitive project design that significantly
impacts the neighbors and actions of the developer justify Discretionary Review
of the project.


While the developer has made some minor changes to the original project design
by slightly altering the façade design and inserting a 1,023 square-foot ADU on
the ground level in the rear of the property, the 7,467 square-foot project remains
inconsistent with the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines and the Cow
Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines for the reasons detailed in our DR
Application.


Again, we request first, that this item be continued until the developer remedies
the many violations and addresses the orders of abatement, but if the
Commission does not agree that this is the best course of action, we request that
you take DR and deny the project or modify the design as we request in our DR
Application. Tithe developer were to remodel the home within the existing
footprint as shown in the drawings of the alternative project attached to the DR
Application, he would have a six-bedroom, 5,279-square-foot home with a two
car garage that could accommodate a large family without significantly
impacting the immediate neighbors and larger neighborhood. This alternative
design could also be modified to accommodate an ADU.


Such an alternative would still allow the developer to make a reasonable profit
by developing a large house while also protecting (a) the neighbors by







President Hillis
September 25, 2018
Page 3


preserving some of their access to light and air and privacy, and (b) the
neighborhood by maintaining the mid-block open space. And, unlike the
proposed project, this alternative would comply with the RDGs and CHNDGs.


cc: Members of the Planning Commission
Hon. Catherine Stephani
Elizabeth Gordon-Johnckheer
Chris May


Enclosures
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ATTACHMENT 1 
2417 Green Street Violations, Complaints, and Records 


of Liens, and Associated Email Records 
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Although an NOV was issued by DBI on 1/8/18, holes in the roof created by 
the illegal removal of chimneys and windows left open to the elements was not 
acted upon until May of 2018, well after the rainy season, purposely creating a 
state of disrepair and deterioration. 
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First Illegal Chimney Removal – Complaint Filed December 11, 2017 
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Second Illegal Chimney Removal – roof left unrepaired and open to the  
elements until May 2018 
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Windows continually left open to the elements also during 2017-18 rainy season 
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From: McHugh, Kevin (DBI) [mailto:kevin.mchugh@sfgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, January 19, 2018 8:40 AM 
To: Deborah Holley <deborah@holleyconsulting.com> 
Cc: May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may@sfgov.org>; Scott Emblidge 
<emblidge@mosconelaw.com>; Power, Robert (DBI) <robert.power@sfgov.org>; O'Riordan, 
Patrick (DBI) <patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RE: 2417 Green Street 
 
Hi Deborah, 
 
At a site visit on 12/27 conducted with Chu Liu a DBI engineer to address the details for the 
shoring repair we observed holes in the roof created by the chimney demolition. We advised the 
owner/developer (Chris) to seal these holes immediately as rain was in the forecast. 
Chu Liu's field report from the same date and which is attached confirms this. 
Chris was fully aware of what was required and copied me an email  saying he would start the 
work on December 28th. 
I was off work for a week and when I returned Chief O Riordan inquired about the progress at 
the property. Inspector Power confirmed that no work had taken place so I Sent Chris an email 
1/5 authorizing him to proceed. 
On 1/8 Inspector Power issued a violation concerning the roof penetrations with the corrective 
actions being to waterproof within 24 hrs. The corrective action on the NOV did not require a 
permit.  No permit was or is required for what was being asked and as of this time nothing has 
been done. 
My email to Chris on 1/5 is also attached which should answer any questions you have 
concerning the chimney/facade shoring. 
 
Regards 
 
Kevin Mc Hugh 
Senior Building Inspector. 
 
 


 



mailto:kevin.mchugh@sfgov.org

mailto:deborah@holleyconsulting.com

mailto:christopher.may@sfgov.org

mailto:emblidge@mosconelaw.com

mailto:robert.power@sfgov.org

mailto:patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org
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NOV Issued for another Durkin project – 1055 Ashbury 
 


 
 





		First Illegal Chimney Removal – Complaint Filed December 11, 2017

		Second Illegal Chimney Removal – roof left unrepaired and open to the

		elements until May 2018

		Windows continually left open to the elements also during 2017-18 rainy season

		From: McHugh, Kevin (DBI) [mailto:kevin.mchugh@sfgov.org]  Sent: Friday, January 19, 2018 8:40 AM To: Deborah Holley <deborah@holleyconsulting.com> Cc: May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may@sfgov.org>; Scott Emblidge <emblidge@mosconelaw.com>; Power...









From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: September 27, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting, Agenda Item 15 re 2918-2924 Mission Street
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 11:57:53 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Letter_to_Planning_Commission_re_9_27_18_Meeting.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: Moulton, Karen [mailto:kmoulton@allenmatkins.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 11:49 AM
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); rrti@pacbell.net; Rahaim, John (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC);
Sucre, Richard (CPC); Moore, Julie (CPC-PUC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: September 27, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting, Agenda Item 15 re 2918-2924 Mission
Street
 
Please see attached correspondence from David Blackwell regarding the referenced Planning
Commission Agenda Item.
 
Karen E. Moulton
Legal Secretary
Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP
Three Embarcadero Center, 12th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94111-4074
(415) 837-1515 (main)
(415) 837-1516 (fax)
kmoulton@allenmatkins.com

 

_____________________________________________________

Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this electronic e-mail and any
accompanying attachment(s) is intended only for the use of the intended recipient and may be
confidential and/or privileged. If any reader of this communication is not the intended
recipient, unauthorized use, disclosure or copying is strictly prohibited, and may be unlawful.
If you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify the sender by
return e-mail, and delete the original message and all copies from your system. Thank you.

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




 


Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
Attorneys at Law 
Three Embarcadero Center, 12th Floor | San Francisco, CA 94111-4074 
Telephone: 415.837.1515 | Facsimile: 415.837.1516 
www.allenmatkins.com 


David H. Blackwell 
E-mail: dblackwell@allenmatkins.com 
Direct Dial: 415.273.7463   File Number: 375771-00001/SF1091165.04  


 
  


Los Angeles | Orange County | San Diego | Century City | San Francisco 


Allen Matkins 
 


Via Electronic Mail 


September 25, 2018 


Planning Commission 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Commission Chambers, Room 400 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


 


 
Re: September 27, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting 


2918-2924 Mission Street 
Agenda Item 15 


Dear Commissioners: 


This firm represents RRTI, Inc., the owner of the above-referenced property.  The Planning 
Commission approved RRTI's multi-family residential project on November 30, 2017 via Motion No. 
20066.  This approval was appealed, and the Board of Supervisors granted the appeal and reversed 
the project's Community Plan Evaluation (CPE) at hearings conducted on June 19, 2018 and July 10, 
2018.  As a result of the Board's reversal of the Planning Department's CPE decision, the CPE and 
Motion No. 20066 are deemed void as a matter of law.  (SF Admin. Code, § 31.16(b)(1).)  


Litigation is pending between RRTI and the City regarding the Board's disapproval of the 
project.  RRTI exhausted its administrative remedies prior to the Board's actions, and the matter is 
ripe for adjudication.  RRTI did not request and will not appear at the September 27 Commission 
meeting, and expressly rejects any assertion that the litigation is not ripe due to the City's scheduling 
of this Commission meeting. 


In addition, the revised CPE (at p.3) and the Agenda Report (at pp. 2, 14) for this Item claim 
that the project requires a CUA for a Mission Street NCT lot merger pursuant to Planning Code 
section 121.7.  This claim contradicts express statements from Staff to RRTI in June 2018, following 
consultation with the City Attorneys' office, that a CUA for a lot merger would not be required 
because the project application was deemed complete prior to the relevant legislation.  Moreover, 
should the City attempt to apply this lot merger development standard to preclude development of the 
project, such an action would violate Government Code section 65915(e)(1). 







Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
Attorneys at Law 


Planning Commission 
September 25, 2018 
Page 2 


 


 
  
 


Please note that the project that you approved in November and the project that Staff has now 
placed before you are identical.  RRTI did not submit a new development application, and the only 
change since November is that additional studies were performed that demonstrate that the project 
will not create new historical or shadow impacts.  There is no basis to disapprove or modify the once-
approved project, and the Density Bonus Law and the Housing Accountability Act would penalize 
any attempts to do so. 


Very truly yours, 


 
David H. Blackwell 


 
 
DHB:kem 


cc: Robert Tillman 
Planning Commissioners 
John Rahaim 
Linda Ajello-Hoagland 
Rich Sucre 
Julie Moore 
Chris Kern 


 







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: Support for 650 Divisadero Development
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 9:06:07 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

-----Original Message-----
From: Brown, Vallie (BOS)
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 8:44 PM
To: Cheryl Brinkman; jauncarlos.cancino@sfgov.org; Remski, Derek (BOS)
Cc: May, Christopher (CPC); warners@ankrommoisan.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Re: Support for 650 Divisadero Development

Thanks Cheryl...it was good to ride MUNi with you today!

Sent from my iPhone

> On Sep 24, 2018, at 5:28 PM, Cheryl Brinkman <cheryl.brinkman@gmail.com> wrote:
>
> Hello all, I just wanted to write in with my support for the development at 650 Divisadero.   I live at 550
Broderick, just one block away, and I'm happy to know we will be able to have more neighbors in our area.  My
only two concerns are 1) appropriate noise proofing for residents adjacent to The Independent.  I would hate for it to
generate noise complaints from new neighbors, it's such a great venue and an anchor to evening life on the street.  
I'm sure there are building techniques which can noise proof the new units effectively. 
>
> 2) I think 26 parking spots is likely over parked for this neighborhood - so,could we make sure that the parking
spots are built to be convertible to some other use should they be unused?  That's a lot of square footage which could
house people in ground floor units. 
>
> Other than those two concerns - thrilled to have more housing coming to NoPa.
>
>
> Thank you,
>
> Cheryl Brinkman
> 550 Broderick Street
>
> 94117

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
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mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 9/27/2018 Hearing re 2515 Broadway, Application # 2017.06.26.0318
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 9:06:03 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Terry Levin [mailto:terry@levinsf.com]
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 4:49 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; rodney.fong@sfgov.org; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 9/27/2018 Hearing re 2515 Broadway, Application # 2017.06.26.0318

Re:  Discretionary Review of 2515 Broadway Building Permit Application No.
2017.06.26.0318;  Planning Commission Hearing on 9/27/2018

Dear Planning Commissioners,

We reside at 2676 Pacific Avenue (block 0584) and we are very concerned about the proposed addition to 2515
Broadway.

We hope that you will carefully review the proposed increased dimensions of 2515 Broadway, so that the character
of and the air space around and above this house will be maintained for the sake of the proximate houses, our block
and the neighborhood.

Thank you for your consideration.

Terryl A. & John P. Levin
2676 Pacific Avenue
San Francisco, Ca. 941115
415.806.6224

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: In support of Whole Foods 360
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 9:05:59 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: Tracy Jaquier [mailto:tracy@jaquier.net]
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 4:28 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel,
Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: In support of Whole Foods 360

As a resident of Russian Hill, I write again in strong support of the approval of Whole Foods 360 on Polk Street. 
We desperately need a major retail grocery store in our neighborhood.  We do not need any more luxury
condominiums.  Our neighborhood association Russian Hill Neighbors is strongly in favor of the proposal.

Please approve this merchant in the Lombardi Sports Building.

Tracy and Guy Jaquier
900 Green Street
San Francisco, CA. 94133

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:tracy@jaquier.net


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Application for Discretionary Review for Permit 2017.04.28.5244 and 2017.10.02.0114 - 2417 Green Street -

Part1
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 9:04:39 AM
Attachments: 2018.09.24.2417 Green DR Ltr-Part 1.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: Theresa Rettinghouse [mailto:theresa@lozeaudrury.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 4:28 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Richard Drury
Subject: Application for Discretionary Review for Permit 2017.04.28.5244 and 2017.10.02.0114 - 2417
Green Street -Part1
 
Dear President Rich Hillis and Honorable Commissioners:
 
By this letter (Part 1), and attached application packet (Parts 2-5), Mr. Philip Kaufman
(Applicant)
hereby requests Discretionary Review (“DR”) of the above-referenced permit application
(“Project”).  Please note that a complete hard copy and digital copy including Exhibits A-T will follow via
Overnight mail.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office.
 
The emailed copy will be sent as parts 1-5 in a total of 6 emails. 
 
Thank you,
Theresa
 
 
 
 
--
Theresa Rettinghouse
Paralegal
Lozeau | Drury LLP
410 12th Street, Suite 250
Oakland, California 94607
(510) 836-4200
(510) 836-4205 (fax)
Theresa@lozeaudrury.com

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
tel:%28510%29%20836-4200
tel:%28510%29%20836-4205
mailto:Theresa@lozeaudrury.com



BY EMAIL WITHOUT ATTACHMENTS AND 
OVERNIGHT MAIL 


September 24, 2018 


President Rich Hillis and Honorable Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
c/o Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary 
David Winslow, Principal Architect, Design Review 
1660 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; 
planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; 
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; david.winslow@sfgov.org 


RE: Application for Discretionary Review for Permit Application No. 
2017.04.28.5244 and 2017.10.02.0114 - 2417 Green Street 


Dear President Rich Hillis and Honorable Commissioners: 


By this letter, and attached application packet, Mr. Philip Kaufman (Applicant) 
hereby requests Discretionary Review (“DR”) of the above-referenced permit application 
(“Project”). Mr. Kaufman resides at 2421 Green Street, contiguous and immediately 
uphill to the proposed Project. As shown below, the Commission must grant 
Discretionary Review because the Project presents both exceptional and extraordinary 
circumstances that would negatively impact Mr. Kaufman’s property, a recognized 
historic resource, and that particular block of Green Street in general. In addition, review 
of the Project is required under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), 
Public Resources Code §21000, et seq.  


I. REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE


As a threshold issue, we request that the Planning Commission continue this 
matter for at least two reasons: (1) there is an outstanding Notice of Complaint and (2) 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) has been deemed 
necessary by that Board of Supervisors, but staff has refused to conduct any CEQA 







2417 Green Street 
September 24, 2017 
Page 2 of 28 


review.  Until these issues are resolved, the Planning Commission should not consider 
the Project.  


A. Permit Violations.


First, there is an outstanding Notice of Complaint (“NOC”) issued by the Planning 
Department on August 3, 2018 for “unpermitted construction, alteration, and/or addition 
work at the subject property.”  (Exhibit A).  As of the date of this letter, unpermitted work 
appears to be ongoing at the Project site in violation of the NOC, and beyond the scope 
of any permits.  The Planning Commission should not allow a Project to proceed in any 
manner while there are existing and ongoing permit violations.   


The developer of 2417 Green Street (“Developer”) has a history of permit 
violations leading to at least four formal notices of violation (NOVs) and a notice of 
complaint (NOC).  On December 10, 2017, the developer removed a highly visible 
exterior chimney from the existing home at 2417 Green. On December 12, 2017, the 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI) issued a formal NOV, citing the developer for 
engaging in “WORK WITHOUT PERMIT” and “WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT.” 
Undeterred, the very next day, on December 13, 2017, the developer unlawfully 
removed a second exterior chimney at the rear of the house – leaving two gaping holes 
in the roof of the property. Then, on Saturday, December 16, 2017, the developer 
conducted demolition activities in the foundation of the property, which was unlawful 
due to the pending CEQA appeal, which challenges the permit allowing foundation 
work. DBI sent an emergency inspector to stop work that day, then DBI issued a formal 
NOV ordering the developer to “STOP ALL WORK” pending the resolution of the earlier 
CEQA appeal. On January 8, 2018, the City issued a Notice of Violation directing the 
developer to repair illegal holes made in the roof of the property.  On January 9, 2018, 
the City issued a Notice of Violation Final Warning due to the developer’s failure to 
repair the unlawful damage to the home. Finally, on April 13, 2018, the City Department 
of Building Inspection, Code Enforcement Division issued a notice of Order of 
Abatement that the building is UNSAFE and/or a PUBLIC NUISANCE” due to failure to 
remedy violations.  On August 3, 2018, the Planning Department issued a Notice of 
Complaint regarding “unpermitted construction, alteration, and/or addition work at the 
subject property.”  This unpermitted construction appears to be ongoing.  (Exhibit B). 


There appears to be unpermitted work occurring at the Project site at the time of 
this writing.  As of September 20, 2018, the Developer was delivering rebar, lumber, 
PVC pipes and other materials that appear to be for construction of the Project that has 
yet to receive final approvals from the City.  It appears that none of this work has been 
permitted.   
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The Developer is a serial scofflaw.  These types of ongoing and repeated permit 
violations should not be rewarded by the City.  No hearing should proceed unless and 
until all permit violations are remedied.  


B. CEQA Review Is Required Prior to Project Consideration.


The Planning Commission should not consider this matter until an environmental 
review document is prepared under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).    
On January 9, 2018, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted unanimously 
“reversing the determination by the Planning Department that the proposed 
project at 2417 Green Street is categorically exempt from further environmental 
review.”1 On February 6, 2018, after considering expert evidence and public testimony, 
the Board of Supervisors voted 11-0, finding that the proposed project “presents 
unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it 
appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect 
on the environment … therefore the project is not categorically exempt from 
CEQA.”2 


Shockingly, the City’s Planning Department staff has elected to ignore the 
unanimous decision of the Board of Supervisors, and on June 22, 2018, issued yet 
another CEQA categorical exemption for a slightly revised, but even larger project at 
2417 Green Street.  (Exhibit C).  Apparently, City staff is unaware that under CEQA, the 
Board of Supervisors is the “ultimate decision-making” authority for the City and County 
of San Francisco. 3  City staff is not free to blithely disregard unanimous decisions of the 
Board. 


Oddly, this is not the first time that City staff has attempted to make an end-run 
around the Board of Supervisors.  After the Board voted unanimously on January 9, 
2018 to reverse the CEQA Categorical Exemption for the 2417 Green Street project, 
City staff submitted written findings to the Board that would have allowed city staff 
simply to “undertake further analysis of whether the Project will cause a substantial 
adverse change in the historic significance of 2421 Greet Street,” and possibly issue yet 
another Categorical Exemption.  The Board of Supervisors rejected this approach and 
took it upon itself to completely rewrite the staff-drafted resolution. The Board 
specifically deleted the staff language, and instead held definitively that “there is 
substantial evidence in the record before the board that the Project proposed at 2417 
Green Street presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and 
hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those circumstances that the project 
may have a significant effect on the environment and the Project is therefore not 


1 Motion No M18-012, File No. 180123 (amended by Board Feb. 6, 2018). (Exhibit C) 
2 Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018).  (Exhibit C) 
3 See, Kleist v. City of Glendale (1976) 56 Cal.App.3d 770, 779, and CEQA Guidelines sections 
15025(b); 15075.   
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categorically exempt from CEQA review.” 4  This legislative history makes clear that the 
Board of Supervisors unequivocal intent was that the project proposed at 2417 Green 
Street may not be categorically exempted from CEQA review.5  The Board expressly 
rejected the staff attempt to allow the developer to simply have a “second bite at the 
apple.” 


The Board rejected the first categorical exemption on two grounds: (1) potentially 
significant impacts on historical resources and hazardous materials; and (2) significant 
impacts to historic resources – namely the fact that the proposed project at 2417 Green 
Street will adversely impact the historic qualities of the adjacent “Coxhead House” 
located at 2421 Green Street.6   


The Board of Supervisor’s determination on this question itself creates a “fair 
argument” establishing the need for a CEQA document.  Since the Board of Supervisors 
has determined that “the project may impair the significance of an historical resource,” 
the staff may not now “unring the bell.”  The court in the case of Stanislaus Audobon 
Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4 th 144 rejected a county’s 
argument that a revised initial study prepared by the county which contradicted the 
findings of the first initial study had not “relegated the first initial study to oblivion.” Id. at 
154. The court stated, “We analogize such an untenable position to the unringing of a
bell. The first initial study is part of the record. The fact that a revised initial study was
later prepared does not make the first initial study any less a record entry nor does it
diminish its significance.” (Id. at 154) The City cannot conclude that a project may have
significant impacts and then, when such admission is no longer convenient, simply
change its conclusion to better suit its needs. The Board of Supervisors conclusions
themselves create a “fair argument” that the Project may have significant impacts,
despite other evidence to the contrary, including the Second Categorical Exemption.
See, Id.; Gentry v. Murietta (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359 (petitioner may rely on
statements made in initial study to establish fair argument, even in the face of
contradictory evidence).


The historical resource analysis in the second categorical exemption is no better 
than the first, albeit the Planning Department did acknowledge the Coxhead House as a 
historical resource.7 Still, it relies on the same deficient paperwork provided by a private 
developer to contend the project would not affect the Coxhead House. But in the second 
exemption, the Planning Department ignored the extensive factual record developed by 
three different experts in opposition to the first exemption.  More importantly, staff 


4 Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018).  (Exhibit C) 
5 See, San Francisco Board of Supervisors Minutes for Item 180123 (Feb. 6, 2018), Motion No. 
M18-012. (Exhibit D) 
6 Id. at p. 3. 
7 Id. at p. 4. 
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ignored the express unanimous finding by the Board of Supervisors that the proposed 
Project would adversely affect the historic Coxhead House. 
  
 The problems seem to stem from the Planning Department’s failure to 
understand that this case is not simply a dispute between a private developer and a 
disgruntled neighbor. The truth is, Mr. Kaufman has an obligation to fiercely protect the 
Coxhead House for future generations. His is not the first family to enjoy this 
architectural marvel; and on his watch, Mr. Kaufman must ensure his will not be the last. 
Cognizant of the obligations placed on private citizens, State and San Francisco law 
deem the protection of historical resources, even those in private hands, as directly 
within the public interest.  
 
 The developer has also failed to resolve the potential soil contamination issue.  
The fact of the matter is that the property is on the City’s own Maher Map of potentially 
contaminated sites.  As such, soil sampling and a remediation plan is required to ensure 
that the public is safeguarded from potential contamination.  Rather than comply with 
the Maher Ordinance, it appears that the developer took two samples from under the 
garage portion of the home.  However, the garage area was renovated and expanded 
by the immediately previous owner, during his tenure over the past approximately thirty 
years.  In other words, this is precisely the area where the developer would expect the 
soil to be clean.  From the City’s Maher Map, it appears that potential areas of 
contamination encompass the entire lot, including the rear yard, which would be 
excavated as part of the Project. Yet, no samples were taken from these areas.  This is 
oddly reminiscent of the scandal rocking the City in Hunters Point, where consultants 
purposefully took soil samples from areas known to be clean.  The project must fully 
comply with the Maher Ordinance rather than rely upon two soil samples taken from a 
single area known to be clean.  
 
 Until the City prepares a CEQA document (not a CEQA exemption), in 
compliance with the unanimous decision of the Board of Supervisors, the Planning 
Commission should not consider this matter at all.   
 


II. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW 
 
 If the Planning Commission decides to proceed with the discretionary review 
proceeding despite the above issues, we provide the following analysis.  A request for 
Discretionary Review requires the Applicant to address three central questions 
supported by factual evidence.8 Mr. Kaufman provides fact-based answers to those 
questions below. In addition, Mr. Kaufman also raises other legal grounds in support of 
Discretionary Review such as violations of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”), California Civil Code § 832, San Francisco Building Code § 3307, San 


                                                 
8 DR Application at p. 9. 
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Francisco’s Maher Ordinance and San Francisco’s Historic Resource Preservation 
Ordinance and the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines. 


III. Factual Background


On October 15, 2016, the City received an “application for environmental 
evaluation” for construction at 2417 Green Street.  The application described the Project 
as “the remodel, alterations and horizontal addition to an existing 4-story over basement 
single-family residence and includes:  


1. Expansion of garage in basement level,
2. 1st, 2nd, and 3rd story horizonal rear yard addition,
3. Alterations to front façade,
4. Excavation and full foundation replacement,
5. Lowering building,
6. Interior remodel throughout.”9


On May 16, 2017, the City issued a categorical exemption from all CEQA review. The 
CEQA exemption described the Project as “Alterations to an existing four-story-over-
basement single-family residence with one vehicle parking space. Excavate to add two 
vehicle parking spaces. Three-story rear addition. Facade alterations and foundation 
replacement. Lower existing building.”10 The categorical exemption acknowledged the 
Project could present potentially significant impacts concerning hazardous materials, 
archeological resources, steep slope and historical resources.11 Despite clear evidence 
of environmental impacts in need of investigation and proposed mitigation and project 
alternatives, the City declared “no further environmental review is required.”12  The 
Board of Supervisors reversed the staff decision and determined that “the project is 
not categorically exempt from CEQA.”13 


In June 2018, the Developer submitted applications for a very different Project.  
The new Project contains two living units rather than one, and appears to be larger than 
the prior Project.  The Planning Department has issued a second CEQA exemption for 
the Project, ignoring the Board of Supervisor’s decision that the Project may not be 
exempted from CEQA review.  According to the second CEQA exemption: “The project 
would lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and three-story 
horizontal rear additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above the 
existing single-family dwelling. The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 
square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet and would include a one-bedroom 


9 See Site Permit, 311 Notification Set at p. 1 (April 28, 2017). 
10 Cat Ex, at p.1.  
11 Id., at p. 2. 
12 Id., at p.4.  
13 Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018) (Ex. C).  
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accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet on the first floor. 
The project also proposes the partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, 
façade alternations, and interior modifications, including the expansion of the existing 
basement level garage to accommodate an additional vehicle. Finally, “the property is 
on an approximately 24 percent slope,” and would require “excavation of approximately 
408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth of 13 feet below grade.” 


Despite these significant changes, there has been no 311 Notice or community 
meetings for the new Project, and staff is treating the Project as a continuation of the 
prior proposal.  Also, despite repeated requests, the Developer has not provided any 
current structural engineering design drawings consistent with and supporting the new 
architectural design along with any land surveys and current geotechnical reports, all of 
which are necessary for a proper review of the new architectural drawings. Obviously, 
no meaningful hearing can be held unless the interested parties can review and analyze 
the proposed Project’s design drawings.   


.  
IV. The Commission Must Grant this Request for Discretionary Review and


Order Additional Analysis under CEQA 


A. The Project presents exceptional and extraordinary circumstances
and cannot be exempted from CEQA


As a preliminary and overarching matter, the Board of Supervisors has twice 
ruled that t”he project may have a significant effect on the environment … 
therefore the project is not categorically exempt from CEQA.”14  This should be the 
end of the matter since the Board of Supervisors is the City’s ultimate decision-making 
body.   


All available evidence shows this Project is not eligible for a categorical 
exemption under CEQA. Categorical exemptions are allowed for certain classes of 
activities that can be shown not to have significant effects on the environment.15 Public 
agencies utilizing CEQA exemptions must support their determination that a particular 
project is exempt with substantial evidence that support each element of the invoked 
exemption.16 A court will reverse an agency’s use of an exemption if the court finds 
evidence a project may have an adverse impact on the environment.17 


Because CEQA must be interpreted “to afford the fullest possible protection to the 
environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory language,” it is axiomatic that 


14 Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018).  (Exhibit C) 
15 CEQA § 21084(a). 
16 CEQA § 21168.5. 
17 Dunn Edwards Corp. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management Dist. (1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 644, 
656.
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categorical exemptions are construed narrowly.18  Public agencies utilizing CEQA 
exemptions must support their determination that a particular project is exempt with 
substantial evidence that supports each element of the exemption.19 A court will reverse an 
agency’s use of an exemption if the court finds evidence a project may have an adverse 
impact on the environment.20 Evidence that provides a “fair argument” of “significant 
environmental impact” triggers the need for the agency to prepare an environmental impact 
report.”21 Relevant here is the rule that “an agency’s obligation to produce substantial 
evidence supporting its exemption decision is all the more important where the record shows, 
as it does here, that opponents of the project have raised arguments regarding possible 
significant environmental impacts.”22 Put differently, expert testimony that the project may 
have a significant impact, even if contradicted, gives rise to the need for an EIR.23   


 
B. The Planning Department’s Second Unlawful CEQA Determination  
 
The Planning Department has refused to conduct a legally defensible CEQA process 


for this project. As shown above, the statute is clear that once a lead agency engages in 
back and forth with the public over “the possibility of a significant effect, and not a 
determination of an actual effect,” then a CEQA document is required.24 Here, the Board of 
Supervisors held a hearing and considered, among other expert evidence, a professional 
evaluation by geotechnical engineer Dr. Lawrence Karp.25 The Board found that the Karp 
Report contained abundant evidence showing the project “may result in one or more 
substantial adverse changes in the significance of the neighboring historic resource located 
at 2421 Green Street.”26  


 
 The Planning Commission may be familiar with Dr. Karp, who was featured 
prominently on the CBS News program 60 Minutes warning the City of the poor design 
that lead to the sinking Millennium Tower.  Dr. Karp has been warning the City that the 
Proposed Project at 2417 Green Street threatens to undermine the tall brick foundation 
of the Coxhead House at 2421 Green Street.  Once again, Dr. Karp’s “Kassandra-calls” 
appear to be falling on the deaf ears of the Planning Department staff.   
                                                 
18 County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 966.   
19 CEQA § 21168.5. 
20 Dunn Edwards Corp. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management Dist. (1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 644, 
656. 
21 Laurel Heights Improvement Assoc. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 
1112, 1123. 
22 Muzzy Ranch Co. v. Solano County Airport Land Use Com’n (2007) 41 Cal.4th 372, 386. 
23 City of Livermore v. LAFCO (1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 531, 540. 
24 Azusa Land Reclamation Co. v. Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 
1165, 1200. 
25 Appeal of Improper CEQA Categorical Exemption, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, 
Imminent Foundation & Sidewall Damages to the Unique Historical Resource at 2421 Green 
Street: Environmental Impact Report Required (January 9, 2019). (Exhibit E).  
26 Motion No. M18-012. (Exhibit C) 
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Dr. Karp’s expert testimony on the project’s grave risk to the Coxhead House’s 
“historical brick wythe foundation” is a prime example of the detailed findings and 
recommendations contained in his report.27 Dr. Karp noted that none of the developer’s 
application papers addressed protecting this original and unreinforced brick 
foundation.28 According to Dr. Karp, “tall brick foundations on property lines across 
steep slopes are unstable and very difficult to underpin which means extensive shoring, 
removing the brick, and replacing the brick with reinforced concrete.”29 In Dr. Karp’s 
expert opinion, “this could trigger code requirements for complete seismic and energy 
retrofit of the building. This would destroy the valuable original construction of historical 
2421 Green even before blocking the east wall of 2421 Green.”30 The Planning 
Department’s first exemption determination was completely silent on the Coxhead 
House’s unreinforced brick foundation; and, astonishingly, the second exemption also 
omitted any reference to this central feature of the Coxhead House. The second 
exemption therefore just repeated the phrase, “no possibility” of an impact on the 
historic Coxhead House; but in doing so, concealed substantial evidence already in the 
record showing just the opposite – significant impacts on the Coxhead House.  


Setting aside all of the other evidence for a moment, this issue alone triggered 
the requirement for the Planning Department to prepare a CEQA document for public 
review and comment. “Where the local agency has failed to undertake an adequate 
initial study, the agency should not be allowed to hide behind its own failure to gather 
[and disclose] relevant data.” 31 “CEQA places the burden of environmental investigation 
on government not the public.”32 The Planning Department was presented with copious 
evidence of numerous environmental impacts on the Coxhead House but simply 
suppressed all of those facts, choosing instead to prepare a second CEQA exemption 
based on the same developer-prepared, deficient analysis as the first exemption.  


The Planning Department actively and deliberately omitted the following expert 
reports prepared in response to the first exemption showing numerous potentially 
significant impacts: 


a. Report of Dr. Lawrence Karp, Geotechnical Engineer, concluding that the
proposed project at 2417 Green Street will adversely affect the historical
Coxhead house at 2421 Green Street by blocking light, air and views, and
by jeopardizing the tall brick foundation. (Exhibit E)


27 Dr. Karp report at p. 1. (Exhibit E) 
28 Id. at p. 3-4 (“excavating in dune sand under brick building foundations constructed on a 
steep slope 125 years ago is, to say the least, problematic.”  
29 Id at p. 6.  
30 Id.  
31 Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 309. 
32 Id.  
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b. Report from Architect Carol Karp, A.I.A., concluding that the proposed 


project at 2417 Green Street will adversely affect the historical significance 
of the Coxhead House at 2421 Green Street by blocking light, air, views, 
and also by removing sub-adjacent support due to excavation. (Exhibit F)  
 


c. Report from Urban Planner Deborah Holley, AICP, explaining that the 
proposed project at 2417 Green Street is inconsistent with the Cow Hollow 
Neighborhood Design Guidelines and the San Francisco Zoning Code. 
(Exhibit G) 


 
d. Report from Certified Hydrogeologist, Matthew Hagemann, C. Hg, stating 


that the parcel is on the City’s Maher Map of potentially contaminated 
sites, and that a remediation plan is required to ensure safe testing and 
removal of any contaminated soil. (Exhibit H). 
 


 Again, the Planning Department did not review then rebut these expert reports.  
Instead, the Planning Department simply failed to acknowledge their existence at all in 
gross violation of the Board’s resolutions and CEQA itself.  
 


In fact, as further described below, Dr. Karp’s report was replete with expert 
evidence showing the numerous errors and omissions in the Planning Department’s first 
CEQA exemption that relied on inaccurate, deceptive and/or fabricated reports from the 
developer.33   


 
C. The Project May Cause Significant Impacts on a Historical Resource 


  
 In CEQA section 21084.1, the California legislature prohibits the use of a CEQA 
exemption for projects that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource.34  Notably, the City’s Categorical Exemption fails even to 
mention CEQA section 21084.1.  The Planning Department finally accepts that the 
Coxhead House and the Casebolt House at 2727 Green Street are historical 
resources.35 And this Board found that “the project may impair the significance of an 
historical resource by causing impacts to its immediate surroundings”36 Thus, under 
CEQA section 21084.1, staff may not exempt the proposed Project from CEQA review.  
Despite all of this, the Planning Department prepared no new analysis on impacts to 
either historical resource to support its second exemption.  


                                                 
33 See Karp Report at pp. 7-10. (Exhibit E) 
34 CEQA § 21084.1, CEQA Guidelines 15300.2(f).  The use of the term “may” demonstrates that 
the “fair argument” test applies to this statute.   
35 Second exemption at p. 4.  
36 Motion No. M18-012 at p. 3. (Exhibit C) 
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1. Historical Significance of the Coxhead House.


Mr. Kaufman’s property is an historic resource. The California Office of Historic 
Preservation deemed the Coxhead House “clearly eligible” for the National Park 
Service’s Register of Historic Places.37 Properties deemed eligible for listing on the 
national historic registry of historic places, like the Coxhead House, are protected under 
CEQA. An historical resource is a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for 
listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources.38  CEQA section 21084.1 
provides that if a project may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource, that project shall not be exempted from the statute.39   


Mr. Kaufman’s house was designed and built by renowned California architect 
Ernest Albert Coxhead in 1893 as his personal residence.40 Mr. Coxhead lived in the 
residence with his family while he practiced architecture in San Francisco. The house is 
considered one of the earliest and finest remaining examples of Late Victorian Shingle 
Style, and architecture of the First Bay Area Tradition. The Coxhead House is 
architecturally unchanged since the original construction date save for a very few 
necessary interior modernizations.  


The site and setting of the house was elaborately described in a 1986 book, On 
The Edge Of The World, by Richard Longworth, as an important example of 
architectural adaptation for building on a difficult site. The property has been written 
about in many other notable books and scholarly works for decades. The definitive 
architecture book on Shingle Styles that covers "the nation's finest examples of shingle 
architecture" features "Ernest Coxhead's House" (built for himself and his family at 2421 
Green).  Other world-famous houses featured include Theodore Roosevelt's Sagamore 
Hill, Hotel del Coronado, Greene & Greene's Gamble House in Pasadena, etc.  Our 
nation's most outstanding architects are represented (Bernard Maybeck, Julia Morgan, 
etc.); but only two architects have entries in this book for their own residences: Ernest 
Coxhead and Frank Lloyd Wright.   


The house is one of the few Coxhead nineteenth century buildings to survive the 
devastating 1906 earthquake and fires. The house’s shingled architectural details 
greatly influenced the work of later renowned Bay Area architects including Julia 
Morgan and Bernard Maybeck.41 The house is a San Francisco treasure.  


37 Letter from Office of Historic Preservation, at p. 1 (September 13, 2017). (Exhibit I).  
38 San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 (2004) (Exhibit J); CEQA §21084(e); CEQA 
Guidelines §15300.2(f); San Francisco Administrative Code §31.08(e)(3). 
39 CEQA § 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines §15300.2(f). 
40 Nomination for Listing National Register of Historic Places. (Exhibit K); “A Pair of Coxheads,” 
B. Maley, New Fillmore (Exhibit L).
41 See Nomination for Listing National Register of Historic Places, August 28, 2017.
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The Coxhead House is located on steep, narrow Green Street between Cow 


Hollow and Pacific Heights, on a slope of approximately 35%. It is a three-story, wood-
framed building clad in red cedar shingles, trimmed with painted redwood Arts & Crafts 
fenestration and trim. It has steeply pitched roofs and articulated dormers and ribbons of 
windows facing San Francisco Bay. The rear garden is contiguous with another Historic 
Landmark, San Francisco Landmark No. 51, the Casebolt House. The State of 
California has found the Coxhead Residence “clearly eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places,” because “the Earnest Coxhead house is in outstanding and original 
condition, and retains an unusually high degree of historic integrity.”42 


 
To assist with CEQA compliance for the protection of historic resources, San 


Francisco adopted Preservation Bulletin No. 16. (Exhibit J). That Bulletin sets out a two-
step process for evaluating the potential for proposed projects to impact historical 
resources. First, a Preservation Planner determines whether the property is an historical 
resource as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3); and, second, if the 
property is an historical resource, it then evaluates whether the proposed action or 
project would cause a “substantial adverse change” to the historical resource.43 


 
 CEQA defines a “substantial adverse change” as the physical demolition, 


destruction, relocation or alteration of the historical resource or its immediate 
surroundings such that the significance of the historical resource would be materially 
impaired. CEQA goes on to define “materially impaired” as work that materially alters, in 
an adverse manner, those physical characteristics that convey the resourceʹs historical 
significance and justify its inclusion in the California Register of Historic Places, a local 
register of historical resources, or an historical resource survey.44  Here it is necessary 
for the City to consider not only the project site, but also the “immediate surroundings.” 
For example, in one case, CEQA review was required for a fence near a historic granite 
wall in Los Angeles because the fence would detract from the historic significance of the 
wall.45 Similarly, the proposed Project at 2417 Green Street will have significant adverse 
effects on the historic qualities of the immediately adjacent, uphill Coxhead House at 
2421 Green Street.   


 
Here, the record shows the Coxhead House is a Category A.1 Historical 


Resource under the Bulletin 16 analysis because it has been formally determined to be 
eligible for the California Register.46 Therefore, the City is required to move to step 2 to 
conduct a fact-based analysis to determine which type of environmental document is 


                                                 
42 Letter from Office of Historic Preservation, at p.1 (September 13, 2017). (Exhibit I). 
43 San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16, at p. 2. 
44 CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(b), Bulletin 16, p. 9. 
45 Committee to Save the Hollywoodland Specific Plan v. City of Los Angeles (2008) 161 Cal. 
App. 4th 1168.  
46 Bulletin 16, at pp. 2-3. 
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required.47 Although the City has so far abdicated its responsibility to protect the 
Coxhead House, the record nevertheless shows the proposed Project could adversely 
and materially alter the Coxhead House in several ways. 


 
 First, the Coxhead House sits on its original, tall, unreinforced brick foundation. 


This unique foundation is a component of the original character of the house. Any work 
to the foundation at the contiguous downslope residence at 2417 could harm the 
Coxhead House’ brick foundation, which in turn, could require shoring, removing or 
replacing the Coxhead House’s existing, historic brick foundation. Such replacement 
work would destroy the historic, original foundation, which survived the 1906 
earthquake. According to the Project plans, the Project proponent intends excavation 
approximately 13 feet deep in order to construct a new foundation to support a much 
larger garage48. This is particularly significant given the slope steepness of 
approximately 35% for both properties, as measured at the street. 


 
In addition, the proposed Project intends to build a 4-story addition extending 


approximately 20 feet into the rear yard.49 This expansion will completely block 
numerous windows in the Coxhead House. Blocking those windows would eliminate 
light and air, and the viewshed from that side of the residence. Specifically, views of and 
from the Coxhead House would be obstructed. Under CEQA, these impacts would 
materially impair the historic significance of the property.  


 
The historic significance of the Coxhead House is not in dispute.  In a major book 


on American Architecture, only two homes of architects are mentioned – Frank Lloyd 
Wright’s home in Oak Park, Illinois, and the Coxhead House at 2421 Green Street in 
San Francisco. It has been determined to be “clearly eligible” for official listing in the 
National Park Service’s Register of Historic Places, which protects it under CEQA. 
Given there is substantial evidence showing the proposed Project could materially 
impair the house, the Commission must grant Discretionary Review and order a San 
Francisco Preservation Planner to comply with CEQA by conducting a full historical 
review analysis on any Project work that could negatively impact the Coxhead House.  
 


2. Foundation Replacement  
 


 The Planning Department’s analysis for impacts associated with foundation 
replacement and vibration violates CEQA in at least four significant ways. First, the 
second exemption claimed that the “foundation work is not anticipated to result in the 
removal of or damage to materials or physical features associated with the adjacent 
historic resource at 2421 Green Street or to result in significant vibration that has the 


                                                 
47 Id., at p. 9. 
48 Application for Environmental Evaluation (Feb. 14, 2017), p. 7 (Exhibit M).  
49 Section 311 Notice Drawings (Oct. 23, 2017). 
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potential to cause a significant impact.”50  Not anticipating any impacts is a far cry from 
the CEQA requirement and the Planning Department’s own assertion on page 3 that 
there is “no possibility that the proposed project would have a significant effect on a 
historic resource.”51 Given the importance of the Coxhead House’s brick foundation to 
its historic character, and the overwhelming evidence provided by Dr. Karp, the 
Planning Department had the burden of showing there is no possibility that the project 
may negatively impact the brick foundation. It is beyond dispute that the Planning 
Department can make no such finding. 


Second, in relation to the foundation work, the second exemption states: “Ground 
vibrations within this [0.05 to 0.25 inches per second] range would not materially impair 
physical features of 2421 Green Street, which is a wood-frame building clad in wood 
shingles, such that it would no longer convey its historical significance.”52 The omission 
of the Coxhead House’s tall brick foundation from this section of the exemption is 
agency malpractice and a direct violation of CEQA’s disclosure requirements.53 The 
Planning Department cannot simply wish away a potentially significant impact already 
fully documented in the record.54 


Third, the second exemption relies on “recommendations” and “requirements” to 
mitigate any potential impacts caused by the foundation work.55 The second exemption failed 
to explain what those measures might be; instead it expected readers to hunt down the 
developer’s June 21, 2018 Vibration Assessment and the 2017 geotechnical report to review 
the measures themselves. (Mr. Karp already testified that none of the recommendations 
specifically pertained to the Coxhead House’s unique brick foundation.) Nonetheless, the 
Planning Department is relying on mitigation to reach its exemption finding for the foundation 
work. California outlawed mitigated categorical exemptions 33 years ago on grounds that 
agencies “cannot escape the law by taking a minor step in mitigation and then find 
themselves exempt.”56 The courts have been clear: “proposed mitigation measures cannot 
be used to support a categorical exemption.”57 Therefore, the Planning Department violated 
this well-established rule when it added “requirements to protect the architectural and 
structural components of adjacent buildings and to avoid, minimize or mitigate the vibration 
during construction,” also “recommendations to ensure protection of the foundation of the 
adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street.”58 For the Planning Department to include 


50 Id. at p. 5 (emphasis added).  
51 Second exemption at p. 3 (emphasis added).   
52 Id. at p. 5.  
53 Sundstrom, 202 Cal.App.3d at 309; CEQA § 21168.5. 
54 See e.g., Karp Report at p. 6.  
55 Second exemption at p. 5. 
56 Lewis v. Seventeenth Distr. Ag. Assn. (1985) 165 Cal.App.3d 823,830.   
57 Azusa Land Rec. Co. v. Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 1165, 
1199.    
58 Second exemption at p. 5 (emphasis added). (Exhibit B) 
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requirements and recommendations (mitigation measures) in the second exemption involved 
“an evaluative process of assessing those mitigation measures and weighing them against 
potential environmental impacts, and that process must be conducted under established 
CEQA standards and procedures for EIRs or negative declarations” 59  


Finally, the foundation section is factually wrong. According to the second exemption, 
the “proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not physically touch or alter the exterior 
features of 2421 Green Street, as the project would be confined to the parameters of the 
2417 Green Street lot.”60 But Dr. Karp’s report already showed this to be inaccurate. Dr. Karp 
pointed out that the drawings for the project “show a critical new foundation on 2417 Green 
that crosses the property line to be anchored in the 125 year old brick foundation of the 
Coxhead House.”61 With great specificity and documentation, Dr. Karp’s report detailed 
numerous factual errors in the first exemption. It appears the Planning Department ignored 
all of Dr. Karp’s work resulting in the same factual errors in the second exemption as the first 
and added many new ones for good measure.   


In sum, the Planning Department, relying solely on documents provided by a 
private developer, concluded that Mr. Kaufman’s foundation probably won’t be harmed. 
To get there, the second exemption had to omit the existence of the tall brick foundation 
from the exemption and ignore all of the expert evidence developed last year by 
geotechnical engineer, Dr. Lawrence Karp. The Planning Commission must comply with 
the Board’s determination that CEQA applies to this project and that the Project may not 
be exempted from CEQA. 


3. Geology, Soil and Drainage


This section of the second exemption gives the appearance of new Planning 
Department analysis, but that is not the case. The section spends the first five 
paragraphs describing existing legal requirements for new construction with no real 
reference to the project.62 It then jumps to the developer’s already-debunked 2017 
geotechnical study,63 spending several pages re-hashing findings and 
recommendations already excoriated by Dr. Karp in January. According to Dr. Karp: 


“There was no geotechnical investigation. There are no diagrams and 
observation/test results of rock and soil in the permit documents. Steepness of 
the site is not addressed and there is nothing about existing foundation depths on 


59 Salmon Protection and Watershed Network v. Marin County (2005) 125 Cal.App.4th 1098, 
1108.   
60 Second exemption at p. 7.  
61 Karp Report at p. 9. (Exhibit E) 
62 Second exemption at pp. 7-8.   
63 Id. at p. 8 citing Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation Report, 2417 Green Street, 
San Francisco, California, April 6, 2017.  
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the common property line and ground characteristics such as density and grain 
size and groundwater. The drawings have ridiculous notes on them e.g. 
"drainage by others"; like who other than the construction permit holder, 
Planning? There are no recommendations for design and construction of 
foundation protection for the historic resource relevant to the brick foundations 
and in-situ dune sand. Why would Planning approve the drawings, and do that 
multiple times?”64 


 
Despite Dr. Karp’s expert findings, the Planning Department has now relied on the 
same discredited “report” to shore up a second CEQA exemption.  
 
 Similarly, Dr. Karp’s analysis was correct that the Planning Department endorsed 
the developer “proceeding without existing foundation information and details for new 
construction using a trial and error procedure which would result in undermining the 
brick foundations of 2421 Green Street because,” according to Dr. Karp’s on-site 
observation, “the new foundation for 2417 will be below the bottom of the existing 
foundation of the Coxhead House.”65  As with the foundation replacement discussion 
above, the second exemption is completely silent on impacts to the unreinforced, pre-
1906 brick foundation.  
 
 Next, the geology section relies on undisclosed and illegal mitigation measures. 
According to the second exemption, the developer’s geotechnical report “concludes that 
the site can be developed as planned, provided its recommendations are incorporated 
into the project plans and specifications and are implemented during construction.”66 
Similarly, “the final design should include measures to intercept groundwater where it 
may impact the proposed construction.”67 There are other vague, undefined measures 
purporting to mitigate project impacts. As discussed above, mitigated categorical 
exemptions are illegal. The Planning Department’s inclusion of requirements and 
recommendations (mitigation measures) in the second exemption involved “an 
evaluative process of assessing those mitigation measures and weighing them against 
potential environmental impacts, and that process must be conducted under established 
CEQA standards and procedures for EIRs or negative declarations” 68  
 
 In any case, the Planning Department got way ahead of itself, because Dr. Karp 
already demonstrated that before any lawful measures could be incorporated into a 
CEQA document, “the developer will have to commission a boundary and topographical 
land survey and a proper geotechnical investigation to determine ground characteristics, 


                                                 
64 Dr. Karp at p. 10. (Exhibit E) 
65 Id. at p. 7.  
66 Second exemption at pp. 8-9.  
67 Id. p. 9. 
68 Salmon Protection and Watershed Network v. Marin County (2005) 125 Cal.App.4th 1098, 
1108.   
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the positions of the neighboring foundations, depth to bedrock, and other data required 
by San Francisco regulations.”69 


Finally, the Planning Department deferred necessary analysis and mitigation 
measures to a future date.70 For example, the Planning Department appears to entirely 
absolve itself of any obligation to protect the Coxhead House: “the engineer of record is 
responsible for ensuring no damage to adjacent structures.”71 Does this mean that for 
more than 6 months Mr. Kaufman should have been directing all of his concerns and 
information to some unidentified engineer of record? Surely not. In any case, the 
second exemption goes on to explain a whole sequence of future events to review and 
mitigate impacts:  


The building department would review the project-specific geotechnical report 
during its review of the building permit for the project and may require additional 
site-specific soils report(s) through the building permit application process, as 
needed. In addition, because the proposed project is in the Slope Protect [sic] 
Act area, review by the Structural Advisory Committee may be required. 
Compliance with building codes and building department review of the building 
permit application for conformance with the recommendations in the 
geotechnical report would ensure that the proposed project would have no 
significant impacts related geology, soils, and drainage, and would not 
result in damage to the adjacent building at 2421 Green Street.72 


This aspect of the second exemption violates CEQA in numerous ways; most 
prominent is the Planning Department’s attempt to defer important project scrutiny and 
mitigation until after all of the City’s approvals have been issued, eliminating Planning 
Commission, Board of Supervisors and public input and oversight. CEQA prohibits 
permitting agencies from deferring environmental assessment until a future date after 
project approval.73 Specifically, courts have rejected agency promises of “future studies 
subject to review and approval by planning and building services.” 74 According to 
established caselaw, “the requirement that the applicant adopt mitigation measures 
recommended in a future study is in direct conflict with the guidelines implementing 
CEQA.”75 Such post-approval analysis, potential project revision and mitigation is 
forbidden. Admittedly, this caselaw applies when an agency actually performed a CEQA 
analysis; however, because the Planning Department has repeatedly engaged in the 
assessment and evaluation of potential project impacts and possible mitigation in the 


69 Dr. Karp report at p. 9. (Exhibit E) 
70 Second exemption at p. 10.  
71 Id.  
72 Id (emphasis added).  
73 Fairview Neighbors v. County of Ventura (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 238, 245. 
74 Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 306–307. 
75 Id.  
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same manner as when a permitting agency is preparing an EIR, the principle applies 
equally here. The only difference is the Planning Department has refused to engage 
anyone in its analysis except the developer. These actions are an egregious abuse of 
discretion by the Planning Department and must be overturned by the Board, again. 
Further, as discussed above, since the Project will require mitigation measures, it may 
not be exempted from CEQA review.76   
 
  4. Historic Character of the Coxhead House 


 
In December 2017, licensed architect, Carol Karp, submitted to this body a 


detailed expert report describing the potentially significant impacts the project may have 
on the Coxhead House.77 Ms. Karp’s report focused on the historic character of the 
house. She reviewed the developer’s architectural drawings submitted to the Planning 
Department and concluded the project would increase the existing envelope of the 
building, which would obliterate views to and from 2421 Green. These obstructions 
“would profoundly affect the historic nature of the building.”78 


 
Again, Mr. Kaufman is not privy to the most recent details of the project, but it 


appears the project still contemplates a 4-story addition extending approximately 20 feet 
into the rear yard. This expansion will completely block numerous windows in the 
Coxhead House. (Ex. N).  Blocking those windows would eliminate light and air, and the 
viewshed from that side of the residence. Specifically, views of and from the Coxhead 
House would be obstructed. Under CEQA, these impacts would materially impair the 
historic significance of the property. Similarly, it is undisputed that Mr. Coxhead sited his 
house in order to take advantage of natural lighting.79 The proposed project at 2417 
Green takes away a crucial aspect of the Coxhead design, adversely impacting the 
historic character. In particular, the project may obstruct 24 windows in the Coxhead 
House, interfering with access to light air and views of San Francisco Bay.  These 
elements are a major component of the historic construction and layout of the Coxhead 
House. Exhibit O, is a photograph of the story poles at 2417 Green Street, showing 
clearly that the proposed Project would obstruct views of the Coxhead House from the 
public right of way on Green Street.  (Ex. O).  


 
In addition, as Mr. Kaufman showed in his first appeal, the large mid-block open-


space is a significant element of the historic neighborhood character. The project is a 
damaging intrusion into that open space. The Sanborn map for block 560 clearly shows 
the significant mid-block shared open space, which is an integral part of the Coxhead 


                                                 
76 Salmon Protection and Watershed Network v. Marin County (2005) 125 Cal.App.4th 1098, 
1108. 
77 Report from Architect Carol Karp, A.I.A. (December 27, 2017). (Exhibit F) 
78 Id. a p. 1.  
79 Id.  
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House’s historic design.80 The project will extend approximately 20-feet and four stories 
up into the shared rear-yard open space, adversely affecting this common area, which 
is part of the historic design of the Coxhead House. Although the Coxhead House is 
much longer than the house at 2417 Green, the Coxhead House sits on a much longer 
lot, and therefore maintains a significant rear yard open space. There is clearly 
substantial evidence showing that the project Project at 2417 Green Street may have 
significant adverse impacts on the historic Coxhead House at 2421 Green Street.81 For 
this reason, the Planning Department may not exempt the project from CEQA; instead, 
it must investigate and disclose and mitigate all potential impacts on the historic 
character of the Coxhead House in a CEQA document.  


D. For the First Time, the Proposal Includes Two Living Units


The Project now for the first time includes two living units rather than one.  The 
new proposal has added a first floor, 1,023 square-feet, one-bedroom accessory 
dwelling unit (ADU).82 This is a significant change from the last set of drawings which 
contemplated a single-family residence. Accordingly, Mr. Kaufman requested Section 
311 notification to learn more about this aspect of the project.83 The Planning 
Department refused, claiming the project was not subject to Section 311, and met all 
ADU legal requirements.84  


Mr. Kaufman recognizes that San Francisco allows ADUs as a means of 
addressing the City’s severe housing shortage. He further understands that both state 
and local law place certain restrictions on such residences. The Planning Department 
utterly failed to meet its disclosure obligations to the public by refusing to describe the 
regulatory basis for the proposed ADU in the second exemption and by not providing 
the supporting drawings and plans for a second residence. To date, the entire 
discussion of the ADU is comprised of a single sentence: “a one-bedroom accessory 
dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet on the first floor.”85  


The City has a 2017 ordinance that covers the permitting requirements of ADUs 
in San Francisco.86 The City’s ADU process is comprised of “Waiver” and “No Waiver” 
programs. Homeowners must assess which program applies to their particular situation 
because each program entails different requirements and permitting paths. Absent any 
help from the Planning Department, the interested public is left to figure out which 


80 http://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/Sanborn.html?sanborn=V3P273.PDF. (Exhibit P) 
81 See Carol Karp report. (Exhibit F) 
82 Second exemption at p. 2.  
83 Letter from Richard Drury to Christopher May (June 21, 2018) (Exhibit Q) 
84 Telephone conversation between Richard Drury, counsel of record and Christopher May, 
planner, San Francisco Planning Department (June 21, 2018). 
85 Second exemption at p. 2.  
86 Construction of Accessory Dwelling, Ord. No. 162-17 (July 11, 2017). (Exhibit R) 
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program might apply to 2417 Green Street. Based upon our review, additional 
information is required to assess which program applies.  
 
 If the newly-proposed ADU falls within the waiver program, the developer must 
construct it entirely within the existing built envelope, i.e., the area within the walls of the 
existing building.87 The developer could increase the height of the building by three feet 
for ADU construction, but only if the building is also undergoing full seismic retrofitting 
for the entire structure.88 Under this program, the developer would need to apply for 
compliance waivers from the zoning administrator to violate rear yard, parking, open 
space, density requirements or reductions in the amount of exposure currently required 
by San Francisco law.89 All other Planning Code requirements would still have to be 
met.90 The Project cannot fall within the waiver program since it involves substantial 
expansion of the existing building envelope.   
 
 On the other hand, the ADU might fit within the no waiver program.91 Here the 
ADU can be an expansion to the existing building, by taking habitable space from within 
the existing single-family home, or by constructing a new structure within the buildable 
area of the lot.92 However, if an expansion is proposed for the project as part of the no 
waiver program, neighborhood notice under Sections 311/312, and design review are 
required.93 Importantly, in order for the ADU to be eligible for this program, it must not 
require any waivers for open space (300-400 sq/ft per unit), rear yard setbacks (25 
percent of the rear yard must remain open), density or light exposure.  
 
 The Planning Department did not provide any information on the design or floor 
plan of the proposed ADU so it is an open question which program applies. Still, it 
appears it may fall within the no waiver program because the project has always 
involved an expansion of an existing building (from 4,118 sq/ft to 5,115 sq/ft). In that 
case, the developer is required to provide Section 311 notice.  No such notice has ben 
provided. 
 
 In addition, state law requires local governments to impose standards on ADUs 
that, among other things, “prevent adverse impacts on any real property that is listed in 
the California Register of Historic Places,”94 or, “any other known historical resource.”95 


                                                 
87 http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/accessory-dwelling-
units/Waiver_ADUFactSheet.pdf. 
88 Id.  
89 Id. 
90 Id.  
91 http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/accessory-dwelling-
units/NoWaiver_ADUFactSheet.pdf 
92 Id.  
93 Id.  
94 Government Code § 65852.2(a)(1)(B)(i). 
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For historical resources, the Planning Department is required to modify the project to 
prevent or mitigate such impacts.96 The evidence already shows previous building plans 
would impact the Coxhead House. Therefore, separate from CEQA, the Planning 
Department is required to make an affirmative finding that adding an additional 
residence to the parcel will have no impact on the Coxhead House.   


Finally, under California law, San Francisco may require the applicant for an ADU 
to be an owner/occupant.97 This makes for good public policy. Allowing a speculator to 
build two or more residences on a single-family parcel (RH-1) to maximize profits while 
taking advantage of less restrictive land use requirements violates the spirit of the 
statute, which was meant to allow existing homeowners to convert unused garage or 
basement space or legalize an existing in-law flat to provide additional living space to 
existing homes. Mr. Kaufman encourages the Board to adopt the policy of limiting the 
ADU programs to owner/occupants only. 


E. The Project is Not Exempt from CEQA Because it is Inconsistent with
the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines and the San
Francisco Zoning Code.


As shown in the first exemption appeal, the project is inconsistent with numerous 
provisions of the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines (CHNDG) and the San 
Francisco Zoning Code.  These inconsistencies are significant impacts under CEQA 
and require CEQA review to analyze the inconsistencies and to propose feasible 
alternatives and mitigation measures to reduce the inconsistencies.98   


The proposed Project violates the CHNDG and Zoning Code by, inter alia: 


a. Encroaching on shared mid-block open space.
b. Obstructing access to light and air.
c. Creating a structure with volume and massing that is inconsistent with the


neighborhood.  In particular, the proposed 6100 square foot home on a
2500 square foot lot will result in a floor area ratio (FAR) of almost 2.5, in a
neighborhood with an average FAR of approximately 1.0.


d. Failing to comply with terracing requirements.
e. Failing to respect the adjacent historic Coxhead House.


95 San Francisco Ord. No. 162-17 § 207(6)(B)(v). 
96 Id.  
97 Government Code § 65852.2(a)(1)(D)(6) 
98 Kutzke v. City of San Diego (2017) 11 Cal.5th 1034 (City determined a proposed project was 
incompatible with conserving the character of the existing neighborhood and therefore 
inconsistent with local community plan in violation of CEQA). 
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F. The Project May Not be Exempted from CEQA Because it is on the 
Maher Map of Potentially Contaminated Sites.  


 
The Project may not be exempted from CEQA because the Project site is located 


on the City’s Maher Map of potentially contaminated sites.  Certified hydrogeolotist 
Matthew Hagemann, C. Hg., submitted comments with our prior letter.  (Exhibit H)  Mr. 
Hagemann is the former West Coast Regional Director of the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency’s Superfund Site Clean-up program.  The developer 
has failed to adequately respond to Mr. Hagemann’s concerns.  


 
Mr. Hagemann has produced the City’s Maher Map showing the presence of 


numerous known contamined sites within 100 feet of the Project.  Mr. Hagemann 
concludes that: 


 
The application materials indicate that the proposed project on the subject 
property would require 408 cubic yard of soil excavation and removal 
(Environmental Evaluation, p. 7).  Given the listing of the property on the Maher 
Map, this excavation may disturb potentially contaminated soil, which may 
expose nearby residents and/or construction workers to hazardous chemicals.  
Given this, there is a fair argument that the proposed project at 2417 Green 
Street may have adverse environmental impacts that must be analyzed under the 
Maher Ordinance and CEQA. 
 
Mr. Hagemann notes that the City’s Maher Waiver was improper and required, a 


Site Mitigation Plan, an Environmental Health and Safety Plan, a Dust Control Plan, and 
other documents, as required under the Maher Program.  None of those documents 
have been produced.   


 
 The Categorical Exemption states that the developer took soil samples from “two 
sample locations within the existing garage.”99 However, it appears that the garage area 
was renovated and expanded by the immediately previous owner, during his tenure 
over the past approximately thirty years.  As a result, this is the one area where the soil 
would be expected to have been removed and replaced with clean fill.  Furthermore, the 
Maher Map, clearly shows that the entire parcel is potentially contaminated. (Exhibit H)  
Two samples taken from “within the existing garage” are clearly insufficient to show that 
the entire parcel is not contaminated.  In particular, the Project will involve significant 
soil excavation in the rear yard, which has not be tested.  This situation is oddly 
reminiscent of the scandal plaguing Hunters Point Shipyard, where the “expert” 
consultant purposely tested soil from an area known to be clean.  The City should not 
repeat this grievous error.  
 


                                                 
99 Second Categorical Exemption, p. 10.  
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The City must require development of the Site Mitigation Plan prior to Project 
approval and prior to certification of the CEQA document.  The plan must be made 
available to the public so the public and decision-makers can determine if the plan is 
adequate or if additional mitigation is necessary.   


G. Christopher Durkin Agrees that a Project that Affects an Historic
Building May not be Exempted from CEQA Review.


Finally, as discussed at the January 9, 2018 Board of Supervisors’ hearing, the 
developer of 2417 Green Street, Mr. Christopher Durkin, has taken the official legal 
position that a project that may adversely impact an historic building may not be 
exempted from CEQA review.  Mr. Durkin himself has filed a CEQA appeal concerning 
a project at 1026 Clayton Street in the Ashbury Heights neighborhood, located adjacent 
to Mr. Durkin’s own property.  In that appeal, Mr. Durkin argues that the 1026 Clayton 
Project may affect an historically significant building, and that as a result, it may not be 
exempted from CEQA review.  (Exhibit S).  However, unlike in this case, where the 
Coxhead House has been deemed clearly eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places, 1026 Clayton is not listed on any registry. 


Certainly, if Mr. Durkin believes that a project that may affect an unlisted, 
possibly historic building may not be exempted from CEQA review, then he must agree 
that a project that will adversely affect a property that is clearly eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places may also not be exempted from CEQA.  Mr. Durkin cannot 
have it both ways.  


V. The Project is Inconsistent with the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design
Guidelines


The Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines (“CHNDG” or “Guidelines”)
were approved by the Planning Commission in April 2001. With that approval, the 
guidelines must be implemented as part of the City’s building permit review process.100 
The Planning Commission utilizes the Guidelines to ensure the renovation or expansion 
of an existing building, or the construction of a new building, is visually and physically 
compatible with the neighborhood character of Cow Hollow.”101 Importantly, the City has 
an obligation to verify new projects are consistent with the Guidelines when there is 


100 CHNDG, at p. 1 (Exhibit T).  
101 Id. “The character of San Francisco is defined by the visual quality of its neighborhoods. A 
single building out of context with its surroundings can have a remarkably disruptive effect on 
the visual character of a place. It affects nearby buildings, the streetscape and if repeated often 
enough, the image of the city as a whole.” 
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evidence of incompatibility.102 The proposed Project is incompatible with numerous Cow 
Hollow Guidelines, for example:  


A. Form of the Project Adversely Impacts Adjacent Buildings.


The Cow Hollow Guidelines require new construction to relate to adjacent 
buildings, so that in the case of an enlargement, the form of the enlarged building 
should not impact adjacent buildings.103 According to the permit application and other 
documents, the proposal here is to demolish the façade of the existing shingled-style 
home built in 1906 and modernize it in some manner. The current façade is compatible 
with the neighborhood character and the adjacent historic homes. The City must require 
the developer to submit a detailed depiction of the proposed new façade for a 
compatibility determination.   


Also, the proposed enlargement of the existing house extending 20 feet into the 
rear yard and 4-stories in height will certainly adversely impact the adjacent properties.  
It will block views, air and light to 2421 Green Street.  It will also dramatically shrink the 
common rear yard open space.  From the rough drawings provided with the Section 311 
notice, it appears that the proposed project would block 23 windows at the Coxhead 
House at 2421 Green.  These include: 


 4 windows on the ground floor (1st floor), which provide light for the back office;
 4 windows on the 2nd floor that provide light for the kitchen;
 Kitchen deck would be blocked in;
 3 windows that provide light to the living room (2nd floor);
 1 window to stairwell (2nd floor);
 2 windows that provide light to 2 different bathrooms on the 3rd floor;
 3 windows on stairwell from 2nd to 3rd floor;
 2 windows to 3rd floor master bathroom;
 2 windows on 2nd bathroom on 3rd floor;
 2 windows that provide light to a study on the 3rd floor.


The extent of the window obstruction is shown in Exhibit N. 


102 Kutzke v. City of San Diego (2017) 11 Cal.5th 1034 (City determined a proposed project was 
incompatible with conserving the character of the existing neighborhood and therefore 
inconsistent with local community plan in violation of CEQA).  
103 CHNDG., at p. 11 (Exhibit T).  
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B. Proposed Project is Not Compatible with Envelopes of Surrounding
Buildings.


The CHDG requires that the building envelope “should be compatible with the 
envelopes of surrounding buildings.” 104  CHDG also provides that “the volume and 
mass of a new building or an addition to an existing building must be compatible with 
that of surrounding buildings.” 105  The Project would not maintain a building envelope 
consistent with neighboring buildings, nor would it maintain compatible volume and 
mass as compared to other nearby houses on the same side of Green Street. The 
Project would result in a 6,114 square-foot house on a 2,500-square-foot lot. This would 
result in an oversized mansion on a particularly small lot in Cow Hollow. Such building 
intensity is inconsistent with the character of the neighborhood and is a departure from 
existing long-held, relatively less dense construction in Cow Hollow. The building 
envelope currently extends almost an identical distance back into the lot as the adjacent 
home at 2415 Green Street.106  The proposed Project would push the envelope into the 
rear yard by an additional 20 feet.  While the house at 2421 Green Street extends 
further back on the lot, the lot at 2421 Green Street is much deeper than the lot at 2417 
Green.107 


C. The Proposed Project Violates Terracing Guidelines, Depriving
Neighbors of Access to Light, Air and Views.


Cow Hollow’s steep slopes present a very real development issue.108 Under the 
Guidelines, terracing is key to allowing each successive residence to keep light, air, 
private and shared open space, and, in many cases, full or partial views. The CHDG 
provides:  


“In the hillside community of Cow Hollow, preservation of the views resulting from 
the relation of the topography to the existing architecture is a consideration when 
remodeling is planned or a new home is to be built… there are areas in which the 
depth of terracing of the streets is intermediate, so the addition of a story on a 
downslope home would impact the views from an upslope home.”109   


Terracing is important to adjacent neighbors in block faces with significant slope parallel 
to the street. 110 “Terracing in this arrangement preserves lateral access to light and 


104 CHDG, at p.32. 
105 Id., at p.34.  
106 Exhibit E, Figure D1.0. 
107 Exhibit E, Figure A0.2. 
108 CHNDG, at pp. 21 -24. 
109 Id. at p. 23.  
110 Id., at p. 22.  
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views.”  Id. Terracing is equally important to up- and down-slope neighbors located on 
block faces with slopes perpendicular to the street frontage. Terracing in this 
arrangement preserves light and views from the front and rear of hillside homes.111  


Here the evidence shows that the proposed Project is inconsistent with the 
terracing guidelines.  The subject block of Green Street is steeply terraced, with a slope 
of about 35%.112  Current home at 2417 Green is approximately 12 feet lower than the 
uphill Coxhead House at 2421 Green.113  This serves to preserve views from the side of 
the Coxhead house.114  The proposed plans attached to the Section 311 notice show a 
vertical expansion of the 2417 Green Street home so that it would be as tall as the 
Coxhead House.115  This blatantly violates the CHDG Terracing Guidelines.  It will also 
obliterate light, air and views from 23 windows on the Coxhead House, as described 
above.116 Prior to any approval, Planning Staff must “evaluate the effects of vertical 
additions on views,”117 under the CHDG and CEQA.  


D. The Proposed Project Harms Historically and Architecturally Significant
Buildings.


Special consideration applies to historically or architecturally significant 
buildings.118 “For these lots, open space can sometimes be even more important than 
the building itself.  The setback treatment should be sympathetic to the importance of 
the building, its setback and the open space.”119  As shown above, the Coxhead House 
is a significant historical resource that must be protected under CEQA and several City 
ordinances and the Cow Hollow Guidelines.  The Project proposes to build a four-story 
expansion 20-feet into the rear yard, destroying open space, and adversely impacting 
the historic building at 2421 Green Street.  The side views from the Coxhead House are 
critical to its historical significance, and would be obliterated by the proposed Project.  


E. The Proposed Project Violates Rear-Yard Setback Guidelines and
Encroaches on Shared Mid-block Open Space.


The Project must adhere to the existing pattern of rear yard set-backs of adjacent 
buildings, so that the Project will not interfere with access to light and air.120 The CHDG 


111 Id. 
112 Figure A0.32. 
113 Figure A0.34, A0.41 
114 Figures A0.31, A0.42. 
115 Fig. A7.  
116 Fig. D2.4. 
117 Id., at p. 23. 
118 Id., at p. 28.  
119 Id. at p. 28.  
120 Id., at p. 29, 38. 
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provides that rear yards “are in a sense public in that they contribute to the interior block 
open space which is shared visually by all residents of the block.”121 The Guidelines 
ask:  


 Is there a pattern of rear yard depths creating a common open space?
 Will changing this pattern have a negative effect?
 Are light and air to adjacent properties significantly diminished?122


The Guidelines continue:   


“Intrusions into the rear yard, even though permitted by the Planning Code, may 
not be appropriate if they fail to respect the mid-block open space and have 
adverse impacts on adjacent buildings.  In Cow Hollow, the mid-block open 
space constituted by the open adjoining rear yards are a major and defining 
element of the neighborhood character.  Preservation of the mid-block open 
space is an important goal of these Neighborhood Design Guidelines.  Not only 
should rear additions respect the midblock open space, but they should also 
minimize adverse impacts on adjacent buildings, such as significant deprivation 
of light, air and views.  Expansions should be designed to avoid overshadowing 
neighboring gardens, existing sunlit decks, sunny yard space, or blocking 
significant views.”123  


The subject block has a very significant midblock open space, which is shared by 
at least two historic properties, the Coxhead House at 2421 Green Street, and the 
Casebolt House, located at 2727 Pierce Street between Vallejo and Green (San 
Francisco Historic Landmark No. 51).  The shared midblock open space is clear in 
overhead photographs.124  The Project would expand the footprint of the house 20 feet 
back into the rear yard, substantially reducing the rear yard requirement and eliminating 
existing midblock open space, blocking “significant views” from the Coxhead House, 
and overshadowing neighboring gardens.  


F. The Proposed Project Violates Good Neighbor Design Elements,
Depriving Neighbors of Light and Air.


Finally, given the size of the proposed Project, it would violate “good neighbor” 
design elements to preserve access to light and air.125  The Project would block 
numerous windows in the Coxhead House, blocking views, light and air and 
undermining its historic characteristics. The Planning Commission must reject the 


121 Id. at p. 28. 
122 Id.   
123 Id.  
124 Figure A0.2. 
125 Id., at p. 31. 
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proposed Project due to these and other inconsistencies with the Cow Hollow Design 
Guidelines alone.126   


Furthermore, the inconsistencies between a proposed project and the CHDG are 
significant impacts under CEQA.  Inconsistencies between plans of general applicability 
(such as the CHDG) are significant impacts under CEQA.127   Where a local or regional 
policy of general applicability, such as a design guideline, is adopted in order to avoid or 
mitigate environmental effects, a conflict with that policy in itself indicates a potentially 
significant impact on the environment,128 and must be discussed in an EIR.129  


The proposed project has numerous inconsistencies with the Cow Hollow Design 
Guidelines, which is a plan if general applicability. The Project’s inconsistences with the 
Guidelines are by definition significant impacts under CEQA and must be disclosed and 
mitigated prior to any Project approval. 


VI. Conclusion


There is no question the proposed Project would have numerous impacts on the 
Coxhead House, a recognized historical resource. In addition, the proposed Project 
violates CEQA, the Maher Ordinance, San Francisco’s Historic Resource Preservation 
Ordinance, California Civil Code § 832, San Francisco Building Code § 3307 and the 
Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines. For all of the factual and legal reasons 
described above, the Planning Commission must grant discretionary review and order 
Planning Staff to prepare a full CEQA document.  


Sincerely, 


Richard Toshiyuki Drury 


126 Kutzke v. City of San Diego, 11 Cal. App. 5th 1034, 1041 (2017). 
127 CEQA Guidelines § 15125(d). 
128 Pocket Protectors v. Sacramento (2005) 124 Cal.App.4th 903. 
129 CEQA Guidelines § 15125(d); City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unif. School Dist. (2009) 
176 Cal. App. 4th 889, 918; Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 
108 Cal. App. 4th 859, 874 (EIR inadequate when Lead Agency failed to identify relationship of 
project to relevant local plans).    
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www.sfplanning.org 


NOTICE OF COMPLAINT 
August 03, 2018 


Property Owner 


2417 Green Street LLC 


474 Euclid Ave 


San Francisco, CA  94118 


Site Address: 2417 Green St 


Block/Lot: 0560/ 028 


Zoning District: RH-1, Residential- House, One Family 


Complaint Number: 2017-012992ENF 


Staff Contact:   Tina Tam, (415) 558-6325, tina.tam@sfgov.org 


You are receiving this courtesy notice because the Planning Department has received a complaint 


alleging that one or more violations of the Planning Code exist on the above-referenced property.  As 


the property owner you are a responsible party. 


It has been reported to us there is unpermitted construction, alteration, and/or addition work at the 


subject property. As such, you have the option to: 


1. File a permit to remove and restore the work back to its last authorized condition; or


2. File a permit to legalize the work, if permissible by the Planning Code. Please note additional


application may also be required.


Please submit your permit within 30 days of this notice. 


The Planning Department requires compliance with the Planning Code in the development and use of 


land and structures.  Any new building permits or other applications are not issued until a violation is 


corrected.  Penalties may also be assessed for verified violations.  Therefore, your prompt action to 


resolve the complaint is important. 


Please contact the staff planner shown above for information on the alleged violation and 


assistance on how to resolve the complaint. 
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FILE NO. 180123 
AMENDED IN BOARD 


2/6/2018 MOTION NO. M18-012 


[Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption Determination - 2417 Green Street] 


Motion adopting findings reversing the determination by the Planning Department that 


the proposed project at 2417 Green Street is categorically exempt from further 


environmental review. 


WHEREAS, On May 16, 2017, the Planning Department determined that the proposed 


project at 2417 Green Street ("Project") is exempt from environmental review under the 


California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco 


Administrative Code, Chapter 31; and 


WHEREAS, The proposed Project involves alterations to an existing four-story-over


basement single-family residence with one vehicle parking space, which alterations would 


include excavation to add two vehicle parking spaces; a three-story rear addition; facade 


alterations and foundation replacement; and lowering the existing building; and 


WHEREAS, On May 16, 2017, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines (California 


Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387), the Planning 


Department determined that the Project is exempt from environmental review under Class 1 o 


the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. Section 15301), which provides an exemption for 


minor alterations to existing facilities including demolition of up to three single-family 


residences in urban areas; and 


WHEREAS, On November 22, 2017, an appeal of the categorical exemption was filed 


by Richard Drury and Rebecca Davis of Lozeau Drury LLP on behalf of Philip Kaufman 


("Appellant"); and 
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WHEREAS, By memorandum to the Clerk of the Board dated November 30, 2017, the 


Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer determined that the appeal was timely 


filed; and 


WHEREAS, On January 9, 2018, this Board held a duly noticed public hearing to 


consider the appeal of the exemption determination filed by Appellant and, following the public 


hearing, reversed the exemption determination; and 


WHEREAS, In reviewing the appeal of the exemption determination, this Board 


reviewed and considered the exemption determination, the appeal letter, the responses to the 


appeal documents that the Planning Department prepared, the other written records before 


the Board of Supervisors and all of the public testimony made in support of and opposed to 


the exemption determination appeal; and 


WHEREAS, At the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing before this Board, Appellant 


submitted additional information in support of the appeal, including an engineering report by 


Lawrence B. Karp ("Karp Report"); and 


WHEREAS, The Karp Report and other information submitted at and prior to the 


January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence that the Project, if approved, 


may result in one or more substantial adverse changes in the significance of the neighboring 


historic resource located at 2421 Green Street that have not been sufficiently addressed in the 


Categorical Exemption for the Project; and 


WHEREAS, At and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing, Appellant and other 


members of the public submitted substantial evidence, including a report by certified 


hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann, C. Hg ., that the Project may disturb potentially 


contaminated soils at the Project site; and 


WHEREAS, Following the conclusion of the public hearing, the Board of Supervisors 


conditionally reversed the exemption determination for the Project subject to the adoption of 
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these written findings of the Board in support of such determination based on the written 


record before the Board of Supervisors as well as all of the testimony at the public hearing in 


support of and opposed to the appeal; and 


WHEREAS, The Board finds that the Karp Report and other information submitted at 


and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence not 


previously identified that affect the CEQA evaluation set forth in the Categorical Exemption 


regarding how the Project may impair the significance of an historic resource by causing 


impacts to its immediate surroundings; and 


WHEREAS, The Board further finds that the public comment provided at and prior to 


the January 9, 2018, hearing, including a report by certified hydrogeologist Matthew 


Hagemann, C. Hg., constituted substantial evidence that the Project will disturb potentially 


contaminated soils; and 


WHEREAS, The written record and oral testimony in support of and opposed to the 


appeal and deliberation of the oral and written testimony at the public hearing before the 


Board of Supervisors by all parties and the public in support of and opposed to the appeal of 


the exemption determination is in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. 171267, and 


is incorporated in this motion as though set forth in its entirety; and 


WHEREAS, This Board considered these issues, heard testimony, and shared 


concerns that further information and analysis was required regarding the proposed Project at 


2417 Green Street; now, therefore be it 


MOVED, That In light of this information, the Board finds that there is substantial 


evidence in the record before the Board that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 


presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it 


appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
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environment and, based on the facts presented to the Board of Supervisors on the hearing on 


January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not Categorically Exempt from CEQA review. 


n:\land\as2017\0400241 \01249229.docx 
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City and County of San Francisco 


Tails 


Motion: MlS-012 


City Hall 
I Dr. Carl ton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94 102-4689 


File Number: 180123 Date Passed: February 06, 2018 


Motion adopting findings reversing the determination by the Planning Department that the proposed 
project at 2417 Green Street is categorically exempt from further environmental review. 


February 06, 2018 Board of Supervisors -AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT OF THE WHOLE 
BEARING SAME TITLE 


Ayes: 11 - Breed , Cohen, Fewer, Kim, Peskin , Ronen , Safai , Sheehy, Stefani, 
Tang and Yee 


February 06, 2018 Board of Supervisors - APPROVED AS AMENDED 


Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen , Safai, Sheehy, Stefani, 
Tang and Yee 


File No. 180123 I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion 
was APPROVED AS AMENDED on 2/6/2018 
by the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco . . 


{ 


City and County of S an Francisco Page 1 


Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 


Printed at 2:30 pm 011 217/18 
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This message contains information which may be confidential and privileged. Unless you are
the addressee (or authorized to receive for the addressee), you may not use, copy or disclose to
anyone the message or any information contained in the message. If you have received the
message in error, please advise the sender by reply e-mail Theresa@lozeaudrury.com, and
delete the message.

mailto:Theresa@lozeaudrury.com


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Application for Discretionary Review for Permit 2017.04.28.5244 and 2017.10.02.0114 - 2417 Green Street -

Part 2
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 9:02:18 AM
Attachments: 2018.09.24.2417 Green DR Ltr-Part 2.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: Theresa Rettinghouse [mailto:theresa@lozeaudrury.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 4:30 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Richard Drury
Subject: Application for Discretionary Review for Permit 2017.04.28.5244 and 2017.10.02.0114 - 2417
Green Street -Part 2
 
Dear President Rich Hillis and Honorable Commissioners:  
 
Please see Part 2 of the Discretionary Review (“DR”) of the above-referenced permit
application
(“Project”). If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office.
 
Thank you,
Theresa

 
--
Theresa Rettinghouse
Paralegal
Lozeau | Drury LLP
410 12th Street, Suite 250
Oakland, California 94607
(510) 836-4200
(510) 836-4205 (fax)
Theresa@lozeaudrury.com
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
tel:%28510%29%20836-4200
tel:%28510%29%20836-4205
mailto:Theresa@lozeaudrury.com
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SITE LOCATION MAP 


Date 01/12/17 17-120101-01 Figure 1 
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EXPlANATION 


• outline of slide area 


areas of potential landslide hazard 


7 location of slide, SFDBI 
those underlined are active slides 
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Base map: John A. Blume & Associates, Engineers, (1974) . Figure 4, Landslide Locations, San Francisco Seismic Safety Investigation, June 1974. 
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.-An Ill Rock 


EXPLANATION 


Liquefaction: Areas where historic occurence of liquefaction, or local topographic, geological, geotechnical, and 
subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements. 


Earthquake-Induced Landslides: Areas where previous occurence of landslide movement, or local topographic, 
geological, geotechnical, and subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements. 
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Approximate scale 


Base map: State of California, Seismic Hazard Zones City and County of San Francisco, Official Map, Released November 17, 2001. 
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D Qd Dune Sand (Quaternary) 
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Reference: Geologic Map and Map Database of Parts of 
Marin, San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa 
and Sonoma Counties, California, prepared by 
M.C. Blake Jr., R.W. Graymer, and D.L. Jones, 
dated 2000 
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Base Map: U.S. Geological Survey, National Seismic Hazards Maps- Fault Sources, 2008. 
Approximate scale 
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EIJSGS Design Maps Summary Report 
User-Specified Input 


Building Code Reference Document 2012/2015 International Building Code 
(which utilizes USGS hazard data available in 2008) 


Site Coordinates 37.79547°N, 122.43933°W 


Site Soil Classification Site Class D- "Stiff Soil" 


Risk Category 1/11/III 


USGS-Provided Output 


Ss = 1.500 g 


51= 0.645 g 


SMS = 1.500 g 


SMl = 0.967 g 


5 0 s= 1.000 g 


5 01 = 0.645 g 


For information on how the SS and Sl values above have been calculated from probabilistic (risk-targeted) and 
deterministic ground motions in the direction of maximum horizontal response, please return to the application and 
select the "2009 NEHRP" building code reference document. 
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Although this information is a product of the U.S. Geological Survey, we provide no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the 
accuracy of the data contained therein. This tool is not a substitute for technical subject-matter knowledge . 
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APPENDIX A 


IMPORTANT INFORMATION REGARDING YOUR GEOTECHNICAL REPORT 







Important Information about Your 


Geotechnical Engineering Report 
Subsurface problems are a punCJpal cause of constr uctwn delays. cost oven uns. cla!fns. and drsputes. 


W17ile you cannot eltmmate all such usks. you can manage them. The follot· 'tng tnformatwn 1s p!Olltded to 17elp. 


Geotecllical SerVices Are Performed lor 
Specific Parpo•, Pei'IOIII, IIIII Pro)8Ctl 
Geotechnical engineers structure their services to meet the specific needs of 
their clients. A geotechnical engineering study conducted for a civil engi
neer may not fulfill the needs of a construction contractor or even another 
civil engineer. Because each geotechnical engineering study is unique, each 
geotechnical engineering report is unique, prepared solely for the client. No 
one except you should rely on your geotechnical engineering report without 
first conferring with the geotechnical engineer who prepared it. And no one 
-not even you -should apply the report for any purpose or project 
except the one originally contemplated. 


ll8ld the ~ Report 
Serious problems have occurred because those relying on a geotechnical 
engineering report did not read it all. Do not rely on an executive summary. 
Do not read selected elements only. 


A Gaotecllical Engineering Report II Baed on 
A Unique Set of Project-Spactnc Factm'l 
Geotechnical engineers consider a number of unique, project-specific fac
tors when establishing the scope of a study. Typical factors include: the 
client's goals, objectives, and risk management preferences; the general 
nature of the structure involved, its size, and configuration; the location of 
the structure on the site; and other planned or existing site improvements, 
such as access roads, parking lots, and underground utilities. Unless the 
geotechnical engineer who conducted the study specifically indicates oth
erwise, do not rely on a geotechnical engineering report that was: 
• not prepared for you, 
• not prepared for your project, 
• not prepared for the specific site explored, or 
• completed before important project changes were made. 


Typical changes that can erode the reliability of an existing geotechnical 
engineering report include those that affect: 
• the function of the proposed structure, as when it's changed from a 


parking garage to an office building, or from a light industrial plant 
to a refrigerated warehouse, 


• elevation, configuration, location, orientation, or weight of the 
proposed structure, 


• composition of the design team, or 
• project ownership. 


As a general rule, always inform your geotechnical engineer of project 
changes-even minor ones-and request an assessment of their impact. 
Geotechnical engineers cannot accept responsibility or liability for problems 
that occur because their reports do not consider developments of which 
they ~tt~re not informed 


SUbsurllce CondiiiOIII can a.ae 
A geotechnical engineering report is based on conditions that existed at 
the time the study was performed. Do not rely on a geotechnical engineer
ing report whose adequacy may have been affected by: the passage of 
time; by man-made events, such as construction on or adjacent to the site; 
or by natural events, such as floods, earthquakes, or groundwater fluctua
tions. Always contact the geotechnical engineer before applying the report 
to determine if it is still reliable. A minor amount of additional testing or 
analysis could prevent major problems. 


Molt Geotechnical Fin .. Are Prolealonal 0-Site exploration identifies subsurface conditions only at those points where 
subsurface tests are conducted or samples are taken. Geotechnical engi
neers review field and laboratory data and then apply their professional 
judgment to render an opinion about subsurface conditions throughout the 
site. Actual subsurface conditions may differ-sometimes significantly
from those indicated in your report. Retaining the geotechnical engineer 
who developed your report to provide construction observation is the 
most effective method of managing the risks associated with unanticipated 
conditions. 


A Report•s Recommendations Are Mit Final 
Do not overrely on the construction recommendations included in your 
report. Those recommendations are not final, because geotechnical engi
neers develop them principally from judgment and opinion. Geotechnical 
engineers can finalize their recommendations only by observing actual 







subsurface conditions revealed during construction. The geotechnical 
engineer who developed your report cannot assume responsibility or 
liability for the report's recommendations if that engineer does not perform 
construction observation. 


A Geotechnical Engineering Report Is SUbject to 
Misinterpretation 
Other design team members' misinterpretation of geotechnical engineering 
reports has resulted in costly problems. Lower that risk by having your geo
technical engineer confer with appropriate members of the design team after 
submitting the report. Also retain your geotechnical engineer to review perti
nent elements of the design team's plans and specifications. Contractors can 
also misinterpret a geotechnical engineering report. Reduce that risk by 
having your geotechnical engineer participate in prebid and preconstruction 
conferences, and by providing construction observation. 


Do Not Redraw lila __. •• Logs 
Geotechnical engineers prepare final boring and testing logs based upon 
their interpretation of field logs and laboratory data. To prevent errors or 
omissions, the logs included in a geotechnical engineering report should 
never be redrawn for inclusion in architectural or other design drawings. 
Only photographic or electronic reproduction is acceptable, but recognize 
that separating logs from the report can elevate risk. 


Give Contractors a CoQIIete Rllll't • 
Guidance 
Some owners and design professionals mistakenly believe they can make 
contractors liable for unanticipated subsurface conditions by limiting what 
they provide for bid preparation. To help prevent costly problems, give con
tractors the complete geotechnical engineering report, but preface it with a 
clearly written letter of transmittal. In that letter, advise contractors that the 
report was not prepared for purposes of bid development and that the 
report's accuracy is limited; encourage them to confer with the geotechnical 
engineer who prepared the report (a modest fee may be required) and/or to 
conduct additional study to obtain the specific types of information they 
need or prefer. A prebid conference can also be valuable. Be sure contrac
tors have sufficient time to perform additional study. Only then might you 
be in a position to give contractors the best information available to you, 
while requiring them to at least share some of the financial responsibilities 
stemming from unanticipated conditions. 


Read Responsibllty Provisions Closely 
Some clients, design professionals, and contractors do not recognize that 
geotechnical engineering is far less exact than other engineering disci
plines. This lack of understanding has created unrealistic expectations that 


have led to disappointments, claims, and disputes. To help reduce the risk 
of such outcomes, geotechnical engineers commonly include a variety of 
explanatory provisions in their reports. Sometimes labeled 'limitations· 
many of these provisions indicate where geotecbnical engineers' responsi
bilities begin and end, to help others recognize 'ttieir own responsibilities 
and risks. Read these provisions closely. Ask questions. Your geotechnical 
engineer should respond fully and frankly. 


Geoenvironlnental Concerns Are Not Covered 
The equipment, techniques, and personnel used to perform a geoenviron
mental study differ significantly from those used to perform a geotechnical 
study. For that reason, a geotechnical engineering report does not usually 
relate any geoenvironmental findings, conclusions, or recommendations; 
e.g., about the likelihood of encountering underground storage tanks or 
regulated contaminants. Unanticipated environmental problems have led 
to numerous project failures. If you have not yet obtained your own geoen
vironmental information, ask your geotechnical consultant for risk man
agement guidance. Do not rely on an environmental report prepared for 
someone else. 


011t11n Prolesslonll Allilbllce To Dell with Mold 
Diverse strategies can be applied during building design, construction, 
operation, and maintenance to prevent significant amounts of mold from 
growing on indoor surfaces. To be effective, all such strategies should be 
devised for the express purpose of mold prevention, integrated into a com
prehensive plan, and executed with diligent oversight by a professional 
mold prevention consultant. Because just a small amount of water or 
moisture can lead to the development of severe mold infestations, a num
ber of mold prevention strategies focus on keeping building surfaces dry. 
While groundwater, water infiltration, and similar issues may have been 
addressed as part of the geotechnical engineering study whose findings 
are conveyed in this report, the geotechnical engineer in charge of this 
project is not a mold prevention consultant; none of the services per
fanned in connection with the geotechnical engineer's study 
were designed or conducted for the purpose of mold preven
tion. Proper implementation of the recommendations conveyed 
In this report will not of itself be suNiclent to prevent mold from 
growing in or on the structure Involved. 


Hell Ill Your ASFE-Member Geotecbnclal 
Elllileer lor Addttional Assistance 
Membership in ASFE/THE BEST PEOPLE ON EARTH exposes geotechnical 
engineers to a wide array of risk management techniques that can be of 
genuine benefit for everyone involved with a construction project. Confer 
with your ASFE-member geotechnical engineer for more information. 


ASFE 
Ti l I U T PUPil II II I li 


8811 Colesville Road/Suite G106, Silver Spring, MD 20910 
Telephone: 301!565-2733 Facsimile: 301/589-2017 


e-mail : info@asfe.org www.asfe.org 


Copyright 2004 by ASFE, Inc. Duplication, reproduction, or copying of this document in whole or in part, by any means whatsoeV!Ir, is strictly prohibited, except with ASFE's 
specific written permission. Excerpting, quoting, or othetwise extracting wording from this document is permitted only with the express written permission of ASFE, and only for 


purposes of scholarly research or book review. Only members of ASFE may use this document as a complement to or as an element of a geotechnical engineering report. Any other 
firm, individual, or other entity that so uses this document without being an ASFE member could be commiling negligent or intentional (fraudulent) misrepresentation. 


IIGER06085.0MRP 







1417 GreenStreet. UC 
c/o Cht1s.,urt:M 
474EUdldA~ 


So F~ndKo,. CA 94118 
ddutkJ~tl.~ 


5Ubjeci: 


PQtedJl!'lad recommendat1.CN for 'the ~ubJef:l project in a report d~d 6 Aprii2.D17. We ~Wr5tandftm 
tho recommemfatkm~ and desfgJJ paramtt;er=. pre~trted in our r:eportwert: ~dto ~the tft~r.ll 
p1am:i. 


, Sl'lcet:s SLO, 51.1, S2.2, S4 .0 iind .54.1, "2417 Green 5treet1 san Franc~, CA .. dated ~ AP-riJ 20171 
prepared by ~rntapher 01Jrkln1 PE,. 


(Yn iN: o.a~l5 of '0Uf rel/i~- we- tonti)\1~1e the struct~ral planS ~t'e ~n cen~-af confo~~e •Nf:th otlf 


geo:technk~l Gofl(;lwaoM and recommendatiQM.. 


S1ipcer,ef·r 1rDUG, 


DlMl s co ~•su L:n r·J G, 1 ";C. 


f'~5t:"ar-, t 0~,-f.:; 


~ t?ot.e-£hr.J ~ f.a ~ ErJF,;Iif14;!?r 


Rf>Ctil'i'ED 







10 May 2017 
17-120101-03 


2417 Green Street, LLC 


c/o Chris Durkin 


474 Euclid Ave 


San Francisco, CA 94118 


cfdurkin@gmail.com 


Subject: Structural Plan Review 
2417 Green Street 
San Francisco, California 


" 
Dear Mr. Durkin : 


CONSULTING, INC. 
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING 


This letter documents our review of the structural plans for the subject project. Divis Consulting provided 
geotechnical reco,mmendations for the subject project in a report dated 6 April2017. We understand that 
the recommenda-tions and design parameters presented in our report were used to prepare the structural 
plans. 


We reviewed the geotechni{k!l aspects of the following: 


• Sheets S1.0, S1.1, 52.2, ·s~.O and S4.1, "2417 Green Street, Sc!n Jil'ai\'c;isco, CA" dated 15 April 2017, 
prepared by Christopher {i>urkin, PE. 


On the basis of our review, we conclude the structural plans are in general conformance with our 
geotechnical conclusions and recommendations. 


We trust this letter provides tbe information you require. 


Sincerely yours, 
DIVIS CONSULTING, INC. 


~fb~ 
Christian J. Divis 
Geotechnical Engineer 
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ATTACHMENT H 







NOV 0 3 20t7 


'ZOii-080) Z h c. tk.· 
TOM C. HUI, S.E 


APPUCATION FOR BUILDING PERMlT 
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS 


CITY MD ~U~Q~~.afi~~ 
llfPARTMfNT 3f IJUILDtNG INSP£C110N 


APPUCA110N IS HEREBY MADEro 1ME DBM1MENT OF 
BUILDING INSPECT10N OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR 


FORM 3 0 011B AGEftCieS REV1EW REGUIREO A:RMISSION TO BUILD IN ACCORDANCE Willi THE P'IANS 


'!h ~ ANDSPECIFICATIONSSUBMTlEl HEREW!lli AND 
FORMS T ovm- I:SSUAlt&£ ~ ACCORDING ro 1l1E DESCRIPTION AND FOR THE PURPOSE 
~ ~ (}--d~ I HEREiNAFTER SETFORlli. 


-____;=:__ NUMBER Of T UOT 11R11E ABOVE THIS LINE T 


1UIGfi£1ED'fNO. 


ADDITIONAliNFOOMAfiON 
(IBJ lit:~\~e~nW.ifTAJE 


CENTER UNE Of fRO~T 
(22) YnU BUilDING 


Eli:IDIO 8atlNO 


IMPORTANT NOTICES 
No change shaJI be made in lhe chara&tllf ofll'te occupanc::y aruse wfttlotttHrstobblning a Building ~rrnit 
au!DiDng su:ft change. See s.n MMdsco Building COde and San Francisco Housing Code. 


No portion of building or slructurB or saft'oldklg used dumg construetmn Is to be closer than s•o• to any will 
cmta\nlng JOOC'e rMn 1SO votb. See Sec 385, Calltamla PM& I Code. 


Punuant ID San frilncbco Building Code, the building permit WU be posted on rhe job, The owner Is 
~le tor approwd pfans and ~~tb\ being~~ at buildng sfte. 


Gradll lines as shown on lti'IW~IItJ::Om'p•llflnv ltd$ if9Plblioo 1n1 ~Nntd IP b'l comet II aciiJal grade 
r&nes an1 not !he same as Umwn.l~Wl!c-d dru.iD!JI .ahuwlnt (OHect ~•611Mut cuts and ftlllll , and complele 
deb! Ill of retJinlng Milt md wMI loolff!!Po m~f bllll..lbmlh~ *' tftit ®p-.rfmtllf fqr approval. 


ANY snPULATION REQUIRED HEREIN OR BY CODE MAY BE APPEALED. 


BUilDINil NOT lU iJE OCCUPIED UNTIL CERTIACATE DF AIIAL !:DMPlET1DN IS POSTED DN TltE !IUILDING OR 
PERMIT OF DCCUPAt£Y GRAHTSI, WHBI AEQUtAED. 


M'ifaO'IAL DFlHIS M"'tJI:ArnN DOS MJT GDMi'fiTUTi 1\.111 tmtrt~L fOil lliE EL~niCA.L WIRING OR 
!oll!I\IIIL'ill I~AUATIOUS. A seP.AAIJE P~ltlllf FD" ntE WJI\ 1~ AN!) i'L.lllBIWl ¥LIST BE OBTAINED. 
SC!'AAA!Ci'<lWlTHJIE RE!IUIIWl IF All~ lS '1<5" ID Alff DFABa•E O!JESTTDIS [I D) (111 (IZI(13) (22) 


P'l 
fHIS rs HOT J. BU~O\HG PERMIT. NO '110M SKAU. BE ST.lRlm tnml A BtJILDIND PERMIT IS ISSUED 


In rtMUings, alllnsuladn!l matlrials must have a clearance of not less than two inches from an electricll 
wtnl3ot~ivfnent. 


ctr'C::I.a.P'PHDPlUI!fEI!OJ: 
OOWIIfft 
iJ LESSEE 
:J CONT!IACTOR 


0 ARCHITECT 
Cl AGENT 
:J ENGINEER 


APPl CANT'S CfRTIRCATION 
I HEIIEBY CEJmFY AND AllR££ l~AnF HEIWII I~ ts~UEO RlR Ill< CONS1Riii:11DN DESCRIBED IN THI~ 
APPLICATION, All THE PROVI.srQrf.S Qf"lHE P£RMIJ ANO All ~WS AHO ORClN'iUICES THERETO WILL BE 
COMflliEO WITH. 


REV061U 


YES 0 
NO...S 


YES 0 
NO )S 


(lU) IF [I 0} IS YES, STATE 
Nf'UGROUIIO 
R.OOR AREA 


(24) DOES THIS ALTERATION 
CONSTITUTE A CHAIIGE 
OF OCCUPIIHCY? 


SQ. FT. 


YES 0 
NO )B 


. ,:.i_ 
.CALIF.CE 


-.!··JC~:_;.:..h~'.TE! !L,r2b..~ 


::;,;·,_-,_,~.NOTII~HO Al!fiJCANI s 
HDUl iWIMl ESS C - ·-.Piim'if'P{•J by-.;;,pt>nceal D., JOOI'!Il!.>!ll~lf!!! i"'\\'!'Il!!)tl'!'l~,_ 
... c~~y .,~CouniJ 1 •• ·_tn;>JI)nd;aolfJit.,~Oliololldalm,.OO...,. • .......,.._ .. .., 
resulting from apmdoM umlet U,il ptmJi'l, ~nlten 1:11 negligence ol the City and County of SVI Francisco, and to 
assume thiS dl!hme oftheCtty and Countv ctl Sm Fnncbco ag1\nsl aV such claims, defnandl or actklns. 


In confonnrty'VIInb IN ll'fhi!Uon:a ol Stolloo 3100 OIIJ~t~lAIMW toM ulltll Sb'llll ot C.titolnll, lhll..Jppllcant WI! 
fltYII warts's Ciii!IIPMSIIion mvmo• ~mdDr (1) or (tl} del~m.bd below, Of' 1h:~a indiQq ~ (Ill), (IV), or M, 
wtllchr.olt ll applita.bte, ., t\9«Wt~~llzm ·M lt cheak!ld, I!Jim (1\'l rnusr bit cMci:!"j IU wd Mlrk lhe appropr1atc 
n:ta!had of cumpiiMe& IHtlwt. -


1 hereby 21rftrm under penalty of petfury one ofltle following declarations: 


( 1 t. 1 htw :.nd will malnbln a certincal2 of consent tD se!Hnsuru lor ·NDr'er~ comperailtDn, n pnT1i!kt!l 
~»w SectiOn 3100 of the La!Jor Code, tor !he performance of tha wort. lor which lt!is permit r., lss!md. 


!J(- II =.=~=~~==::~:u=t~=~;;.:o~.,a::~~~ 
1nstJAf!CIH;t11'1M JN:I ,Ol!q ~liE 


C•nier ~~ !Fv....J D 
,.,,_, Ott~ 0 


( I Ill. lbecos!ollho WO(t<IO .. IfoaoiJIJ,?,J.SI7 '7 
( ) IV. te:stlfytiut lnlN!M"rllM'mMa of thawod:btlllft\f:htll!lpenr~rtlslttlod 1 fWIIItrDC!In1-pkly •"'I' l)llf1Un~ .1F'I'J' FTJ)Mtf "J!'I u tD llilliiG(Ifl\l :wlbJoc:ltD trw WIJI'brr".t c:ampenullon ttnn till Cilifanlia. 


I fUI ft'!et adnowJoOt!: tla1 1 tmdiiDtlnG Untln l:h! .IW(Il lfBt I thobtd beclanR au!lfod "' IN wOtin 
~1bn ~ 01 tflo.U!:a al C..tlfom!.J IRlf 1Jil10 CO(n.PI't llK1'tt..-ftnWftn 1trB 
P"~•bM ul Sact\on J100 a r tfJi·b~ CoOl, fh.ll tM P'fmll tm.ln !Jilptt.d for -cnltl Elc ~ ~~ed 
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APPROYED: 


APPROVED: 


APPROVEO: 


APPROVED: 


APPROVED: 


APPROVED: 


APPROVED: 


STIPUlAT10NS 


. \' .I ( 1 ,' f\ : I 
! . I li ' I 


-- ~ J "- I 


·:·pit 'fu. r.>,~f 


i,,{f i!-.1 
BUILDING INSPECTOR; DEPT. OF BLDG. INSP; 


MECHANICAL ENGINEER, DEPT. OF BLDG. INSPECTION 


c T. OF BLDG. INSPECTION 


BUREAU OF ENGINEERING 


DEPARTME lj' F PUBLIC HEALTH 


1-\· r 
l ~'J t 


I' 


J J , 
I 


REDEVELOP¥ENT AGENCY 


I 
I 


HOUSING INSPECTION DIVISION 


NOTIAEO MR. 


DATE:-----


REASON: 


NOllAEDMR. 


DATE: -----
REASON: 


NOTIAEOMR. 


DATE: _____ _ 


REASON: 


NOTlREOMR. 


DATE: _ ____ _ 


REASON: 


NOTIREOMR. 


DATE:----


REASON: 


NOTIAEDMR. 


DATE: _____ _ 


REASON: 


NOTIAEDMR. 


DATE: -----~ 


REASON: 


NOTIFIED MR. 


DATE: _____ _ 


REASON: 


NOTIAEDMR. 


I aQree to comply with all conditions or stipulations of the various bureaus or departments noted on this application, and attached statements 
of conditions or stipulations, which are hereby made a part of this application. 


Numb or of attachm6nts 0 
OWNER'S AUTHORIZED AGENT 
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MA~-18 2017 
-r -


l .r"nt c. 


State Industrial Safety Permit 
The atlached applk:alion falls under the 


I.JIJor Code Sec. 6500 i'lllal ft ir1YIJM!s 111! 
type of cons1ruction work chedled below: 
~ .. _.,_ 


... 5 lottot- ni iOlO
-~.IIlU!IIdi> 


-~~~~lndng~ 


~ .. ~ ..... -3-hldl or .,. eQUi..tllll ~-~ It) 


0 llle-olan,Wilcing,stucW, 
~Ofscallold,I!IIIOIIIIn3SUies 
fiW1 or 11e OQ<Mient hOigl!t (36 ft.) 


APPLICATIIttat&J~l£8,MIT 
ADDmONS, ALTERATIONS OR ""EJIAIRS 


CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DEPAR'l'MENT OF BUILDING INSPEcnON 


APPLICA110N IS~ MADE TOn£ DSWnMENTOF 
BUilDING I& ECIKIN OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR 


FORM 3 0 OTHER AGfNCLES REVIEW REQUIRED PSIUSSIONTOEU.DINACCCRIW«:EwnHTHEPI.ANS 
'If.. . NllJ SPB:IFICAT10N8SlaflTED ttEREWmi AND 


FORM 8 )CI...OVER-TliE-cOUNTER I~ CE ACCaDNGTOn£DESCRI'110NNilJFORTHEPUAPOSE 


2- e, 7 0 1 HEREINAFTER SET FClR1H. 
NUMB£R OF PLAN SETS • DO NOTWRilUBOVElHISUNE• 


IMPORTANT NOTICES • ..._.-..._.~IN~., .. ......,.we..,.. .. t_,... • ..._,... _...,._,_ SotSon.,_..__.,.Sia __ _ 
.,,.._..,IIIIII ... •Rur*ftw ...... ..,dlmg~ .. IDIIe..., .. nl"riiDNJ.n 
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MT--MUIIIJIBEIICIIftCIOIII!IMYIEIII'fAUD. 


-11Vr!OIE OC.QlPIED...,..CS\TIFUitOI'RIW. GCimfi10N ISI'USTBl .. M-011 
,._., f1l otafil£1' GBNIUD, WIDIIIUlll.ltl 


Alf'IICIIIN. OF nti$.....UCAMN aoa- Nafa.ntl'Ul1'i ltlf iUf'MrU.L ~ nu: nmt'IIU.L.,.. gp 
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--..:tti'!NaftiiiiE-·- II 'lB'lll .. T Ol-IIUISTIOOIS~OI~ I) (Illi '~IIZI! 
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:::1 LESSEE 
IJ OOIITUCTIIR 


IJ ARCHITECT 
IJ A&EIIT 
iJ~ 


APPUCANT'S CERTIACATION 
lltlllllf iDTFr Alll...U TIIAIIF A ' l.lllllflllSSIIlD ~ lli£CIIIISlllueTIO•IIlJI:HIIBI IJ TIII 
-AU TIE PIIIMSOOOS DFTHE -IT AND AIL LAWS MD OIUIIIIMt:U TIB£!0 .. lliE 
~IIITH. 


REVW13 


(20) F IIIII IS TE$. smE 
IIEW &1101110 so.n. HD RDOOAAEA 


(2.1) DOESlliiS Al.lBWIOII 
COHSTll111'f A QWIGE ruo 


liD Of OCCII'AHCYI NO 
~- csnKATt liD. 
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APR It 2017 


CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 


APPI..ICAllON IS HEREBY MADE TO TIE oswnMENT OF 
BUILDING INSPECT10N OF SAN FRANaSCO FOR 


FORM 3 (J OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED PERMISSION TO BUILD INACCORDANCEwmt TIE PlANS 
AKJ SPECIRCATIONS SlEMrTTED HEREWITH AKJ 


FORM 8 'tt1tVER-THE-COUNTEIUSS z . -~NGT01liEDESaUP110NANDFORTIEPURPOa: 
f) ~v ~J...C -.~ff ~NAFTEJlsaFORTH. 


NUMBER OF PlAN SETS 't' DO NOT WRITE ABOVE nus LINE 't' 


PI SIIIET Alllle!ill' .Ill 


2 't 1-=t ~(l.fUJ S.'l 


INFORMATION TO BE RJRNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS 


1171 DOES nus AlmiATIO!I 
CIII:Alf lDDITIOfW. HBGIIT 
011 Slll!IJ TO BUII.D1116? 


(211) COIISTJIUCTIOH lflloat (EIITBIIWIE MO BIWICH IIESIIiiCATUII' MJ. 
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REFER 
TO: 


D 


APPROVED: 


CONDinONS AND STIPULAnONS 


Howard Zee, OBI 


APR 11 2017 


BUILDING DEPT. OF BLDG. INSP. 


OAT& ____ _ _ 


REASON: 


NOTIFIED MR. 


DATE:-----
REASON: 







1/8/2018 Department of Building Inspection 


You selected: 


Address: 2417 GREEN ST Block/Lot: 0560 I 028 


Please select among the following links, the type of permit for which to view address information: 


Electrical Permits Plumbing Permits Building Permits Complaints 


(Building permits matching the selected address.) 


Permit# Block Lot Street# Street Name 
201710020114 0560 028 2417 GREENST 
201705116316 0560 028 2417 GREENST 
201712136376 0560 028 2417 GREENST 
M831527 os6o 028 2417 GREENST 
201704285244 0560 028 2417 GREENST 
201704113654 os6o 028 2417 GREENST 
200902192408 0560 028 2417 GREENST 
200707066100 0560 028 2417 GREENST 
200706224914 0560 028 2417 GREENST 
8600460 os6o 028 2417 GREENST 
8206745 0560 028 2417 GREENST 


Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page. 


Technical Support for Online Services 


Unit 


If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 


Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco e 201a 


http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/Default2.aspx?page=AddressData2&ShowPanei=BID 


Current Stage 
SUSPEND 
SUSPEND 
FILED 
ISSUED 
FILED 
ISSUED 
ISSUED 
EXPIRED 
ISSUED 
COMPLETE 
COMPLETE 


Stage Date 
L2/20/2017 
L2/20/2017 


12/13/2017 


09/13/2017 


04/28/2017 


04/11/2017 


02/19/2009 
05/01/2008 


06/22/2007 


04/11/1986 


03/04/1983 


1/1 







1/8/2018 


Permit Details Report 


Report Date: 


Application Number: 
Form Number: 


Department of Building Inspection 


11812018 11:28:01 PM 


201710020114 
8 


Address(es): 0560 1 028 1 o 2417 GREEN ST 


Description: 
TO COMPLY NOV201708032, ADMINISTRATIVE PERMIT TO FACILILATE DCP REVIEW, 
REVISION TO PA#201705116316, DELETE FREESTANDING RETAINING WALL AT REAR 
YARD. NO WORK UNDER THIS PERMIT. NIA MAHER ORDINANCE 


Cost: $1.00 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
Building Use: 27- 1 FAMILY DWELLING 


Disposition I Stage: 


Action Date Stage Comments 
10[2/2017 TRIAGE 
l0/2/2017 FILING 
101212017 FILED 


11/3/2017 APPROVED 
1113/2017 ISSUED 
1212012017 SUSPEND Suspended per DCP letter dated 12/20j2017. O'Riordan 


Contact Details: 


Contractor Details: 


License Number: 
Name: 
Company Name: 


Address: 


Phone: 


Addenda Details: 


D escnotion: 


Step Station Arrive 


1 
BID-
INSP 1012117 


2 INTAKE 1012117 


1012620 
PATRICK DURKIN 
DURKIN INC. 
1055 ASHBURY ST *SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117-
oooo 


Start ln Out Finish Checked By 
Hold Hold 


1012117 1012117 
HAJNAL 
STEVEN 


10/2/17 10/2/17 CHUNGJANCE 


3 CP-ZOC 10110117 10110117 
MAY 


10110117 CHRISTOPHER 


4 BLDG 10112/17 10112/17 10112/17 YUCYRIL 


5 HEALTH l0/13/17 10/ 13/ 17 10/31/17 
6 CPB 11/3/17 1113/17 11/3/17 CHUNGJANCE 


Hold Description 


OK TO PROCESS BY 


Approved: Revision to BPA # 201705116316 t 
remove freestanding concrete retaining wall i 
rear yard. Garage excavation in basement lev< 
ant! raised planting beds in rear yard 
unchau~ed. 


APPROVED. 
appro,•ed by M. Zalav 


Th1s pcm1 1t has been 1ssued . For mformutton pertammg to th1s perm1t, please call 415-558-6096. 


Appointments: 


!Appointment Date!APpoinbnent.AMJPMIAppointment Code ]Appointment Type]Description]Timc lots ] 


Inspections: 


]Activity Datellnspector]lnspection Descri]Jtionllnspection Status! 


Special Inspections: 


]Addenda No.]Complctcd Dateiinspccted By]lnspcction Code]Descrlption]Remarks] 


For information, or to schedule an inspection, call558-6570 between 8:30am and 3:00pm. 


Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers I 


Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page. 


Technical Support for Online Services 


If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 


http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 2/3 







1/8/2018 


Permit Details Report 


Report Date: 


Application Number: 
Form Number: 
Address(es): 


Department of Building Inspection 


11812018 11:28:35 PM 


201705116316 
8 
0560 I 028 I o 2417 GREEN ST 


Description: PARTIAL DETERIOATED BASEMENT WALL AND FOUNDATION REPLACEMENT WITH 
NEW LANDSCAPING SITE WALL AT BACKYARD 


Cost: $100,000.00 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
Building Use: 27- 1 FAMILY DWELLING 


Disposition I Stage: 


Action Date Stage Comments 
511112017 lfRIAGE 
511112017 FILING 
511112017 FILED 
511812017 APPROVED 
511812017 ISSUED 
912812017 SUSPEND department of citv planning review required 
1211112017 REINSTATED permit reinstated see pa 201710020114 
t212o/ 2017 SUSPEND Suspended per DCP letter dated 12/2012017. O'Riordan 


Contact Details: 


Contractor Details: 


License Number: 
Name: 
Company Name: 


Address: 


Phone: 


Addenda Details: 


Descnption: 


Step Station Arrive 


1 INTAKE 5111117 


2 BLDG 5111117 


1012620 
PATRICK DURKIN 
DURKIN INC. 
1055 ASHBURY ST *SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117-
oooo 


Start In Out Finish Checked By Hold Hold 


5111117 5111117 
PANGELINAN 
MARIANNE 


5111117 5111117 YUCYRIL 


Hold Description 


3 CPB 5118117 5118117 5118117 
CHEUNGWAI 5/18/17: SAFETY PERMIT RECEIVED. WF FONG 


This permit hu. been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please <:a l1415-558-6og6. 


Appointments: 


Appointment 
Date 
7/1312017 


Special Inspections: 


Addenda Completed 
No. Date 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


-


Inspected By 


Appointment Type Description 


Web Scheduled START WORK 


Inspection Description Remarks Code 


I 
CONCRETE (PLACEMENT & placement SAMPLING) 


4 
REINFORCING STEEL AND 
PRETRESSING TENDONS reinforcing steel 


SPECIAL GRADING, 
13 EXCAVATION AND FILLING 


(GEO. ENGINEERED) 
24C CONCRETE CONSTRUCTION 


OTHERS:AS RECOMMENDED 
geotech of record to observe 


23 BY PROFESSIONAL OF 
RECORD 


e.\'"cavn!.ion @ start of EA cut 


... .. C"r\ 1 Thn"\ A 'T'T(")"-.TC-' 


Tim 
Slut 


http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 1/2 







1/8/2018 Department of Building Inspection 
rVU.l'lt ,Lit'U..t.V.l'lrtL1 


BOLTS INSTALLED IN 
EXISTING CONCRETE 


For information, or to schedule an inspection, callss8-6570 between 8:30am and 3:00pm. 


Station Code D~-\i~ri ption.s and Phone Numbers I 


Onljne Permit and Complaint Tracking home page. 


Technical Support for Online Services 


If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 


Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies 
City and County of San Franciscoe201o 


http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 212 







1/8/2018 


Permit Details Report 


Report Date: 


Application Number: 
Form Number: 


Department of Building Inspection 


t/8/2018 11:26:37 PM 


201712136376 
8 


Address(es): 0560 I 028 / o 2417 GREEN ST 


Description: 


TO COMPLYW /NOV #201724852- REMOVE BRICK CHIMNEY, 2X FULL DEPTH JOIST@ 
16" O.C. TO MATCH (E) ROOF & JOIST FRAMING W / 3/4" RATED PLYWOOD NAILED 
W 11oD @ 16" O.C. ALL NAILING & CONVERNTIONAL FRAMING PER 2016 CBC. N I A 
MAHER ORDINANCE 


Cost: 
Occupancy Code: 
Building Use: 


Disposition / Stage: 


Action Date Stage 
1211312017 TRIAGE 
1211312017 FILING 
12/1312017 FILED 


Contact Details: 


Contractor Details: 


License Number: 
Name: 
Company Name: 


Address: 


Phone: 


Addenda Details: 


Dcs cnption: 


Step Station Arrive 


1 
BID-
INSP 12/13117 


2 INTAKE 12/13/17 


3 CP-ZOC 


4 BLDG 


5 CPB 


Appointments: 


$250.00 
R-3 
27 - 1 FAMILY DWELLING 


Comments 


1012620 
PATRICK DURKIN 
DURKIN INC. 
1055 ASHBURY ST * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117-
oooo 


Start In Out Finish Checked Phone Hold Hold By 


12113/17 12/13/17 
CURRAN 415-558-
BERNIE 6096 


12/13/17 12/13/17 
YIP 415-999-
JANET 9999 


415-558-
6377 
415-558-
6133 
415-558-
6070 


Hold Description 


!Appointment .Dutc!Appoin tment AMIPM!Appointment Code !Appointment Typ eiDcs crip tioniTimc Slots! 


Inspections: 


!Activity DateiimpectOl·IInsrectio n Descriptionllnspection Status! 


Special Inspections: 


!Addenda No.lcompleted Da le I Inspected Byllnspection CodeiDcscriptioniR.emark$1 


For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 


Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers I 


Online Permit and Comolaint Tracking home page. 


Technica1 Support for Online Services 


If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 


http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=Permitoetails 1/2 







1/9/2018 


Permit Details Report 


Report Date: 


Application Number: 
Form Number: 
Address(es): 


Description: 


Cost: 
Occupancy Code: 
Building Use: 


Disposition I Stage: 


Action Date Stage 
412812017 TRIAGE 
412812017 FILING 
4128/2017 FILED 


Contact Details: 


Contractor Details: 


Addenda Details: 


0 escnpt:wn: 


Department of Building Inspection 


201704285244 
3 
0560 I o28 1 o 2417 GREEN ST 
HORIZONTAL ADDITION. EXPANSION OF (E) GARAGE IN BASEMENT LEVEL, 1ST, 2ND, 
3RD & 4TH STORY HORIZONTAL REAR YARD ADDITION; ALTERATIONS TO (E) FRONT 
FACADE; EXCAVATION & FULL FOUNDATION REPLACEMENT; LOWERING (E) BLDG 
APPROX 1'-11"; INTERIOR REMODEL THROUGHOUT. 
$50,000.00 
R-3 
27- 1 FAMILY DWELLING 


Comments 


Step Station Arrive Start In Out Finish Checked By Phone Hold Description Hold Hold 


TORRES 415-
1 CPB 4128117 4128117 4128117 SHIRLEY 558-


6070 


MAY 415-
2 CP-ZOC 4128117 CHRISTOPHER 558-


6377 


MAY 415- Sec: 311 cover letter mailed: 10l16l17 Sec 
3 CP-NP 10116117 10116117 10117117 CHRISTOPHER 558- 311 mailed: 10123117 exp: 11122117 


6377 (Mil lou) 


OROPEZA 415- New DR application total (2) on 
4 CP-DR 11117117 EDGAR 558- HI2J. I20 L7 at 11:oo am deemed complet• 


6377 byl)olannerE!:Igar orope1~1 
415-


5 BLDG 558-
6133 


DPW- 415-
6 BSM 558-


6o6o 
415-


7 SFPUC 575-
6941 
415-


8 PPC 558-
6133 
415-


9 CPB 558-
6070 


Appointments: 


!Appointment Da teiAppointment AM/PM IAppointment CodeiAppointment Trpeloescript:ioniTime Slots! 


Inspections: 


I ctivity DateltnSpector llnspection Descrip tionllnspection Status ! 


Special Inspections: 


!Addenda No.lcompleted Dateii nspected Byl ln .~pection CodeiDescriptioniRenmrks l 


For information, or to schedule an inspection, call558-6570 between 8:30am and 3:00pm. 


Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers I 
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 1/2 







1/9/2018 


Permit Details Report 


Report Date: 


Application Number: 
Form Number: 


Department of Building Inspection 


1/9/2018 12:11:25 AM 


201704113654 
8 


Address(es): 0560 I o28 I o 2417 GREEN ST 


Description: 
EXPLORATORY DEMOLITION TO DETERMINE (E) FOOTING DEPTHS, REPAIR/PATCH 
BACK IN-KIND- ISOLATED LOCATIONS ONLY 


Cost: $1,000.00 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
Building Use: 27- 1 FAMILY DWELLING 


Disposition I Stage: 


Action Date Stage Comments 


4/11/2017 TRIAGE 


4/11/2017 FILING 


4/11/2017 FILE I) 


4/11/2017 APPROVED 
4/11/2017 ISSUED 


Contact Details: 


Contractor Details: 


License Number: 
Name: 
Company Name: 


Address: 


Phone: 


Addenda Details: 


Description: 


Step Station Arrive 


1 BLDG 4/11/17 
2 CPB 4/11/17 


1012620 
PATRICK DURKIN 
DURKIN INC. 
1055 ASH BURY ST *SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117-
oooo 


Start In Out 
Finish Checked By 


Hold Hold 


4/11/17 14/11/17 ZEEHOWARD 


4/11/17 4/11/17 PASION MAY 


H old Description 


. . 
TillS penna has been tssued. For mfonnation pertammg to th1s permit, please call415-558-6096 . 


Appointments: 


!Appointme nt Date jAppointment AM /PMjAppointrnenL CodejAppointment TypejoesCJiptioniTime Slot I 


Inspections: 


!Activity Date jln pecto r jl:nBp cction Descrip tion jinspectiotl Status! 


Special Inspections: 


jAdde nda No. jComplcted.Dateiiuspected Byjlnspectiou Code jDcscriptioniRemnrksj 


For information, or to schedule an inspection, call558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00pm. 


Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers I 


Online Permit and Complaint Trackin& home page. 


Technical Support for Online Services 


If you need help or have a question about this se!Vice, please visit our FAQ area. 


Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco© 201s 


http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 1/1 







ATTACHMENT I 







-


\ 


HSB 
---


HIGH SlRENGffi- BOLT TS 1\JBE STm. -
HSS HOLLOW STRUCTURAL SECTION lW THICKNESS OF WEB 


TYP lYPICAL 
I MOMENT OF INERTlA 
ICC INTERNATIONAL CODE COUNCIL UNO UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE 
ID INSIDE DIAMETER 
IF INSIDE FACE VERT VERTICAL 
INT INTERIOR VIF VERIFY IN FIELD 


JT JOINT W/ WITH 
JST JOIST W/IN WITHIN 


W/0 WITHOUT 
KD KILN DRIED WD WOOD 


WE WIDE FLANGE SECTION 
L8 POUND ws WOOD SCREW 
LG LONG WP WORK POINT 
LLH LONG LEG HORIZONTAL WHS waDED HEADED ST\JDS 
LLV LONG LEG VERTICAl WWF WELDED WIRE FABRIC 
LS LAG SCREW 
LSH LONG SLOTIED HOLE 
LSL LAMINATED STRAND LUMBER 
LVL LAMINATED VENEER WMBER 
LWC UGKT WEIGHT CONCRETE 


1.EGWD. 


~~ } ' INDICA'I[S (E) CONCRETE WALL 


~ . ·'~ .... <')•; .• ,.,. INDICATES (N) CONCRETE WALL 


).;· ~.": :'t .,.. 


. l,lo" 1 .. 
INDICATES EXCAVATION SEQUENCE AND t.W<IMUM WIDTH Of 
EXCAVATION, SEE GEOlECHNICAL INVESTIGATION REPORT 


MAX 


NO UNDERPINNING 


SCOPE Of WORK 


GARAGE EXPANSION, PARTIAL DETERIORATED 
BASEMENT WALL AND FOUNDATION REPLACEMENT 
WITH NEW LANDSCAPING SITE WALL AT BACKYARD. ' 


BUILDING INFORMATION: 


TYPE Of CONSTRUCTION: 58 


NUMBER Of STORIES: 3 STORIES + 1 BASEMENT 


USE OF BUILDING: SINGLE FAMILY DWELUNG 


OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION: R-3 


-


DATE 04/15/2017 


SCALE NONE 
DRAWN C.D. 


JOB 2017.501.00 


SHEET 


81.0 
Of SHEETS 







lliiiiiii A!!IIU.'t.Al!ON$ 


1. GllOVT UNDER ALL PlATES SHALL B£ ~SHRINK, NOH-METALLIC GROVT. GROUT (A) M!lNE IIAX IIAXIMUII 
SHALL HAVE A IIIN111UM COUPRESSI'IE SIRENG1H Of 4,000 PSI NID B£ All ANCHOR BOLT Ioiii IIACHINE BOLT 
PRQPORTlOHED AND 1NSIAU£D IN ACCOAIWICE WITH MN1Uf'ACT\JR£R'S SPECIFICATIOHS. ACI AIIERIC.IN CONCRETE INSTIIIIT[ IIECH 1IEtHNI1CAL 


ADD'L ADDITIONoll. 1111. IIETAL 
SIRUCJWI QIWNATJON AISC AII£RICNI 1NSTIIII1E rtF srm IIFR MNIUf'ICTU!O 


CONSniUCI10N IIIN IIIN1IIUII 
1. SlRUCIIJRAL OIIS€RYATIOH SHALL B£ PfRfORII£D AT A t.IINIWUII AT THE FOWlW1NG ARCH ARCIII£CMW. W1SC t.I~EOUS 


STAGI:S Of CONS'IRIJCl10N: ASTt.l AIIER1CAN SOCIEIY FtiR TESIING 
(N) A. AFTER INStALLAllDN OF RfiNFORC1NG srm NID BEFORE PLACEMENT Of NIDMATIRIAIS NEW 


COHCREIL ATR ALL THR£ADEII ROD N1C NOT IN CONTRACT 
AWS AI9IC.IN YlrulWC SOCtEIY NO. NUioiBER 


Sf:£1;161.~~ NOM NOMINAL 
THE OWN£R SHALL EIIPLOY A SPECIII. INSPECTOR TO PfRFORII SPECIII. INSPECTIOH ~G BELOW NS NEAR SIDE 1. BLOCKING N-S NORTH SDUTH IN ,I,CCORIWU Willi SEC11DN 1704 Of THE 2018 C8C AS A MINIMUM. 1Hf 811 B£AII NTS NOT TO SCAil FOU.OW1NO llDIS OF WORK R£QU1R£ SPECIII. INSPECTION: BN IIOUNilARY IWUNG NWC NORIIAl. WEIGtfT CONCRETE A. 'IER1f1CATIOH OF SOil CONDITIONS - BY GEOTECitNICAL ENGINEER OF RECORD a.o. IIOTTtJN Of e. CONCA£IE BOf,SF BOT1oll Of FOOTING Ol CMR c. REINfORCING srm eor IIOTTtJN o.c. ON CENTER D. BOLTS AND DOWELS INSTAU.!D IN EXISTING CONCRETE B.O,T. IIOTTtJN Of TOE (STEEL BEN.I) DO OIJISIDE OIIMETER 
lHE TESIING NID INSPEC110N NJE)IIJ'( SHALL COIIPILE TESTlNG NID INSPEcnON BAG IIEAAING Of DUTSIDE FACIE 2. III'IIW BEIWEEN OH OPPOSITE IWIO REPORl'S OET.IIUNG 1HE ITEMS Of WORK WHICH HAVE SEIN INSPECTED. A COPY OPHG 0P£11NG Of 1HE R£110111'& SIWJ. BE SENT TO 1HE OWNER. STRUCTURAL EHGINEER AND CIBC CALFllRIIIA IIUI.DING CODE OPP OPPOSITE C0N111AC10R FOR RMW. CJ COHS1RUCI10N JOIIIT 
smw, !NSp[C1Xll! p80GRt.ll a. COIItRI.IiE Plof PO'IIDER ACIUI.lm FASTtNERS 


ClG CfJIJIG PC P1[t[ 
1. CONCREIE ~ SP£I:IAL INSP£CTOR SHAU. oesai'IE PLACDIENT CONCRETE ctR CWR P1. PlATE 


INCUJDIIIG , I..ENGIH NID HEIGHT SPECif1ED ON DRAWINGS. CIIU CONCIIETE MASONRY UNIT PLY PL'tWOOD 
COL COl.UIIN PCF POUNDS P£R CU91C roar 2. ~ ~: SPECIII. INSPECTOR SHAU. OIISEM PIACEME!lf OF CONe CONCRETE P1.f POUNDS P£R UN£AR roar · NG Rm'R S!Z£, G1V«, SPACING, CWJWICES NID COHN COINCJ10N PSf POUNDS PER SQlWIE roar ~ Q 1HE CON(:RETE PlACEMEtiT OPERATlON. SPECIII. INSPECTOR CONT COH1NJOUS PSI POUNDS P£11 SQlWIE INCH OllSDM li"T R£1NFORaiNO IS FRE£ OF DIRT, MUD OR OlliER II'.TERW.S CP COWPI£T[ P£NEIRAT10N Vtt1J) pp PARTIAL PENE!RATIOH WBD PRIOR TO COHCR£iE PI.ICSIEN'I. 


PSI. PINUII STRNID WloiBER 
3. INSPEcnON AND TESI1NG Of NICHORS NID DOWElS: DBl. DOUBI.E PT PllESSURE TR£Am> 


A. SP£CIIL INSPECTOR SHAU. OBSERVE THAT DRIWD HOLES ARE FREE OF DUST DET DETAL 
AND 00111tS PRIOR TO PL..ICEIIENT OF NON-SHAIN!< GROUT OR EPOXY OF o.r. DOUOlAS f1R IIAD RADIUS ORIWD ANCIHORS NID DOWELS OR EXPANSION NICIHORS. CIA DIAIIEIER RDWD AEDWODO 


Dlo\G DIAGOIW. REINf RMORCING srm !JfS!CN C8f!£R!A DIM DIIIENSION REO'D REQUIRED 
1. 


!JfAO ~L~ 
DO DIITO RF ROOF 


AS CALCULAlm DWO DRAI¥INC 
DIIGS DRAYilNGS s SECIION MODUlUS 


2. lNE Lc.t.OS (11) ~ SI.OI'!NG 


~ 20 PSf ~REDUCI~ (E) EXISTlNO SE£ ARafiECTU!AL DRAWINGS 40 PSf REDUCIBIL EA 001 sco SE£ CM. DRAWINGS 
EB EXPANSION BOLT SCHm SCHEDU\£ 3. 


WIND ~ • LAt.IBOA 1m I ~lol'llfRS~ El. El!VATION SOSTS SElF DRIUJNG SElF TAPPING SCREW 
E'J EXPANSION JOINT Sill SIIIILAR PHET • l..oliii!OA KZT I PH O(COM ETS 4< CLADDING) 
EIISED EIIIEDMENT SEC SECI10N OCCIJPNIC'( '()AlEGOR'I' I 
EN EDGE NAIJNG Sf9C SNI FRANCISCO IIUlDING COD£ I~POIU~ FICTOR, 1 1.00 


~D SPEED r MPH EQ EQUAL SHT SHm 
ES E:ACH su SHT1l SII£ATHINC 
EW EICH WAY SloiO SE£ IIEtKINCAL DRAWINGS 4. SEISM~ - 50S I w fi I) '10• 0.01 w 
E-W EAST wm SloiS SI£ET IIE1'AL SCREW 
EXT EXIERlOR SOG SLAII ON GRADE 


~ ~= ~~ ~1 /.~~: - SOC E OR F ONLY lltiEN 51 >• 0.80 SPCO SPACING 
fDH FOUNDATION SPECS SPECIF1CAT10NS v • .108 w < ~ • 0.078 • rNU STRESS~ rr FHSifD FLOOR SP STRUCTIJIW. PLYMIOD ss - \.1!00 1 • 0.~ • 1.500 loll - 0.838 


50S • 1.000 501 • 0.55i I • 1.00 R • 8.5 F;" FMHD GRADE SPEN STRUCTIJIW. Pll'WOOO EDGE NAIUNG 
fLO FIJoNG[ SQ SQUIRE 


~ F\11 FlOOR sso SE£ SlTI\ICTURAL DRAWINGS 
FN F!lD NAIUNG SSit SIIOR1' S1.0TTED HOI£ 


Tl£ FOUNilo\IION O£SIGNS ARE BASED ON lHE REPORT "GEOTECHNICAL rn FACIE Of STAGG STAGGERED 
IN'IESIIGAT10N REPORT 2417 GREEN SIR£ET, SNI FRANCISCO, CAUFORH~· PREPAR£D F'OC FACIE Of CONCRETE STD STNIIWlD 
BY '1lMS CONSut.nNG, INC.", 1!.\lm APRIL 06, 2017, PROJECT 17-120101-02. FOS FACIE rtF S1UD STfNR smNER 


FRill) FIIAIH STL STm. 
1. AUDWAIILf FOUND.\TlON SOIL BEARING PRESSURE: FS F.IRSU ssn STNN!.ESS STEEL 


DEAD PLUS LNE 40DO PSf F.N. F1IISH SIJRf'ACIE S!RUCT STRUCTIJIW. 
TOTAL L.O.IDS (INCLUDING SEISMIC OR WIND) 5300 PSf Frn FOOTING SYiol SYIIIIETRICAL 


FT FEET 
2. LATERAL EARTH PRESSURES: Tl!l TOP AND BOTTOM 


ACTIVE 35 PCf GA GAUCE T.tG TONGUE AND~ 
AT REST 4S PCf GALV GALVANIZED THK THICK 
SEISMIC INCREMENT: IIASEIIENT WAll 47 PCf GB GRADE B£AII 1HRD THII!:ADED 
SEISIIIC INCREIIENT: RETAINING WALL 29 PCf Gl8 Gl.lJ£IHAIIINATED B£AII T.O. TOP OF 


TOC TOP Of CONCRETE 
IWJWAIILf UNIFORM PASSIVE: BEDROCK 2500 PSf HGR fWIG£R TOf TOP Of FOOTJjG 
.tWlWAIIl.E FRICTION COEFFlCIENT: CONCRETE 0.45 HOA!Z HORIZONTAL lOS TOP rtF srm 


HSB HICII SIR£NaTH BOLT TS TUBE:STm. :iW1...JIIW, HSS HOUDW S'IRIJCTURAL stCTION 1W THICKNESS Of WEB 
GENERAL NOTES I ~nON I LEGEND TYP T'r1'1CAl 51.0 I WOIIEIIT OF MJmA 


51.1 SPECIAL INSPEC!lON I T'fl'j()AL OETAII.S ICC IH!tRHATIONAL COD£ COUNCIL UNO UIUSS NOTED OTHERWISE 52.0 


r~ 10 INSIDE DWEIDI 
52.1 SITEPLNI If INS10E FACIE VERT 'mmCAI. 52.2 ~ P1M ~ SASDAOO P1.NI INT INmi10R IN 'IER!FY IN F1ElJ) 54.D LONCITUOIHAL S N) LONGITUDII'W. SECTION 
54.1 TRioNS'IERS£ S!:CilON ~(~) TAANSVEI!Sl: SECTIOH I (N) LNIDSCAPING SITE WALL JT JOINT W/ Yt1TH 


JST JOIST W/ttl Yt1THIN 
'1110 WITHOUT 


I<D KILN DRIED WD WOOD 
WF WIDE RANGE SECTIOH 


LB POUND ws WOOD SCREW 
LG LONG WP WORK POINT 
LLH l.ONG Lm HORIZONTAL WHS WBlJED IBDED STUOS 
LLV l.ONG l.£0 't!li11CAL WWF we.JlED WIRE FAIIII1C 
LS LAG SCREW 
LSH l.ONG SlDITED 1101.£ 
LSI. ~ SllWID UJII8[R 
L\t lJoiiiW]) 'IENml lWBER 
LWC LIGHT W9CIIT CONCitETE 


wm1 


~ INDICATES (E) CONCRETE WALl. 


~ INDICATES (N) CONCRETE WALL 


~ INDICATES EXCAVATlON SEQUENCE AND MAXIMUM W1DTH OF 
EXCAVAnON, SE£ GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGA11DN REPORr 


l1lo•l• 
IIAX 







li£11£11&, 


I. N'PI.ICABI.£ COO£: CAIJFOfiNIA BU/UliNG COO£, 2018 EDil10N (CBC). 


2. THESE GENERAL NOTES APPLY EXCEPT WHER£ SPECIFICAU.Y SHOWN BY NOTES ON 
DRAWINGS AND/OR DETAILS. 


3. NOlES AND DETAILS ON DRAWINGS SHoiU. TN<E PR£cmEHCE OYER GENERAL NOTES 
AND TYPIColl DETAILS. 


4. THE CONJIW;[OR SIWJ. COIIPNIE SIRUCIURAL DRAWINGS WITH OAAWIHGS Of OTHER 
DISCIPUNES WITH RmRfJjCE TO IIA~. LAYOlll, Olll[!jSIQIIS AND EI.EVAllONS 
BEFORE STNmNG WORK, AND »« OISCIIEPANCIES SHALl II( R£I'ORliD TO THE 
ARCifiECT FOR DIRECilON. 


5. THE CONIRACfOR SIWJ. 'm!IFY AU. EXISTJNO GRNlES AND OIWEIISIO!lS AS SHOWN 
ON DRAWINGS. THE COII11VCTOR SIWJ. REPOI!l ANY VARIATION Ta\T Vo1U IIODIFY 
THE STRUCTIJRAI. Sl'SIDt OR »« STRIJC1UR.II. El.EioiENT TO 111£ STRUCTIJRAI. 
ENGIN£ER. 


8. NICHITEC1URN., MECHANICAL, PI.UIIBING, ElECTRICAL AND OTHER DRAWINGS SHOULD 
II( REFERRED TO REGARDING INFORIIATION FOR THE FOUOWING: 
A. fiNISHED FlOOR EI.EVATlONS, FlOOR D£PRESSION, OiliER CHANGlS IN 


EI.EVAllON, SlOPES, ORAl/IS, CURBS, PADS, CHAIIFERS, GRO<MS, INSERTS OR 
DIII(OOID IIDIS, AND OTHER ARCHfTECTIIRAL IIDIS. 


B. SIZE AND LOCATlON OF AU. ROOF AND FlOOR omi!NGS (EXCEPT AS SHOWN). 
C. SIZES AND LOCAllON Of AU. NON-BEARING PNmllON WAUS, AU. DOOR AND 


WINDOW OP!JjiHCS. 
0. ST.IIR FRAMING. HANGERS AND DETAilS (EXCEPT AS SHOWN). 
E. WATERPROOFING, ARE PROOfiNG ANO ' wATERSTOPS. 
F. PIPE RUNS SlEEVES, fWji)[RS, TROOtE:S, WNJ.. ROOF AND FlOOR 


OPENINGS. ~D OTHER WECIWIICAL llniS. 
G. El£CTRIC CONDUIT RUNS, BOlaS, 0111\!TS AND OTHER ElECTRICAL IIDIS. 
H. Sl2£. LOCATIONS AND DETAilS Of IIACHIHE OR EQUIPMENT ~liONS, 


IIASE:S AND ANCHOR.IG£. 
ANCit()fW;E AND BRN;ING FOR IIECHANICAI. ElECTRICAL. PLUMBING 
EQUIPMENT, ETC. 


7. DETAILS AND NOlES SHOWN IN THIS SET Of DRAWIHGS AND TITlfD 'lYPICAL" Nl£ 
TYPtCAL AND Stwl. N'PlY UNI.fSS OTHERWISE NOTtD. TYPICAl DETAILS REPRESENT 
THE GENERAL INTENT FOR AU. DETAIUNG NOT NOitD OR SHOWN IN SPEQFlC 
DETAilS OR ON PLANS. 


8. THE STRUCTURAl. DRAWI!IGS INDICATE PRIHaPAL COIISTR\JC110!I DETAilS BUT DO NOT 
IUUS'IIRATE EVERY CONDITION, DET.III.S Of CONSIRUCTlON NOT SI'ECtflCN.l.Y SHOWN 
SIWJ. II( OF THE SAlliE NAl\JRE AS SHOWN fOR S!MILAR CONDillONS OR TYPICAl 
DETAILS. 


9. FOR TYPIColl DETAILS SEE SHEETS 51.1 OF THESE DRAWINGS. 


10. DO NOT SCAlf STRUCTIJRAI. DRAWINGS, USE WRI1TEN DIMENSIONS. IF DIMENSIONS 
Nl£ OMITTED OR NOT ClEAR, CONTACT THE ARCHITECT. 


I . wtlY NOTES: 
A. IT IS 1HE CONTR.\CTOR'S ~LIT'r 10 COMI'I.Y WITH Tt£ PElliiiiEHT 


SECTIONS, N> ltlEY N'f't.Y TO THIS PROJECT, or THE "CCNSIT1UCI10H SlfETY 
ORDERS" ISSUED IIY THE STATE OF CII.JfORtill, LAlW EDJ110H. AND AU. 
~ REQUIREMENTS. · 


B. THE SlftUCTURAl ENOIHEf.R AND OWNER DO HOT ACCEPT fily RESPONSIIliiJIY 
FOI! Tit: CONTR.\CTOft'S FAILUfi£ TO COMPLY WITH THIS REQVIftDIENTS. 


2. SHOll£ OR llrw:f; lli\ISSES, fJEA.\IS, COWMNS, WAUS AS Rt:QUIRID TO IIAIHTAIH 
THE ST...SU: I!ITEGIUlY Of THE EXJSTlHU STR'JCI\IIIE PRIOR TO llEIIOUTION. IT IS 
1HE 00/jTAACfOR'S SOl£ RESPONSifiiiJIY TO Dt;S1t.;H ANO FIIQWl( COIIP£ItNT 
SHOftiNG AHD !IRACING FOR AU. L<Wls lllf'OS[D DUitiNO AHO filER OOIOlfl10N 
THROUGH COIIPlEllON Of NEW CONSIRUCTlON. 


J. AU. tliii£NSIONS C1YEH TO AND Of THE DQSTINO STRUCTURf II.~E APPROXIMATE. 
I'I:RifY BY fiELD IIEASUR~ 111!: OIIIEIISION;i Of THE EXIS!liiG STRUCT\JRf. 
VMERE 11:1\J.'J. COND!TlONS OE'MTE fflOII fHt DETNLS SHOWN ON lH( DRAWIHGS, 
t/OTIFY 1H!: STRVC!UIW. £HGIKEER FOR IHSIRliCTKlNS PRIOR TO PROCEEOIHG WnH 
WORK. 


4. DDIOUflON AHD RDWVAL Of EXISflNG CONSfRUCJlON SHAU. BE MADE IN SUCH A 
IIAHNER AS TO AYOIO Oft MINIII!l£ IWWI£ TO ADJN;fNf CONSTRVCllON. 


5. EXTENT OF DEIIOUilON IS TO II( AS INDICATED ON PLANS, 5EC110NS AND DETNLS. 
DEWOUTlON IS TO INCLUDE REMOVAL AHD DIS~ CONSTRUCTlON. 


HA1N!OOtJS I!AJERW S ON S!l£ 


~ 
1. CONCRETE SHAU. DEVElOP THE FOL.LDWING MINIMUM COMPRfSSI'IE SITIENIITH AT 28 


DAYS:~ PSI 


2 SlUMP SIWJ. Ill: NOT I£SS 1HriN 2" AND liOT MORE 1Hr1N 4 '. 


J, CONCRETE SHALL II( PI.J.C£l) IH A COHI'I~UOUS OI'ERATiON UNTIL. THE SECilON IS 
COMPLm Bf;rwEEH l'flEDF:rERIII~ COtiS1R\ICTION JOINTS. CONCRETE SIWJ. BE 
Of A CONSISTENCY TO· PER11fT I'\ACIHO I!WIIATELY AAOUND RDNFORCIH<l iiRS ANO 
AGNHST FORMS. 


4. EXPOSED SURFICES Of CONCRETE SHALL UE KEPT h!QIST OR CURED BY PROTECTIVE 
COVERINGS APPUID 1H ACCOR!WlCE WITH WrNUFACTURfR'S SPECIFICATlONS. 


11. DIIIENSION LINES ON STRUCTURAl DRAWINGS ARE TO CENTER UNES Of El.EioiENTS, FORIIS SHAU. BE TKliiT, CLfNi ANO W£mi) BEfORE PLAI.'ING CONCREl£. 
UNI.£SS OTHERWISE NOTED. 


12. NO PIPES OR SI£EVES SHALl PASS THROUGH STRUCTURAL MEMBERS Wll1iOIIT THE 
N'f'R(NAl OF !liE STRUCIURAl ENGIN£IR UIUSS SHOWH OH STR\JCTI.IRAI. 
DRAliiNGS. 


1 J. OPENINGS REQUIRED BUT NOT SHOWN ON THE SIRUCTURAL DRAWINGS Stwl. II( 
SUIIIIITTID TO THE ARCHITECT AND ENGINEER FOR APPRfNAl II(FORE THEY Nl£ 
CONSTRIJCTID. 


14. THE CONTRACT STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS AND SPEaf!CATlONS REPRESENT THE f!HISHED 
STRVC!URE. THEY DO NOT INOICAlt THE IIEIHOD Of CONSIRUCIION. 


15. 1HE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIIII.£ FOR PROWliHG AU. NECfSSN!Y PRO't'lSIONS FOI! 
CONSTRUCT10N ACCESS AND METHODS Of CONSTRUCTION. THE G£NERAL 
CONJIW;[OR SHAU. COORDINATE REQUIREMENTS FOR ACCESS OPENINGS, RAMPS, 
CRANE SUPPORTS, AND »« OTHER CONSTRUCT10N IIDIS OR llE'IICES WITH 
SIJ8CONJIW;[OR(S) AND THE EHGIHEER. 


16. THE CONTRACTOR SHAU. PROYIDE AU. II~ NEa:SSN!Y TO PROTECT THE 
SIRUCTURE DORIHO CONSTRUCTION. ~ IIE'ASURE:S SHAU. INCLUDE. BUr NOT II( 
lJII/T£D TO, BfW:j)jG, SllOR!NG, GUYING OR OiliER TEIIPORNIY SOPPORT TO ENSURE 
CORRECT AND ACCURATE STRUCTURE GEOMETRY. 


17. ADEQUAlt TEMPORARY BRACING AND SHORING SHAU. BE PRO't'IDED TO f'RE'o{NT 
OVERSTRESS Of THE STRUCTURE DUE TO SUPPORT Of CONSTRUCTION IIA~. 
ERECIION EQUIPMENT AND ANY OTHER ERECllON lONlS. IF REQUIRED, THE 
CONJIW;[OR SHAU. PRO't'IDE SHORING AND/OR UNDERP1NNING IF REQUIRID OF 
EXISTING FOOTlNGS ON THE ADJACOif OR SUU:CT PROPERTY. 


18. WAllS SHALl II( ADEQUATELY BRACED DURIHO CONSTRUCTION UNTil. WAU. DESIGN 
SIRENGIHS HI.VE BEEN ATTAINED AND AU. PERIIANOO' SIJPI'ORfS ARE IN PLACE. 


19. UNlfSS SPECif!CAU.Y N'PRCNID BY THE ENGINEER IN WRITIHG, BICI<f!ll SHALl NOT 
BE PLACED N.lNNST WAllS UNTil. WN,.L. DESIGN S'IREHGfH HAS BEEN ATTNNED AND 
AU. PERIIANOO SUPPORTS Nl£ IN Pi.JCE. 


20. !liE CONTR.ICfOR SHAU. BE EXPECTED TO BE THORiiUGHI.Y FAIIILWI WITH Til£ 
8UUliNG S!IE CONDITIONS, GfWlES, ORAWIHGS AND SPECflCAllONS, IIATERIAL 
OElJIIER'( FIDUTIE:S AND AU. OlllER IIATTERS AND COIIIlfiiOHS wHlcH IIAY AFf£cr 
THE OPERAllON AND COili'\.ETION Of WORk. THE C0111RACTOR SIWJ. ASSUII£ AU. 
R1S1<S CONCERNED WITH 1HE AFORBIOOK!NED SlTUAllONS, AClM11ES AND/OR 
OPERAOONS. 


21. THE CONTRACTOR SHAU. LOCAl[ AND PROTECT AU. EXISilHG UllliTY LINES AND 
CONHE:CTIONS IHCUJDING SEWEll, WATER, OAS, AND El.ECTR!C SEIMCES BEFORE AND 
DOmiiG HIS WORK. 


22. THE CONTRACTOR SHALl. CNI£fi.IL1 Y EXCAVAlt (POTHO!!) TO VISUAU.Y VERIFY 
Cl£.W,NCE FRO~ All U1lLli1ES AND SHALl. PROTECT UT1lil)£S FROM tWill AS 
REilUIRED TO PRMliT DAIIAGt AllO TO IIAIIIT~ 1H£IR USE. CONSULT 1HE 
ENGIIifiR IF UJlUfY UHES, P1PIJIC OR OTHER El.EioiENTS CONF\JC'nHG WJlH THE 
WORK ARE EHCOUNTERED. 


23. THE CONTRACTOR SIWJ. TAKE PREl:AUTJ()II.I.R ~EASURES 10 E!ISURE Ta\T AU. 
PROPERTY IS I'ROTECTED DURING COIISTRIJCllOH, ANY OAM.IOOl OR CHANGED 
CONOOlO!jS SIWJ. II( REP.-IIRED ANO RE:STORfD TO THE PRE-coNslR~ 
COHilfTIONS. THE CONTRACTOR SHAU. REPAIR ANY D.IMNlE AT HlS/HEI! OWN 
EXPEl&. 


24. THE CONTRACTOR SHALl. ASS1.111£ SOL£ /1110 C0MPU:TE RtSPOtiSIBIIJIY FOR 1HE JOil 
SITe CONOfl10NS OURINC THE COOIISE OF CONSTRUC110N Of Tl11S PROJECT, 
IHClWING THE SlfE1Y Of AU. TH£ P£RSONHEL NlD PROPERTY. THIS REM!DIENT 
SIWJ. APPLY COHIIIUOUSI.Y AND SHoiU. "" BE UIIITED TO NORIIAL WORI<ING 
HOURS. 


6. AU. DEFECl1VE WOftll 51'.\U. BE REPNREil flY THE corrnw:rOR ~ SI'ECIFI£D. 


I. 


IWNfDRCEI!ENT· 


REINFORCING STW; 
f4 AHD 5IWUR BARS 
f5 AND LARGER BARS 
WElDED WIRf FABRIC 
TIE WIRES 


2. REINFORCING BARS AND WELDED WIRE fAIIRIC 5IWJ. 8£ FREE FROM lDDSE RUST 
OR »« OTHER OO'IllNG WI1ICH WILl DESTROY OR REDUCE BOND. 


J. REINFORCING iiRS 5IWJ. HOT BE llEHT OR STRMlHl£Nfl) IN A IIAHHfR WHICH 
WILL INJURE !liE IIATERIIL, ANI! SHAU. II( ACCURATUY PLACID ~D POSITMl.Y 
SECURED. 


4. THE CWR DISTANCI: BEIWEIH P.w.u..El BARS IN A LAYER SHAU. NOT BE L£SS 
TfWj 1-1/2 TIMES THE NOMINAL DIAMETER Of THE BARS, OR H/J TIII£S THE 
IIAXIIIUM SIZE AGGREG.\TE, NOR I£SS TfWj 1-1/2'. 


~. UNLESS OTHERW15E NOTED, LAP SPUCES Of BOTTOM fOOTING BARS SHAU. BE 
STAGGERED AT LEAST 5' -0" MINIIIUM FROM LAPS IN OTHER BOTTOM FOOTING i\RS. 
ST~R LAP SPLICES Of TOP FOOTING BARS SIWAALY. 


6. WHEN LAP SPUCING BARS REINFtiRcaiEHT BARS OF DIFFERENI SIZES, USE THE 
LARGEST BAR LAP SPLICE LmGTH. . 


7. UN\£SS OlliERwtSE NOTtD, CONCRETE COVEIWIE Of REINfORCING iiRS SHAU. BE 
AS FOLLOW: 


3" WHERE CONCRETE IS DEPOSITED DIRECTLY AG.\IHST fAATH EXCEPT 
SIAIIS-ON-lljWIE 


2" Wi1EAE COHCRET£ IS EXPOSIJ) TO EN!IH, BUr D£I'OSifiD IN FORMS 
1-1 (2" FOR llCNriS, COUIMNS ,t,NO EXTERIOR SURfACfS 
3/4 FOR UlltlllOR SVBS, JOISTS AND WAUS 


~. SUBIII( REINFORaNG STW. 5HOP DRAWINGS fOR REVIEW PRIOR TO FAIIRICATlON 
AND PLACING 'OF RDH~NG STEEL. 







NO UNDERPINNING 


~ 
1. <WH~F: EXCAVATION SHORING IS NECESSAAV, A SHORING PERUIT ~ BE 


PIWV!bE!i ~D APPROVED B'f THE DEPMTNENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 
~OR T0 fXCr'VATIO~. NOTIFY .ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNER IN WRffiNG 
OF" AAOP0$1 EX~VAT10N IS REQUIRED 8Y LAW, SECfiON 832 CML 
CODE, Sl1ilt OF OAUFORNll ALL SHORING TO BE SUPERVISffi B'f 
REGISTERED EtlGINEER INCLUDING SEQUENCE OF OPF:RAT10N. 


DATE 05/05/2017 


SCALE 1/4"=1'-0" 


DRAWN C.D. 


JOB 2017.501.00 
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2" CLR 
1'11'. 


>RAJtw;£ BY OlllERS. 


MAT SlAB, 
SEE 2/54.0 
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f6 BARS 0 12' D.C. 
EA WAY EA FACE, 1'11'. 
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12' D.C., 1'11'. 
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City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection 


Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director 


NO. S-05 


DATE 


CATEGORY 


SUBJECT 


PURPOSE 


REFERENCE 


DISCUSSION 


INFORMATION SHEET 


May 20, 2015 


Structural 


Geotechnical Report Requirements 


The purpose of this Information Sheet is to establish the permit work scope 
which will require the submittal of a geotechnical report. 


San Francisco Building Code (SFBC) 
State of California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology 


(CDMG) Seismic Hazard Zones Map for San Francisco, released 
November 17, 2000. [Note: Map is posted near 1660 Mission St. 2nd Floor 
Counter. "Liquefaction zones" are colored "Green," or Seismic Hazard Zones 
Map Indices listing property street addresses and/or blocks and lots which 
are in the potential landslide and liquefaction zones (see Attachments 1 &2)] 


- Figure 4 of the San Francisco Seismic Safety Investigation report prepared by 
URS/John A. Blume & Associates, Engineers, June 1974. (Note: Map is 
posted near 1660 Mission St. 2nd Floor Counter. "Landslide Hazard Areas" 
are colored "Red") 


(A) Permit requiring geotechnical report 


The following permit application submittal will require a geotechnical report: 


1. New Building (with the exception of one-story storage or utility occupancy, including storage shed 
and garage) 


2. Horizontal Additions if the footprint area increases more than 50% of the existing square footage 


3. Horizontal and Vertical Additions increase more than 1000 square feet of projected roof area within 
the Landslide Hazard Areas (see Reference) per SFBC Section 1 06A.4.1.4.3 and per SFBC 
Section 1 06A.4.1.4.4. 


[See SECTION (C) page 3) 
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INFORMATION SHEET 


4. Any of the following grading (per SFBC Section J104.3): 
a) Cut section is greater than 10 feet in vertical height. 
b) Cut slope is steeper than 2 horizontal to 1 vertical. 
c) The tops of cut banks are separated from any structure or major improvement by a 


distance, measured horizontally, less than the height of the bank. 
d) More than 5000 cubic yards are involved in grading. 


S-05 


e) Grading performed at a site located within Earthquake Fault Zones, Seismic Hazard 
Zones, Landslide Zones (see Attachment 1 ), or Liquefaction Zones (see Attachment 2) as 
shown in the most recently published maps from California Geological Survey. 


5. Slope of fill is steeper than two units horizontal to one unit vertical (50 percent slope) specified per 
SFBC Section J107.6, or deviate from the stipulated provisions in SFBC Section J107 Fills. 


6. Any footings on/or adjacent to slopes steeper than one unit vertical in three units horizontal without 
clearances as indicated per SFBC Section 1808.7 and Figure 1808.7 .1. 


7. The design soil lateral loads are less than the minimum design requirements specified in 
Section 1610 Soil Lateral Loads. 


8. The design load bearing value used exceeds values stipulated for Class 4 or 5 soil materials in 
SFBC Table 1806.2 Presumptive Load-Bearing Values. 


9. Special foundation including but not limited to piles, piers, base isolation and any design not 
covered by code, excluding piers supporting a fence, sign or isolated post. 


10. As required per Building Code: 
a) Expansive soil per SFBC Section 1803.5.3. 
b) Drainage system as an alternative to the requirements per SFBC Section J109 Drainage 


and Terracing. 
c) Water Table per SFBC Section 1803.5.4 to determine whether the existing ground-water 


table is above or within 5 feet below the elevation of the lowest floor level where such floor 
is located below the finished ground level adjacent to the foundation, unless waterproofing 
is provided in accordance with SFBC Section 1805. 


d) Ground improvement, including soil mix grouting and chemical soil grouting. 
e) Where shallow foundations will bear on controlled low-strength material (CLSM), a 


geotechnical investigation shall be conducted per SFBC Section 1803.5.9 Controlled low
strength material. 


f) Where geological investigation is deemed necessary per SFBC Section 1803 Geotechnical 
Investigations. 


11. Permit scope subject to mandatory structural advisory review under SFBC Section 1 06A.4.1.2 
Edge hill Slope Protection Area, Section 1 06A.4.1. 3 Northwest Mt. Sutro Slope Protection Area. 


12. All structures utilizing Modal Response Spectrum Analysis in accordance with ASCE 7-10 
Section 12.9 Modal Response Spectrum Analysis. 
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(B) Submittal requirements for geotechnical report (if required) 


GEOTECHNICAL: 


1. Provide original letter wet signed by geotechnical consultant, who is a licensed civil or geotechnical 
engineer, stating that they have reviewed and approved final structural plans. 
{Note: In addition to the licensed geotechnical or civil engineer, a licensed geologist is also 
required for properties subject to the Slope Protection Act [See SECTION (C) BELOW]}. 


2. Provide two (2) sets of original geotechnical reports and one (1) CD-ROM: 
SOILS REPORTS: Effective November 1, 2011, OBI will no longer accept soils reports solely in 
"hard" copy format. Two (2) "hard" copies and one (1) copy on a CD-ROM in Adobe 'PDF' format 
are required. After OBI review, one "hard" copy will be returned to the applicant with a 'Received' 
stamp. OBI will retain its copy, and the CD-ROM will be sent to the State Department of 
Conservation, as required by state law. 


3. Geotechnical report shall be in accordance with SFBC Section 1803.2 through Section 1803.6 and 
Section J104.3. 


4. Civil engineers experienced in geotechnical engineering are authorized to practice geotechnical 
engineering. This includes preparing or reviewing soils reports. 


(C) Projects subject to the Slope Protection Act (SFBC Section 106A.4.1.4) 


Scope. Properties are subject to these requirements where any portion of the property lies within the areas of 
"Earthquake-Induced Landslide" in the Seismic Hazard Zone Map, released by California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, dated November 17, 2000 (see Attachment 1), or amendments 
thereto; or within the "Landslide Hazard Areas" mapped as "Landslide Locations" in Figure 4 of the San 
Francisco Seismic Safety Investigation report prepared by URS/John A. Blume & Associates, Engineers, June 
1974; or any successor map thereto. (see Reference) 


Sites that are deemed stable by the geologist and where the geologist has mapped the site underlain by 
bedrock at depth shallower than the proposed depth of excavation are not required to be explored to depths 
specified in Section 1803.5.6. 


Proposed construction work that is subject to these requirements includes the construction of new buildings or 
structures having over 1000 square feet of new projected roof area, and horizontal or vertical additions having 
over 1000 square feet projected roof area of newly constructed addition. In addition, these requirements shall 
apply to the following activity or activities, if determined by the plan reviewer that the proposed work may have 
a substantial impact on the slope stability of any property, such as: shoring, underpinning, excavation or 
retaining wall work; grading, including excavation or fill, of over fifty (50) cubic yards of earth materials; or any 
other construction activity. Such determination by plan reviewer shall be verified by supervisor or manager. 


If required as above, permit applications submitted to the Department of Building Inspection for construction 
shall include report(s) prepared and signed by both a licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical or civil 
engineer identifying areas of potential slope instability, defining potential risks of development due to geological 
and geotechnical factors, and drawing conclusions and making recommendations regarding the proposed 
development. These reports shall undergo design review by a licensed geotechnical or civil engineer. Such 
design review shall verify that appropriate geological and geotechnical issues have been considered and that 
appropriate slope instability mitigation strategies, including drainage plans if required, have been proposed. 
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Procedure to request for Structural Advisory Committee (SAC). After reviewing all submitted 
information pursuant to Section 1 06A.4.1.4.4, the plan reviewer may request that the permit application be 
subject to review by a Structural Advisory Committee (SAC), as defined by Building Code Section 1 05A.6. 
Such request will be reviewed by Supervisor or Manager and needs to be approved by Deputy Director. 


Site Permit Processing. For projects that may be subject to the Slope Protection Act, plan reviewer 
should request design professional to stipulate on plan the acknowledgement that: Addendum plan review 
may determine the project is subjecting to compliance with the Slope Protection Act that requires submittal 
of Geological and Geotechnical report(s) per SFBC Section 1 06A.4.1.4.4. Two (2) hard copies and one (1) 
CD_ROM of the report(s) shall be submitted to OBI upon request, prior to issuance of the structural or 
foundation addenda. 


Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O. 
Director 
Department of Building Inspection 


Attachments: Seismic Hazard Zones Map Indices 
1. Addresses in LANDSLIDE ZONES 


www.sfdbi.org/IS SOS Addresses Landslide Zones Attachment01 
2. Addresses in LIQUEFACTION ZONES 


www.sfdbi.org/JS SOS Addresses Liquefaction Zones Attachment02 


This Information Sheet is subject to modification at any time. For the most current version, visit 
our website at http://www.sfdbi.org 
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This message contains information which may be confidential and privileged. Unless you are
the addressee (or authorized to receive for the addressee), you may not use, copy or disclose to
anyone the message or any information contained in the message. If you have received the
message in error, please advise the sender by reply e-mail Theresa@lozeaudrury.com, and
delete the message.

mailto:Theresa@lozeaudrury.com


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Application for Discretionary Review for Permit 2017.04.28.5244 and 2017.10.02.0114 - 2417 Green Street -

Part 4a
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 8:58:25 AM
Attachments: Pages from 2018.09.24.2417 Green DR Ltr-Part 4A.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: Theresa Rettinghouse [mailto:theresa@lozeaudrury.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 4:41 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Richard Drury
Subject: Application for Discretionary Review for Permit 2017.04.28.5244 and 2017.10.02.0114 - 2417
Green Street -Part 4a
 
Dear President Rich Hillis and Honorable Commissioners:  
 
Please see Part 4A of the Discretionary Review (“DR”) of the above-referenced permit
application
(“Project”). If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office.
 
Thank you,
Theresa
 
--
Theresa Rettinghouse
Paralegal
Lozeau | Drury LLP
410 12th Street, Suite 250
Oakland, California 94607
(510) 836-4200
(510) 836-4205 (fax)
Theresa@lozeaudrury.com
 
This message contains information which may be confidential and privileged. Unless you are
the addressee (or authorized to receive for the addressee), you may not use, copy or disclose to
anyone the message or any information contained in the message. If you have received the
message in error, please advise the sender by reply e-mail Theresa@lozeaudrury.com, and
delete the message.

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
tel:%28510%29%20836-4200
tel:%28510%29%20836-4205
mailto:Theresa@lozeaudrury.com
mailto:Theresa@lozeaudrury.com
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Application for Discretionary Review for Permit 2017.04.28.5244 and 2017.10.02.0114 - 2417 Green Street -

Part 4B
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 8:55:43 AM
Attachments: Pages from 2018.09.24.2417 Green DR Ltr-Part 4B.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: Theresa Rettinghouse [mailto:theresa@lozeaudrury.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 4:42 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Richard Drury
Subject: Application for Discretionary Review for Permit 2017.04.28.5244 and 2017.10.02.0114 - 2417
Green Street -Part 4B
 
Dear President Rich Hillis and Honorable Commissioners:  
 
Please see Part 4B of the Discretionary Review (“DR”) of the above-referenced permit
application
(“Project”). If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office.
 
Thank you,
Theresa
 
--
Theresa Rettinghouse
Paralegal
Lozeau | Drury LLP
410 12th Street, Suite 250
Oakland, California 94607
(510) 836-4200
(510) 836-4205 (fax)
Theresa@lozeaudrury.com
 
This message contains information which may be confidential and privileged. Unless you are
the addressee (or authorized to receive for the addressee), you may not use, copy or disclose to
anyone the message or any information contained in the message. If you have received the
message in error, please advise the sender by reply e-mail Theresa@lozeaudrury.com, and
delete the message.

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
tel:%28510%29%20836-4200
tel:%28510%29%20836-4205
mailto:Theresa@lozeaudrury.com
mailto:Theresa@lozeaudrury.com































































































































































































































From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Cc: May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Application for Discretionary Review for Permit 2017.04.28.5244 and 2017.10.02.0114 - 2417 Green Street -

Part 5
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 8:50:28 AM
Attachments: 2018.09.24.2417 Green DR Ltr-Part 5.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: Theresa Rettinghouse [mailto:theresa@lozeaudrury.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 4:43 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Richard Drury
Subject: Application for Discretionary Review for Permit 2017.04.28.5244 and 2017.10.02.0114 - 2417
Green Street -Part 5
 

Dear President Rich Hillis and Honorable Commissioners:  
 
Please see Part 5 of the Discretionary Review (“DR”) of the above-referenced permit
application
(“Project”). If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office.
 
Thank you,
Theresa
 
--
Theresa Rettinghouse
Paralegal
Lozeau | Drury LLP
410 12th Street, Suite 250
Oakland, California 94607
(510) 836-4200
(510) 836-4205 (fax)
Theresa@lozeaudrury.com
 
This message contains information which may be confidential and privileged. Unless you are
the addressee (or authorized to receive for the addressee), you may not use, copy or disclose to
anyone the message or any information contained in the message. If you have received the
message in error, please advise the sender by reply e-mail Theresa@lozeaudrury.com, and
delete the message.

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
tel:%28510%29%20836-4200
tel:%28510%29%20836-4205
mailto:Theresa@lozeaudrury.com
mailto:Theresa@lozeaudrury.com
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APPLICATION FOR 


Environmental Evaluation 
1. Owner/Applicant Information 


PROPERTY OWNER'S NAME: 


PROPERTY OWNER'S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 


474 Euclid Ave, San Francisco, CA 94118 
EMAIL: 


chris@durkinincorporated.com 


APPLICANT'S NAME, COMPANY/ORGANIZATION (IF APPLICABLE): 


Dumican Architects Same as Above D 
APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 


EMAIL: 


Edumican@dumicanmosey.com 


···-····-····-···········-····-····-···········-····-····-···········-····-····-···········-····-····-···········- ······-···········-····-····-···········-····-····-···········-····-····-···········-····-····-···········-····-····-···········-····-····- ········-····-····-···········-····-····-···········-····-····-···········-····-····-···········-····-····- ········-····-····-···········-····-····-···········-····, 
! CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION: 


I Eric Dumican Same as Above D I 


ADDRESS: . TELEPHONE: 


! 128 10th Street, 3rd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 i <415 )495-9322 
r ; 
. EMAIL: . 


I edumican@dumicanmosey.com 


2. Location and Classification 


STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE: 


2417 Green Street 94107 


Pierce & Scott St 


0560 I 028 I 
LOT DIMENSIONS: I LOT AREA (SQ FT) : I ZONING DISTRICT: 


25'x100' 2500 sq.ft. RH-1 I 
HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: 


40-X 
ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: 


COMMUNITY PLAN AREA (IF ANY) : 


n/a 


3. Project Description 


PRESENT OR PREVIOUS USE: 
( Please check all that apply ) ADDITIONS TO BUILDING: 


D Change of Use ~ Rear Single Family Residence 


D Change of Hours D Front PROPOSED USE: 


D New Construction D Height Single Family Residence 
~ Alterations D Side Yard 


D Demolition 
BUILDING APPLICATION PERMIT NO. : DATE FILED: 


D Other Please clarify: 


5 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP) 
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4. Project Summary Table 


If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates. 


Dwelling Units 1 


Hotel Rooms i 0 
Parking Spaces 


r---


! 1 
Loading Spaces ! 0 ! 


Number of Buildings 1 
Height of Building(s) +/- 50'-8" 


Number of Stories 4 
i 


0 Bicycle Spaces I 
! 


PROJECT FEATURES 


1 


0 


1 


0 


1 


+/- 48'-9" 


4 


0 
GROSSSQUAREFOOTAGE(GS~ 


0 


0 


2 


0 


1 


-1'-11" 


0 


1 


!· ···························································································-····-···-··-··-···-···-··-··-···-···-··-··-···-···-;-·-··-···-···-··-··-···-···-··-··-···-···-··-··-···-;-·-··-··-···-···-··-··-···-···-··-··-···-···-··-··-


Residential +/- 4,165 +/- 4,165 +/- 943 
Retail 0 0 0 
Office 0 0 0 


Industrial 0 0 n 
0 ...... ! ..... 0 0 


PDR 
Production, Distribution, & Repair 


Parking +/- 337 +/- 337 +/- 658 
Other ( 


Other ( 


Other 


TOTALGSF +/- 4,502 +/- 4,502 +/- 1.481 


1 


0 


3 


0 


1 


+/- 48'-9" 


4 


1 


+/-5,108 


0 


0 


0 


0 


+/- 995 


+/- 6,103 


Please provide a narrative project description that summarizes the project and its purpose or describe any 
additional features that are not included in this table. Please list any special authorizations or changes to the 
Planning Code or Zoning Maps if applicable. THIS SECTION MUST BE COMPLETED. 


SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP) 
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5. Environmental Evaluation Project Information 


1. Would the project involve a major alteration of a structure constructed 45 or more 
years ago or a structure in a historic district? 


If yes, submit the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Evaluation application. 


2. Would the project involve demolition of a structure constructed 45 or more years ago 
or a structure located in a historic district? 


If yes, a historic resource evaluation (HRE) report will be required. The scope of the HRE 
will be determined in consultation with Preservation Planning staff. 


3. Would the project result in excavation or soil disturbance/modification? 


If yes, please provide the following: 


Depth of excavation/disturbance below grade (in feet) : _1_3_'_(_H_._P_. ) _____ _ 


Area of excavation/disturbance (in square feet) : _8_0_0_s_q_._ft_. ________ _ 


Amount of excavation (in cubic yards) : _4_0_8_c_u_.y_d_. _____ _ 


Ill YES O NO 


0 YES ~ NO 


Ill YES O NO 


Type of foundation to be used (if known) and/or other information regarding excavation or soil disturbance 
modification: 


Type of foundation to be determined. Most likely to be spread footing or mat slab 
foundation 


Note: A geotechnical report prepared by a qualified professional must be submitted if one of the following 
thresholds apply to the project: 


• The project involves a lot split located on a slope equal to or greater than 20 percent. 
• The project is located in a seismic hazard landslide zone or on a lot with a slope average equal to or greater 


than 20 percent and involves either 
- excavation of 50 or more cubic yards of soil, or 
- building expansion greater than 1,000 square feet outside of the existing building footprint. 


A geotechnical report may also be required for other circumstances as determined by Environmental Planning 
staff. 


4a. Would the project involve any of the following: (1) the construction of a new building; 
(2) the addition of a dwelling unit; (3) the addition of a new curb-cut; (4) the addition 
of a garage; and/or (5) a net addition to an existing building of 500 gross square feet 
or more? 


If yes, you will need to comply with the tree planting regulations of Public Works Code 
Section 806 prior to receiving a building permit. 


SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP) 
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4b. Does the project include the removal or addition of trees on, over, or adjacent to the 
project site? 


5. 


6. 


7. 


If yes, please answer the following questions: 


Number of trees on, over, or adjacent to the project site: 


Number of trees on, over, or adjacent to the project site that would 
be removed by the project (see Public Works Code Article 16 for 
definitions of removal , significant, landmark, and street trees) : 


Significant trees: 


Landmark trees: 


Street trees: 


Number of trees on, over, or adjacent to the project site that would be 
added by the project: 


Would the project result in any construction over 40 feet in height? 


If yes, please submit a Shadow Analysis Application. This application should be filed at 
the PIG and should not be included with the Environmental Evaluation Application. (If the 
project already underwent Preliminary Project Assessment, this application may not be 
needed. Please refer to the shadow discussion in the PPA letter.) 


Would the project result in a construction of a structure 80 feet or higher? 


If yes, an initial review by a wind expert, including a recommendation as to whether a 
wind analysis is needed, may be required, as determined by Planning staff. (If the project 
already underwent Preliminary Project Assessment, please refer to the wind discussion in 
the PPA letter.) 


Would the project involve work on a site with an existing or former gas station, auto 
repair, dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site with underground storage 
tanks? 


If yes, please submit a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared by a 
qualified consultant. If the project is subject to Health Code Article 22A, Planning staff will 
refer the project sponsor to the Department of Public Health for enrollment in DPH's Maher 
program. 


8. Would the project require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to the 
Planning Code or Zoning Maps? 


If yes, please describe. 


9. Is the project related to a larger project, series of projects, or program? 


If yes, please describe. 


SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP) 


0 YES ~ NO 


0 YES ~ NO 


0 YES ~ NO 


0 YES ~ NO 


0 YES ~ NO 


0 YES ~ NO 
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Estimated Construction Costs 
f TYPE OF APPLICATION: 
I 


I 
Site Permit 
OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION: 


I R-3 / U 
r BUILDING TYPE: 


1V-B 
I TOTAL GROSS SQUARE FEET OF CONSTRUCTION: 


I 


I (+/-) 6,1 03 GSF 


I 


l BY PROPOSED USES: 


Habitable: ( +/-) 5,1 08 GSF 


[Garage: (+/-) 995 GSF 
I 


[$7~~~~~~'.;;;='- ---~---- __ _,_____ --·----
!' ESTIMATE PREPARED BY: • -


j 2417 Green Street, LLC 
I FEEESTABLISHED: ... 


I 


Applicant's Affidavit 


Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or al!,thorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c: Other information or applications may be required. 


s;gn,tu~ Date: 
02/1 4/17 


Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent: 


Eric Dumican 
Owner j Authorized Agent ~circle one) 


SA.N FfiA CISCO PLANNING OEPARTMENT VOi-01 -2015 (EP) 


~ 
__ J 
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Environmental Evaluation Application Submittal Checklist 
APPLICATION MATERIALS PROVIDED NOT APPLICABLE 


Two (2) originals of this application signed by owner or agent, with all blanks filled 0 
in. 


Two (2) hard copy sets of project drawings in 11 " x 17" format showing existing and 0 
proposed site plans with structures on the subject property and on immediately 
adjoining properties, and existing and proposed floor plans, elevations, and 
sections of the proposed project. 


One (1) CD containing the application and project drawings and any other submittal 0 
materials that are available electronically. (e.g., geotechnical report) 


Photos of the project site and its immediate vicinity, with viewpoints labeled. 0 
Check payable to San Francisco Planning Department. 0 
Letter of authorization for agent. 0 
Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Evaluation, as indicated in Part 5 0 
Question 1. 


Two (2) hard copies of the Historic Resource Evaluation, as indicated in Part 5 D 
Question 2. 


Geotechnical report, as indicated in Part 5 Question 3. 0 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as indicated in Part 5 Question 7. D 
Additional studies (list) . D 


For Department Use Only 


Application received by Planning Department: 


By: ------------------- Date: 


FOR MORE INFORMATION: 
Call or visit the San Francisco Planning Department 


Central Reception 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco CA 94103-2479 


Planning Information Center (PIC) 
1660 Mission Street, First Floor 
San Francisco CA 94103-2479 


TEL 415.558.6378 TEL: 415.558.6377 


D 
D 


0 


D 
0 
0 


FAX 415 558-6409 
WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org 


Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counte, 
No appointment is necessal)I. 


SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP) 
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BY E-MAIL AND OVERNIGHT MAIL 
 
June 21, 2018 
 
Christopher May, Senior Planner 
San Francisco Planning Department  
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400  
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Email:  christopher.may@sfgov.org 
 
 RE: 2417 Green Street 
 
 
Dear Mr. May: 
 


We write on behalf of Philip Kaufman of 2421 Green Street in response to your 
June 19, 2018 email to me and copy of the June 6, 2018 revised drawings for new 
construction at 2417 Green Street. Your email raised many additional questions 
regarding the permitting process for this longstanding project such as Section 311 
notification, review at the Planning Commission, and CEQA compliance.  
 


First, your email indicated that the applicant would not be providing Section 311 
notification prior to a planning commission hearing because the new drawings contain 
“no change to the proposed massing of the building.” Based on our review of the new 
drawings, we disagree and believe notification is required.  This is clearly an entirely 
new and very different project than the one that was previously proposed.  Most 
obviously, the developer now proposes a two-unit development rather than the prior 
single-family home.  Also, the project now occupies almost the entire lot and is much 
larger than the existing building or the previously proposed building.  


 
Even the most cursory review of the June 6 revised drawings shows the 


proposed building is significantly larger than the last proposal. The June 6 plans show a 
greater building footprint (more bulk) with raised outside amenities and walkways, a new 
4th floor roof deck and a footprint that covers nearly the entire parcel, all of which could 
cause more severe impacts to 2421 Green Street. Still, we are unable to fully assess 
the changes to the project, so please immediately provide any new structural reports 
supporting the new drawings, along with any new surveys and geotechnical reports.  


 







2417 Green Street 
June 21, 2018 
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Similarly, we also understand that the applicant intends to propose an accessory 
dwelling unit (ADU) for the first time turning a single-family residence into a multi-family 
dwelling. We question that aspect of the new proposal’s compliance with Ordinance No. 
162-16, as ADUs must be “constructed entirely within the existing built envelop of an 
existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot.”1 The June 6 drawings show 
wholly new construction with a wholly new and much larger footprint. Thus, this second 
residential unit may not qualify as an ADU at all. Instead, it would raise zoning and other 
legal issues. Momentarily, setting aside all of those critical issues, when an ADU 
expands the footprint of “an existing” building, Section 311 is triggered.2 Please clarify 
how the Planning Department intends to vet this aspect of the new proposal. 


 
Second, you also indicated the Planning Commission could calendar a 


discretionary review hearing as early as July 12, 2018. Of immediate concern, neither 
Mr. Kaufman nor our office is unavailable on July 12, so we respectfully request that you 
set a later hearing date for that reason alone (Mr. Kaufman also confirmed the 
unavailability of his neighbors the Byrd/Lamperts (2415 Green Street) and the 
Heffernans (2423 Green Street), as well). More significant is the idea that the City would 
set a hearing for this years-old project absent any neighborhood outreach to address a 
new proposal as reflected in the June 6 drawings. In fact, it is unclear what the Planning 
Department would present to the Commission under discretionary review. This is 
because in November 2017, several parties, including Mr. Kaufman, requested 
discretionary review of an October 2016 “application for environmental evaluation” for 
construction at 2417 Green Street. Our review of the June 2018 drawings indicates that 
the October 2016 plans and discretionary review applications are no longer operative in 
any sense given the expanded new proposal with the new ADU. Is it your intention that 
the 2017 discretionary review applicants would raise obsolete concerns before the 
Planning Commission based on a withdrawn project dating back to 2016? Must the 
public wait to find out what the Planning Commission will be reviewing just 7 days prior 
to the hearing, thereby forfeiting any opportunity to present written arguments? 
Obviously, this would be an untenable situation. Please clarify.  


 
Third, on January 9, 2018, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors reversed the 


Planning Department’s categorical exemption determination under CEQA. In two 
unanimous votes, the Board found that the 2016 project would have had a significant 
effect on the environment, particularly concerning the historic resource at 2421 Green 
Street and potential soil contamination. Mr. Kaufman provided copious evidence 
showing the 2016 proposal would have had a substantial adverse effect on an historical 
resource, the Coxhead House. Based on this alone, the City may not exempt any 
project from CEQA.3 As you know, the public is entitled to at least 30 days to review and 


                                                 
1 San Francisco Ordinance 162-16, § 1-2 (July 19, 2016).  
2 See http://sf-
planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Policy%20and%20Zoning/Housing/2015_ADU%20Handbook.pdf at p. 88. 
3 CEQA § 21084.1.  



http://sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Policy%20and%20Zoning/Housing/2015_ADU%20Handbook.pdf

http://sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Policy%20and%20Zoning/Housing/2015_ADU%20Handbook.pdf
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comment upon any CEQA document for a proposed project.4 Please explain how a July 
12th Planning Commission hearing could comply with the statutory requirement for 
public review and comment under CEQA.  


 
Lastly, from inception, this construction project has constantly evolved with 


numerous plans and proposals before various agencies, often at the same time, making 
a concrete identification of the operative project impossible.  Therefore, please 
immediately provide current structural engineering design drawings consistent with and 
supporting the new architectural design along with any land surveys and current 
geotechnical reports, all of which are necessary for a proper review of the new 
architectural drawings. Also, please provide any and all soil test data related to potential 
hazardous soil contamination at the project site. We appreciate your timely clarification 
of the above concerns and for providing any new technical reports and structural 
drawings. Thank you.  


 
    Sincerely, 
 


 
 
 
    Richard Toshiyuki Drury 


  
 


PS – Please copy Gloria Smith on all correspondence related to this matter.  Here 
electronic mail address is: gloria@gsmithlaw.com.  


                                                 
4 CEQA Guidelines §15105. 
 
 



mailto:gloria@gsmithlaw.com
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FILE NO. 170434 
AMENDED IN BOARD 


7/11/2017 ORDINANCE NO. 162-17 


1 [Planning Code - Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units] 


2 


3 Ordinance amending the Planning Code to bFi-Rg modify the requirements and 


4 procedures for authorizing the construction of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 1Q 


5 include ADUs in RH-1lDl zoning districts in the Citvwide program. apply the cap on 


6 number of ADUs to lots rather than buildings and remove the cap on buildings 


7 undergoing seismic retrofitting. allow the construction of ADUs expanding into the 


8 buildable or habitable area under certain conditions. modify the definition of existing 


9 "built envelope" to inslude spase that was added under permit as "rooms down," 4) 


1 O allow sonversion of vasant sommersial spase under spesified sirsumstanses, 5) make 


11 an exception to the prohibition against constructing an ADU where there has been a 


12 no-fault eviction in those cases where the tenant has been temporarily evicted in order 


13 for the owner to perform capital improvements. rehabilitation work. or lead remediation 


14 or abatement work. require modification of the project if construction of the ADU would 


15 have adverse impacts on any known historic resource. and require the Planning 


16 Department to apply all enacted design guidelines to ensure architectural compatibility 


17 of the ADU with existing buildings on the subject lot in single family homes into 


18 sonformity 'Nith the new mandates of state law; affirming the Planning Department's 


19 determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of 


20 consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 


21 Section 101.1, and findings of public convenience, necessity, and welfare under 


22 Planning Code, Section 302; and directing the Clerk to send a copy of this Ordinance to 


23 the California Department of Housing and Community Development after adoption 


24 pursuant to state law requirements. 


25 
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NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times }kw Romt1n font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\rial font. 
Asterisks(* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 


Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 


Section 1 . General Findings. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 (a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 


9 ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 


1 O Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 


11 Supervisors in File No. 170125 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 


12 this determination. 


13 (b) On January 24, 2017, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19859, 


14 adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, 


15 with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 


16 Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 


17 the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170125, and is incorporated herein by reference. 


18 (c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board of Supervisors finds that 


19 these Planning Code amendments will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare 


20 for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 19859 and incorporates such 


21 reasons herein by reference. 


22 


23 


24 


Section 2. Specific Findings. 


(a) In 1982, the Legislature originally enacted the state's second unit law in 


25 response to a serious statewide housing shortage. In California Government Code Section 
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1 65852.150, the Legislature found and declared that "second units are a valuable form of 


2 housing in California" and Section 65852.2 encouraged local governments to enact legislation 


3 that allowed and regulated second units within the jurisdiction. The California second unit law 


4 has been amended several times since 1982, each time imposing additional limitations on the 


5 local regulation of second units. 


6 (b) On January 1, 2017, new amendments to California's second unit law (in which 


7 second units were renamed accessory dwelling units) went into effect. California Government 


8 Code Section 65852.150 was amended to declare that California's housing crisis is now 


9 severe. The amendments mandate local governments, including those with a charter, to 


1 o approve ministerially one accessory dwelling unit in an existing single-family home located in 


11 a single-family zoning district, or in a detached structure on the same lot, if the accessory 


12 dwelling unit meets the standards enacted by the Legislature. 


13 (c) A local government may adopt less restrictive requirements for accessory 


14 dwelling units than the mandated state standards. However, a local ordinance that does not 


15 include all the provisions required by state law, or that does not otherwise fully comply with 


16 the new requirements, is unenforceable unless and until it is amended to comply. 


17 (d) On May 12. 2017. Ordinance 95-17 was enacted to bring This ordinance 


18 amends San Francisco's requirements and procedures for the review and approval of 


19 accessory dwelling units in order to bring them into full compliance with the recent state 


20 mandates. Ordinance 95-17 became effective on June 11, 2017. This ordinance enacts 


21 additional policy changes. 


22 


23 Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 102 and 207, 


24 to read as follows: 


25 


Supervisor Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 3 







1 SEC. 207. DWELLING UNIT DENSITY LIMITS. 


* * * * 2 


3 (c) Exceptions to Dwelling Unit Density Limits. An exception to the calculations 


4 under this Section 207 shall be made in the following circumstances: 


5 


6 


* * * * 


(4) Accessory Dwelling Units in Multifamily Buildings; Accessory 


7 Dwelling Units in Single-Family Homes That Do Not Strictly Meet the Requirements in 


8 Subsection (c)(6). 


9 (A) Definition. An "Accessory Dwelling Unit" (ADU) is defined in 


10 Section 102. 


11 (B) Applicability. This subsection (c)(4) shall apply to the construction 


12 of Accessory Dwelling Units on all lots located within the City and County of San Francisco in 


13 areas that allow residential use, except that construction of an Accessory Dwelling Unit is 


14 regulated by subsection (c)(6), and not this subsection (c)(4), if all of the following 


15 circumstances exist: 


only one ADU will be constructed; 16 


17 


(i) 


(ii) the ADU will be located on a lot that is zoned for single-


18 family or multifamily use and contains an existing single-family dwelling~ 


19 (iii) · the ADU will be constructed entirely within the "living area" 


20 (as defined in subsection (c)(6)(B G)(iii) or the buildable area of an existing single-family home 


21 or within the built envelope of an existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot; 


22 (iv) the ADU will strictly meet the requirements set forth in 


23 subsection (c)(6) without requiring a waiver of Code requirements pursuant to subsection 


24 (c)(4 )(G); and 


25 
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1 (v) the permit application does not include seismic upgrade 


2 work pursuant to subsection (c)(4 )(F); 


3 provided, however, that the Department shall not approve an application for construction of 


4 an Accessory Dwelling Unit in any building regulated by this subsection (c)(4) where a tenant 


5 has been evicted pursuant to Administrative Code Sections 37.9(a)(9) through 37.9(a)(14) 


6 under a notice of eviction served within 10 years prior to filing the application for a building 


7 permit to construct the ADU or where a tenant has been evicted pursuant to Administrative 


8 Code Section 37.9(a)(8) under a notice of eviction served within five years prior to filing the 


9 application for a building permit to construct the ADU. This provision shall not apply if the 


10 tenant was evicted under Section 37.9(a)(11) or 37.9(a)(14) and the applicant(s) either (A) 


11 have certified that the original tenant reoccupied the unit after the temporarv eviction or (8) 


12 have submitted to the Department and to the Rent Board a declaration from the property 


13 owner or the tenant certifying that the property owner or the Rent Board notified the tenant of 


14 the tenant's right to reoccupy the unit after the temporary evietion and the tenant chose not to 


1 5 reoccupy it. 


16 (C) Controls on Construction. An Accessory Dwelling Unit is 


17 permitted to be constructed under the following conditions: 


18 (i) For buildings lots that have four existing Dwelling Units or 


19 fewer, one ADU is permitted; for buildings lots that have more than four existing Dwelling 


20 Units or are undergoing seismic retrofitting under subsection (F) below, there is no limit on the 


21 number of ADUs permitted. 


22 (ii) An Accessory Dwelling Unit shall be constructed entirely 


23 within the built envelope of an existing building or within the built envelope of an existing and 


24 authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot, as the built envelope in either case existed 


25 three years prior to the time the application was filed for a building permit to construct the 
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1 ADU. For purposes of this provision, the "built envelope" shall include all spaces included in 


2 Zoning Administrator Bulletin 4, as amended from time to time, as \Voll as any infilling 


3 underneath rear extensions the open area under a cantilevered room or room built on 


4 columns; decks, except for decks that encroach into the required rear yard, or decks that are 


5 supported by columns or walls other than the building 'Nall to 1Nhich it is attached and are 


6 multi level or more than 10 feet above grade; and lightwell infills provided that the infill •..viii be 


7 against a blank neighboring wall at the property line and not visible from any off site location; 


8 as these spaces exist as of July 11, 2016 and except for any of these spaces that encroach 


9 on the required rear yard. In the event that an ADU is built in any of these additional spaces, 


10 such construction shall require notice pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 or 312. the 


11 open area under a cantilevered room or room built on columns: decks. except for decks that 


12 encroach into the required rear yard. or decks that are supported by columns or walls other 


13 than the building wall to which it is attached and are multi-level or more than 10 feet above 


14 grade: and lightwell infills provided that the infill will be against a blank neighboring wall at the 


15 property line and not visible from any off-site location; as these spaces exist as of July 11. 


16 2016 and except for any of these spaces that encroach on the required rear yard. 


17 (iii) An Accessory Dwelling Unit shall not be constructed using 


18 space from an existing Dwelling Unit except that an ADU may (a) e><pand into the buildable 


19 area on the ground floor or (b) expand into habitable space on the ground or basement floors 


20 provided that it does not exceed 25% of the gross square footage of such space. The Zoning 


21 Administrator may waive this 25% limitation if (a) the resulting space would not be usable or 


22 would be impractical to use for other reasonable uses included but not limited to storage or 


23 bicycle parking or (b) waiving the limitation would help relieve any negative layout issues for 


24 the proposed ADU. the allmvable area may include any residential space added under permit 


25 as "rooms down." 


Supervisor Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 6 







* * * * 1 


2 (vi) An Accessory Dwelling Unit shall not be permitted in any 


3 building in a Neighborhood Commercial District or in the Chinatown Community Business or 


4 Visitor Retail Districts if it would eliminate or reduce a ground-story retail or commercial space. 


5 However, in ~Jeighborhood Commercial Districts, conversion of vacant commercial space to 


6 an ADU is permitted so long as that commercial space is not street facing or does not 


7 constitute more than a 25% reduction of the total commercial space on that lot. 


8 (F) Buildings Undergoing Seismic Retrofitting. For Accessory 


9 Dwelling Units on lots with a building undergoing mandatory seismic retrofitting in compliance 


1 O with Chapter 4D of the Existing Building Code or voluntary seismic retrofitting in compliance 


11 with the Department of Building Inspection's Administrative Bulletin 094, the following 


12 additional provision applies: If allowed by the Building Code, a building in which an Accessory 


13 Dwelling Unit is constructed may be raised up to three feet to create ground floor ceiling 


14 heights suitable for residential use. Such a raise in height 


15 (i) shall be exempt from the notification requirements of 


16 Sections 311 and 312 of this Code; and 


17 (ii) may expand a noncomplying structure, as defined in 


18 Section 180(a)(2) of this Code and further regulated in Sections 172, 180, and 188, without 


19 obtaining a variance for increasing the discrepancy between existing conditions on the lot and 


20 the required standards of this Code. 


21 (iii) on lots where an ADU is added in coordination with a 


22 building undergoing mandatory seismic retrofitting in compliance with Chapter 4D of the 


23 Existing Building Code or voluntary seismic retrofitting in compliance with the Department of 


24 Building Inspection's Administrative Bulletin 094, the building and the new ADU shall maintain 


25 
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1 any eligibility to enter the condo-conversion lottery and may only be subdivided if the entire 


2 property is selected on the condo-conversion lottery. 


3 (iv) pursuant to subsection (4 )(C)(i). there is no limit on the 


4 number of ADUs that are permitted to be added in connection with a seismic retrofit. 


* * * * 5 


6 (J) Permit Application Revie•.v and Approval. The Department shall 


7 approve an application for a permit to construct an Accessory Di..velling Unit within 120 days 


8 from receipt of the application, without modification or disapproval, if the proposed 


9 construction fully complies •.vith the requirements set forth in subsection (c)(4 ). 


(6) Accessory Dwelling Units in Existing Single-Family Homes. 10 


11 (A) Applicability. This subsection (c)(6) shall apply to the construction 


12 of Accessory Dwelling Units (as defined in Section 102) in existing single-family homes that 


13 meet the requirements of this subsection. An ADU constructed pursuant to this subsection is 


.14 considered a residential use that is consistent with the General Plan and the zoning 


15 designation for the lot. Adding one ADU to an existing single-family home shall not exceed the 


16 allowable density for the lot. If construction of the ADU will not meet the requirements of this 


17 subsection and the ADU cannot be constructed without a waiver of Code requirements 


18 pursuant to subsection (c)(4)(G), the ADU is regulated pursuant to subsection (c)(4) and not 


19 this subsection (c)(6). 


20 (B) RH 1 (D); Controls on Construction. An Accessory 0\Nelling Unit 


21 in an RH 1 (D) zoning district shall be allmved only as mandated by Section 65852.2 of the 


22 California Government Code and only in strict compliance '.vith the requirements of that 


23 section as it is amended from time to time. 


24 (BG) Lots Zoned for Single-Family or Multifamily Use and 


25 Containing an Existing Single-Family Home; Controls on Construction. An Accessory 
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1 Dwelling Unit located in a residential zoning district other than RH 1 (D) and constructed 


2 pursuant to this subsection (c)(6) shall meet all of the following: 


3 (i) The ADU will strictly meet the requirements set forth in this 


4 subsection (c)(6)(C) without requiring a waiver of Code requirements pursuant to subsection 


5 (c)(4)(G)* T 


6 (ii) The permit application does not include seismic upgrade 


7 work pursuant to subsection (c)(4)(F). 


8 (iii) Only one ADU will be constructed that is entirely within 


9 either the "living area" or the buildable area of an existing single-family home, or within the 


1 O built envelope of an existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot "=except that 


11 an ADU may (a) expand into tho buildablo area on tho ground floor or (b) expand into 


12 habitable space on tho ground or basement floors provided that it does not exceed 25% of tho 


13 gross square footage of such space, and tho Zoning Administrator may 'Naive this 25% 


14 limitation if (a) tho resulting space •..vould not be usable or would be impractical to use for other 


15 reasonable uses included but not limited to storage or bicycle parking or (b) \Naiving the 


16 limitation •..vould help relieve any negative layout issues for tho proposed ADU. ; tho allov;able 


17 area shall include any residential space added under permit as "rooms down." Living area" 


18 means (as defined in Section 65852.2(i)(1) of tho California Government Code) "the interior 


19 habitable area of a dwelling unit including basements and attics, but does not include a 


20 garage or any accessory structure." 


21 (iv) If contained within the existing space of a single-family 


22 residence or accessory structure, the ADU must have independent exterior access from the 


23 existing residence or accessory structure, and side and rear setbacks sufficient for fire safety. 


24 (v) If construction of the ADU will, in the opinion of the 


25 Department, have adverse impacts on a property listed in the California Register of Historic 
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1 Places or any other known historical resource, the Department shall may require modification 


2 of the proposed project to the extent necessary to prevent or mitigate such impacts. 


3 (vi) The Department shall may apply any Residential Qgesign 


4 Gguidelineg in the Code to the proposed project and review the design of the proposed 


5 project to ensure architectural compatibility with existing buildings on the subject lot that is 


6 generally applicable in San Francisco to the proposed construction of an ADU. 


7 (vii) No setback is required for an existing garage that is 


8 converted to an ADU. 


9 (viii) All applicable requirements of San Francisco's health and 


1 O safety codes shall apply, including but not limited to the Building and Fire Codes. 


11 (ix) No parking is required for the ADU. If existing parking is 


12 demolished in order to construct the ADU, only the parking space required by this Code for 


13 the existing single-family home must be replaced. If replacement parking is required, it may be 


14 located in any configuration on the lot including but not limited to covered, uncovered, or 


15 tandem space or by the use of mechanical automobile parking lifts. 


16 (C Q) Permit Application Review and Approval. Except as authorized 


17 by subsections (c)(6)(B G)(v) and (vi), the Department shall approve an application for a 


18 permit to construct an Accessory Dwelling Unit within 120 days from receipt of the complete 


19 application, without modification or disapproval, if the proposed construction fully complies 


20 with the requirements set forth in subsection (c)(6)(C). 


21 (De) Prohibition of Short-Term Rentals. An Accessory Dwelling Unit 


22 authorized under this subsection (c)(6) shall not be used for Short-Term Residential Rentals 


23 under Chapter 41A of the Administrative Code. This restriction shall be recorded as a Notice 


24 of Special Restriction on the subject lot. 


25 (E .i;:) Rental; Restrictions on Subdivisions. 
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1 (i) An ADU constructed pursuant to this subsection (c)(6) may 


2 be rented and is subject to all applicable provisions of the Residential Rent Stabilization and 


3 Arbitration Ordinance (Chapter 37 of the Administrative Code). 


4 (ii) Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 9 of the 


5 Subdivision Code, a lot with an Accessory Dwelling Unit authorized under this subsection 


6 (c)(6) shall not be subdivided in a manner that would allow for the ADU to be sold or 


7 separately financed pursuant to any condominium plan, housing cooperative, or similar form 


8 of separate ownership; provided, however, that this prohibition on separate sale or finance of 


9 the ADU shall not apply to a building that within three years prior to July 11, 2016, was an 


1 O existing condominium with no Rental Unit as defined in Section 37.2(r) of the Administrative 


11 Code, and also within 10 years prior to July 11, 2016 had no evictions pursuant to Sections 


12 37 .9(a) through 37 .9(a)(14) of the Administrative Code. 


13 (f G) Department Report. In the report required by subsection 


14 (c)(4)(1)(iii), the Department shall include a description and evaluation of the number and 


15 types of units being developed pursuant to this subsection (c)(6), their affordability rates, and 


16 such other information as the Director or the Board of Supervisors determines would inform 


17 decision makers and the public. 


18 


19 Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 


20 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 


21 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 


22 of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 


23 


24 Section 5. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 


25 intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 
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1 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 


2 Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 


3 additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 


4 the official title of the ordinance. 


5 


6 Section 6. Directions to Clerk. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is hereby directed 


7 to submit a copy of this ordinance to the California Department of Housing and Community 


8 Development within 60 days after adoption pursuant to Section 65852.2(h) of the California 


9 Government Code. 


10 


11 APPROVED AS TO FORM: 


12 
DENNIS J. ~ERRERA, City Attorney 


13 By: 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 
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SECTION 1
COW HOLLOW NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN GUIDELINES BACKGROUND


INTRODUCTION


A long standing city-wide goal has been the preservation and enhancement of the quality of
San Francisco neighborhoods. The premium on residential propert in San Francisco has
encouraged development that has often been unsympathetic to the character of the existing built
environment. While the Planning Code provides general limits on the development of lots, the appli-
cation of these limits may conflict with neighborhood character. The renovation of a residence is a
major commitment of time, effort, and money. The reasons for renovation vary: some people reno-
vate as an investment, some to improve their building's design, and some to provide space for a
growing family. Whatever the reason, renovations and expansions should respect and improve on
the character of the neighborhood and the predominant features of the blacace, and mid-block as
well as open space.


Legal Basis


The Planning Commission adopted the Residential Conservation Amendments to the Planning
Code on January 11, 1996, which, among other things, recognized the potential of having
Residential Design Guidelines for specific areas of the City (Section 311 of the Planning Code).
The Planning Commission, by resolution, can approve the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design
Guidelines (CHNDG). Upon such action, Planning Department staff would implement these
guidelines as part of building permit review.


Purpose and Intent


To a large degree, the character of San Francisco is defined by the visual quality of its neigh-
borhoods. A single building out of context with its surroundings can have a remarkably disrup-
tive effect on the visual character of a place. It affects nearby buildings, the streetscape, and, if
repeated often enough, the image of the city as a whole.


Concern for the visual quality of the neighborhoods gave rise, in part, to the November 1986
voter initiative known as Proposition M which established as a priority policy that existing neigh-
borhood character be conserved and protected. To ensure this, the Neighborhood Conserva-
tion Interim Controls were adopted in September 1988, which require the City Planning Depart-
ment to use residential design guidelines in its review of building permit applications. The
Planning Commission in 1989 adopted Cityide Residential Design Guidelines to assist in determin-
ing whether a new building, orthe expansion of an existing one, is visually compatible with the
character of its neighborhood. The purpose of these Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design
Guidelines is to assist in determining whether the renovation or expansion of an existing
building, or the constrction of a new building, is visually and physically compatible with the
neighborhood character of Cow Hollow as defined herein.
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The Planning and Building Codes establish basic limitations on the size of a building. A
building built out to the legal limits established for height and setbacks and rear yards may,
however, result in a building which is not compatible with the character of its neighborhood.


To address this problem, Section 311 of the Planning Code establishes procedures for
review of building permit applications in Residential Districts in order to determine compat-
ibility of the proposal with the neighborhood.


The Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines establish minimum criteria for
neighborhood compatibilty, not the maximum expectations for good design. Meeting
the criteria wil not alone assure a successful project. A successful project will require sensi-
tive design, careful execution, and use of quality materials. A thoughtful application of the
guidelines wil, however, assist in creating a project that is compatible with neighborhood
character, and wil reduce the potential for conflict and the delay and expense of project revi-
sions.


The Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines do not prescribe specific architectural
styles or images, nor do they encourage direct imitation of the past or radical departures
from the existing design context. There are many appropriate design responses to a given
situation. These Guidelines are most concerned with whether the design respects the
project's context, and consciously responds to patterns and rhythms on the exterior and interior
block-face with a design that is compatible and that wil contribute to the quality of the neigh-
borhood.


Because of the diversity of architecture in Cow Hollow, there is great opportunity for design
to unify and contribute positively to the existing visual context. The key issues for the Cow
Hollow neighborhood are preservation and enhancement of the neighborhood char-
acter as perceived from the block face as well as the rear facades of buildings, which
includes enjoyment of the mid-block open space. These play an important role in the
definition of a backdrop for lower neighboring districts and for the Presidio, a Na-
tional Park. Even after meeting the basic structural criteria set forth in these Neighborhood
Design Guidelines, project sponsors and designers must work to sensitively respond to the
other visual design characteristics addressed here. Attention to scale, proportion, texture and
detailng, building openings, etc. wil help to unif the neighborhood in a positive way.


The Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines are intended to be used by project spon-
sors and their designers in the project design process, by neighbors and community groups
in their review of projects, and by the Department of City Planning staff and the City Plan-
ning Commission in their review and approval or disapproval of projects.
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ORGANIZATION OF THE GUIDELINES AND FUNCTION OF THE ILLUSTRATIONS


The Cow Hollow Residential Design Guidelines are organized as follows:


Section 2 describes the topography and origins of Cow Hollow and discusses the meaning
of the term neighborhood character, describing typical situations the designer may face and
specifically defining the neighborhood character, topographic features, and housing styles of
Cow Hollow.


Section 3 identifies basic elements of design, analyzes each of them, and presents guide-
lines for designing new buildings or alterations to assure compatibility with neighborhood
character.


Section 4 suggests an approach to identify the concerns of neighbors early in the design
process and ways to better describe the intended building envelope. It also provides infor-
mation about the Cow Hollow Association.


The drawings are intended to illustrate the text and are sometimes schematic. They are not
design examples to be copied or imitated. Although the drawings show only one side of the
street, or one side of the mid-block open space, depending on where the discussion affects
the front or rear facade of the building, both sides of the street and the mid-block open space
are of concern. The illustrations are of in-fill new construction or alteration of existing buildings
on lots with widths varying from 25 to 30 feet in low-density neighborhoods. However, the text
is also applicable and should be followed on wider lots.


The Appendix includes specific discussion and analysis of rear yard coverage and building
height, Cow Hollow Association policies on rear yard set backs and open space, rear yard
extensions, height, and tree pruning techniques, shadow study, and height ordinances from
other Bay Area communities.
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Glossary


The following terms are defined for use in the context of the Cow Hollow Design Guidelines.


Building Envelope: the allowable volume defined by height, width and depth that a building may
occupy, subject to specific limits and policies


Exerior Blackface: the row of front facades facing the street for the length of one block


Interior Blackface: the row of rear facades facing the mid-block open space for the length of one


block


Midblock Open Space: the interior block area shared by the rear yards of all properties on a given city
block and defined by the rear facades of buildings


Neighborhood Character. the colledion of architectural mass, scale, proporton, pattern and rhythm,
design and environmental characteristics that determine the quality of life and ambience of a geographi-
cally-defined neighborhood


Setback (Front, Rear, Side): The dimension a building or portions of are set back from respective
propert lines


Rear Yard: the open space between the rear wall of a subject property and the rear lot line
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Where the Guidelines Apply


The Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines apply within the boundaries of the Cow
Hollow Neighborhood. Cow Hollow is the rectangular area of the City and County of San
Francisco bounded by Greenwich Street in the north, Pierce Street in the east, Pacific
Avenue in the south, and Lyon Street in the west. The neighborhood area includes both
sides of the street on each of the bounding streets. The following figure illustrates the
neighborhood boundaries.


COW HOLLOW NEIGHBORHOOD BOUNDARIES
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SECTION 2
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER


TOPOGRAPHY AND TERRAIN: RELATION TO ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN


The boundary of Cow Hollow has been previously defined in "Where the Guidelines Apply."
Cow Hollow homes take advantage of the picturesque setting afforded by its hillside site,
located on the north facing slope descending from Pacific Heights to the Marina.


The open, picturesque atmosphere of the Cow Hollow neighborhood is created by the
unique hillside setting and views to the north, and by large mid-block open spaces. The
Golden Gate Bridge, Presidio, Marina District, Palace of Fine Ars, San Francisco Bay, and
Marin County communities are all visible from different parts of the Cow Hollow Neighborhood.
Neighborhood architecture affords urban density at a pleasant scale that preserves natural
light and views for most residents. The traditional grid street layout provides ease of neigh-
borhood circulation, and block dimensions are characteristic of many older San Francisco
residential neighborhoods. The fact that this street and block arrangement is preserved even
on the steeper blocks in the neighborhood creates a reasonable uniformity of building lot
coverage, building height, views, mid-block open space, and lot setbacks. These are the
attributes of individual lots and structures that largely define the Cow Hollow neighborhood
character.


Cow Hollow includes a diversity of building types: larger single family detached residences
in the higher elevation areas of the neighborhood; one and two family attached residences
on smaller lots throughout much of the neighborhood; and, multi-family structures located
on corner lots and in the lower elevation areas of the neighborhood. Despite this diversity
of building types, the neighborhood is predominately two and three stories.


Topographic Features of Cow Hollow


The level east-west ridge along Pacific Avenue serves as the southern boundary of Cow
Hollow and generally slopes downward toward the San Francisco Bay. The western bound-
ary of the neighborhood drops from an elevation of 250 feet at intersection of Pacific and
Lyon Streets to an elevation of approximately 50 feet in the vicinity of Greenwich and Lyon
Streets. The eastern edge of the neighborhood slopes downward from roughly 210 feet from the
intersection of Pacific Avenue and Pierce Streets to roughly 35 feet at Greenwich and Pierce .
Streets. The neighborhood also has'considerable variations in elevation from west to east. The
third elevation profile below demonstrates the considerable rise and fall along Vallejo Street from
west to east. This is a result of the prominent ridge that runs perpndicular to the Bay shore,
defined roughly by Divisadero Street.
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These topographic features exert a defining effect on the architectural features of the homes
and block faces in Cow Hollow. In addition, the topography influences the micro-climate in
Cow Hollow, specifically the solar lighting, fog, and wind (Appendix E.) Design techniques for
preserving these architectural characteristics and resultant environmental quality in the neigh-
borhood are included in Section 3 of this document.
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ORIGINS OF COW HOLLOW


Once home to a brewery and Chinese vegetable gardens, and bordered by a soap factory,
tannery, streetcar factory, and laundries, Cow Hollow is today one of the finest residential
neighborhoods in San Francisco. (John L. Levinsohn, Cow Hollow: Early Days of a San
Francisco Neighborhood from 1776). The neighborhood is a unique microcosm of the full
range of architectural styles popular for single family residences in San Francisco before
1925.


Stark sand hills originally stood as background to pastures used first for dairy cows and
then cattle. Natural springs abounded in Cow Hollow, running down to Washerwoman's
Lagoon, somewhat north of our present Filbert Street. Businesses were established there
using the water for laundering and for tannery processing. Fertile and well-watered adja-
cent lands were a source of much produce for consumption in San Francisco beginning in
the 1850s. Land north of Lombard between Scott and Steiner, as well as up the hill at
Pierce and Green Streets was cultivated for produce by Chinese laborers. By the 1870s
there were about 30 dairies in the vicinity, the largest with about 200 cows. Residents
complained of unsanitary conditions attributable to the dairies, and the tannery was equally
unpopular because it polluted the spring-fed waters of the lagoon. By the 1880s both cows
and tannery were gone, and a few significant residences had been constructed in the neigh-
borhood.


The first grand home in Cow Hollow was built in 1865-66 by Henry Casebolt at 2727 Pierce
Street across from the Chinese gardens. Henry Casebolt, a Virginia blacksmith, made a
fortune during the Gold Rush era and established a factory in 1871 at Union and Laguna to
manufacture cars for his Sutter Street Railway. Designated as Landmark Number 51 by
San Francisco's Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, the house today is considered a
masterpiece of the Italianate style. Set back in the center of the block, its most prominent
feature is the centrally located porch, flanked by double stairways. Salvaged ship timbers
were used for much of the structure. The white wood exterior was once speckled with dark
tones to mimic stone.


The Casebolt house graced the cover of the popular book Here Today published by the
Junior League of San Francisco in 1968. Here Today is credited with influencing the for-
mation of the Landmarks Board, as well as the city's nonprofit Foundation for San
Francisco's Architectural Heritage.


Some of the oldest houses in San Francisco stil stand today in Cow Hollow because they
were subsequently moved here from other neighborhoods, many of which burned in 1906.
This is a highly specialized form of historic preservation which relies on either clairvoyance
or extremely good luck! (William Kostura, "Itinerant Houses: a History of San Francisco's
House Moving Industry", The Argonaut Journal of the San Francisco Historical Society,
Spring 1999). A reporter in 1901 warned that Cow Hollow "bids, fair to become a wholly
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unique neighborhood of second-hand houses and out of date architecture." ("Tramp Houses of
San Francisco", San Francisco Chronicle, November 17,1901. Sunday Supplement, p.2)
Today we appreciate our wholly unique neighborhood, which retains particularly fine examples
like 2828 Vallejo, on the northeast end of the block between Broderick and Baker. Built In
1880 or 1881 and located at that time at 2120 Broadway, the house may be the oldest Queen-
Anne style residence in San Francisco. it was moved in 1895, when the original site was
purchased by James L. Flood for his new mansion, which is now the home of Hamlin SchooL.
The house at 2828 Vallejo retains a now unusually deep setback and is pictured on page 23 of
Here Today. 


New home construction in Cow Hollow was concentrated after 1890 and in the first two
decades of the century, in a variety of Victorian styles including Stick-Eastlake, Queen Anne
and Edwardian. The pace of construction increased significantly after the earthquake and
fire of 1906, and in about 1911 in anticipation of the Panama-Pacific International Exposition
of 1915. In the 1920s houses were built in Mediterranean, Mission, Romanesque Revival,
Tudor, and California Craftsman styles. There was little new construction in the 1930s,
however Victorian houses were frequently remodeled from 1900 on in these newer styles.
Home-owners also sought to reduce their fire insurance premiums by removing the flam-
mable Victorian decoration and covering their houses with stucco.


By the 1940s some of the large single family homes in the neighborhood had been con-
verted, often illegally, to boarding houses and apartments. Among other factors were the
changing economy and the need to house families of soldiers newly stationed in the
Presidio. In October of 1946 the Board of Supervisors defeated a resolution which would
have rezoned to single family houses (RH-1) ten lots on the west side of Broderick Street
between Green and Union Streets. The argument went to the board after a property owner
sought a building permit to allow the construction of apartments in a house at 2700 Green
Street.


These actions angered resident Elizabeth C. Lawrey, who was told by the Zoning Division of
the Planning Department that the whole neighborhood was a lost cause because it was
made up of large old houses whose only future lay in their conversion to boarding houses
and apartments. Under the auspices of the Planning Department, Ms. Lawrey herself
surveyed 45 blocks to show that Cow Hollow was in fact a solid neighborhood of single
family homes, and the Planning Commission admitted their error. With four other neighbors
Lawrey formed the Cow Hollow Improvement Club, which grew to 360 families. This organi-
zation exists today as the Cow Hollow Association which actively participates in planning
related activities concerning the neighborhood and acts as a clearinghouse for information
from various city departments to members. During Ms. Lawrey's 20 year tenure as Zoning
Chairman, ilegal uses were cleaned up and 20 to 25 blocks were rezoned from apartments
and flats to single family and single family detached homes. The already established apart-
ments and flats were grandfathered in (Marina Union, February 1990.)


II







Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines


Thanks to the early efforts of the Improvement Club, residents today continue to enjoy the first
and only park in the neighborhood, Cow Hollow Playground, which is hidden in the center of
the block bounded by Filbert, Greenwich, Baker and Broderick streets. With only a handful of
grandfathered commercial establishments Cow Hollow remains today an exclusively residen-
tial and historic neighborhood.


DEFINING NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER


Ultimately, the concern to preserve neighborhood character extends beyond individual
neighborhoods to the well-being of the City as a whole. As the San Francisco Residential
Design Guidelines point out, "...to a large degree the character of San Francisco is defined
by the visual quality of its neighborhoods. A single building out of context with its surround-
ings can have a remarkably disruptive effect on the visual character of a place. It affects
nearby buildings, the streetscape, and if repeated often enough, the image of the City as a
whole."


Concern for the visual quality of the neighborhoods gave rise, in part, to the November
1986 voter initiative known as Proposition M, which. . .established as a priority policy, "that
existing neighborhood character be conserved and protected." With respect to specific neigh-
borhoods, the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines define particular criteria and
guidelines that will be described and made specific to Cow Hollow in this and the next section.
Neighborhood character is first defined, as follows.


What is the Neighborhood?


In assessing whether the physical characteristics and visual appearance of a building ex-
pansion or construction of a new one conserves the e"xisting neighborhood character, neigh-
borhood is considered at two levels:


The broader context. Here the concern is how the building relates to the character and
scale created by the collection of other buildings in the general vicinity. The buildings on
both sides of the street in which the project is located are particularly relevant.


The immediate context. Here the concern is how the building relates to its adjacent build-
ings or, in the case of an enlargement, how the addition relates to the existing structure and
how the form of the new or enlarged building impacts the adjacent buildings.


What is the Block Face?


The Block Face is defined as the row of facades for the length of one block. The topography
of Cow Hollow shows a significant drop from a ridge running along Pacific Avenue; as a result
of this the public perception of buildings is not I imited to their front facades, but inc! udes the
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rear facades when visible from lower streets or from public areas. In consideration to this, the
Block Face consists of two facets: a) the Exterior Block Face, defined by the row offront
facades facing the street, and b) the Interior Block Face, defined by the row of rear facades
facing the mid-block open space.


What is the Mid-Block Open Space?
The Mid-Block Open Space is the open area in the center of a block, formed by the sum of the
rear yards of the properties within the block. The Mid-Block Open Space in the Cow Hollow
neighborhood, contributes to the broader cityscape of San Francisco, particularly when seen
from the adjacent neighborhoods, the shoreline, the Bay, and the Presidio. Due to the inclined
slopes of the upper parts of the neighborhoods, the rear facades of buildings playa very
important role because they contribute to the image of the City, while the vegetation in the Mid-
Block Open Space, in general, softens the building edges and creates a balance between
nature and the built environment. The Mid-Block Open Space adds to the quality of life for the
immediate residents.


RESPECT OR IMPROVE UPON THE CONTEXT: FLEXIBILITY IN DESIGN


In certain neighborhoods, the visual character will be so clearly defined that there is relatively
little flexibility to deviate from established patterns. However, in the majority of cases there will
be greater leeway in design options.


Building patterns and rhythms which help define the visual character should be respected.
A street may have a pattern and a rhythm which unify the rows of buildings on either side.
A sudden change in this pattern, an over-sized bay window or a blank facade among more
detailed ones, for example, can appear disruptive and visually jarring.


In many areas, architectural styles are mixed or significant demolition and redevelopment
have already occurred. Other areas show little visual character and seem to be awaiting
better definitions. Here, design should go beyond compatibilty with the existing context; it
should take the opportunity to help define a more desirable future neighborhood character.


The following discussion is intended to help clarify the restrictions and opportunities pre-
sented by a particular neighborhood context and to understand the degree of design flexibil-
itythat exists.


Clearly Defined Visual Character


On some block faces, existing building patterns and architectural styles wil strictly define
the options for new development. A predominant visual character is clear in the strong
repetition of forms and building types in the following drawing.
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A small deviation in this neighborhood pattern would draw a great deal of attention to a new
structure-attention that is damaging to the existing street character, as shown below.


ABOVE FIGURE - SIMULATION FOR ILLUSTRATNE PURPOSES


Complex Situations


In other situations, building forms and structures are more varied, yet the row stil 'works'
and the buildings share a strong, unified sense of character. Patterns in building siting,
form, proportion, texture, detail, and image are strong but more subtle than in the previous
example. Consider the following example.
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This situation is typical of Cow Hollow. While there are many groups of buildings with
similar design, it is rare to encounter an entire bloc face of uniform visual character in the
Cow Hollow Neighborhoo. The complex situations in Cow Hollow often involve three or
more primary building types per bloc face.


Undefined Visual Character


In many bloc faces, an overrding visual character may not be apparent, or the character may
be mixed or changing.
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When no clear pattern or style is evident on a block face, a designer has both greater
flexibility in design and a greater opportunity (as well as responsibility) to help define, unify,
and contribute positively to the existing visual context. Existing incompatible or poorly
designed buildings in the project's area, however, do not free the project sponsor from the
obligation to enhance the area through sensitive development.


The following examples show the great flexibility of design solutions when the neighborhood
character is undefined. Each response, however, is derived from existing visual patterns
and each attempts to unify the block face.


New Visual Character
When the existing visual character offers little interest, new construction or extensive remodel-
ling should seek to improve the context. When a row of new residential buildings or single
building on a wide lot is proposed on a block where the existing housing has poor visual
character, a unique opportunity to define a more desirable future visual character of the area is
presented. The new building or buildings then become the context with which later construc-
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tion must be compatible. In these cases, the facades of individual buildings or vertical facade
dimensions, in the case of a very wide building, should not be either uniform or entirely differ-
ent from each other.


NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER OF COW HOLLOW


Cow Hollow has evolved to contain a mix of architectural styles. Often, there will be three or
more different styles on one block face, but a unifying rhythm is stil maintained. Thus, Cow
Hollow can be considered a complex situation, as described above, in which building forms
and structures are varied, yet the row still 'works.' Sketches illustrating the variety of structures
found in Cow Holloware included.


Cow Hollow Neighborhood Character: Building Types


II
Corner Multi-Family Attached Units


on Level Slope







Cow Holow Nehborhood Desin Guidlines


.'


Single Family Detached Homes
on Level Slope


Neighborhood Character Sub-Areas


Ledend


~ e
() II


'C '0


~
'- Q)


ig
8s ~ '0


Æ e :~ II~ m 0 en il
Lower Elevatn
Subarea


Grenwich.
D Upp EJ


Subarea
Filbert


-- Neighborod
Boundary Union


Gre
Valejo


Broaay


Pacific


Building types contribute significantly to the neighborhoo character of Cow Hollow, and define
tw sub-areas characterized by similarity of buildng uses and building dimensions. They are
considered under the subseion titles .Scale- in Secion 3 of this document. These scle
dimensions include Height, Widt and Depth, and are cosidered in the context of the neigh-
borhoo sub-areas. For each of the dimensions, spefic neighborhoo design guidelines are
provided for the tw neighborhoo subareas in the IIScale- subseion.
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The two distinct subareas include the Upper Elevation Sub-Area consisting of lots zoned for
single family detatched homes, and the Lower Elevation Sub-Area, consisting of
predominatley lots zoned for single and two-family dwellngs.


The Upper Elevation Sub-Area of Cow Hollow includes the general area bounded by Pacific,
Lyon, Vallejo, and Scott. This Upper Elevation Sub-Area is characterized by larger homes on
larger lots. There are, however, some blocks within the Upper Elevation Sub-Area that are not
zoned for single fam.ily detatched homes. These exceptions include the block of single family
homes bounded by Broadway, Divisadero, Vallejo, and Scott, and the southern half of the
Pacific, Baker, Broadway, and Broderick block. These two areas are therefore not included
in the Upper Elevation Sub-Area.


The Lower Elevation Sub-Area of the Cow Hollow Neighborhood consists primarily of single
and two-family homes. The Lower Elevation Sub-Area includes the general area bounded by
Green, Lyon, Greenwich, and Pieræ.The need for consistency of scale in this lower elevation
sub-area is a primary focus of these Neighborhood Design Guidelines. The fact that single
and two-family residences are interspersed throughout the majority of the neighborhood dem-
onstrates the need for a consistent scale and building dimensions across zones.
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SECTION 3
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES


THE DESIGN PROCESS


For current Cow Hollow residents and future residents considering building a new home or
adding to or otherwise making building modifications or expansions to their homes, it is
important to identify those features or elements that give the building its visual character. A
two-step approach can be useful in identifying the design elements that contribute to the visual
and neighborhood character of a building. This approach involves:


(1) examining the building from afar to understand its overall setting, architectural
context and siting characteristics; then,


(2) moving up close to appreciate the building's design details, materials and the
craftsmanship and surface finishes evident in these materials.


Step one is to identify the overall character of the building, which involves looking at its
distinguishing physical aspects without focusing on its details. The main contributors to the
building's overall character are its setting, shape, roof and roof features, projections (such
as bay windows, eaves, and balconies) recesses, voids, window and doorway openings, and
the various exterior materials.


Step two involves looking at the building at arms length to see the surface qualities of
materials, such as their decoration, building materials, and texture, or evidence of crafts-
manship and age. In some instances, the visual character is the result of the juxtaposition of
materials that contrast in their size and texture. A great variety of surface materials, texture,
and finishes contribute to a building's character, which is fragile and easily lost when these
materials are replaced with inappropriate substitutes.


The following sections give details on the elements of design and the design guidelines that
are relevant to maintaining the neighborhood character of Cow Hollow.
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ELEMENTS OF DESIGN


Following are the six basic elements of residential design, most of which have components.
For each element, we will give a definition, a series of questions emphasizing the design
issues related to the element, and a series of guidelines to follow to ensure that the new
design is compatible with existing ones, i.e., with the neighborhood character of Cow Hol-
low.


1. Siting


. Location of a project site, and its topography


. Setback of the building from the front property line
· Rear Yard, i.e., the setback of the building from the rear property line
. Side Yard, i.e. spacing between buildings and light wells


2. Building Envelope


. RoofJine: the profile a building makes against the sky, and the organization of


projections above the roofline
. Volume and Mass as expressed by the visible facades


3. Scale (Height, Width & Depth)


. Dimensions of the elements which make up the building's facades
· Proportions of the building, and of the elements of its façade


4. Texture and Detailing


· Materials and Colors used to finish the surface of the building
· Ornamentation used, including the amount, quality, and placement


5. Openings


· Entryays -The pedestrian entries into the buildings
· Windows -How they are articulated and used in the façade
· Garage Doors -The vehicular entries into the building


6. Landscaping


. Tree Pruning for the Retention of Mid-Block Open Space


. Tree Selection and Placement
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1. SITING


The topography and location of the project lot and the position of the bui Iding on that site
guide the most basic decisions about design. The Location, Front Setbacks, Rear Yards,
and Side Spacing will be particularly important to the adjacent neighbors and for maintaining
or creating rhythm along the exterior and the interior block face, and maintaining a sense of
common open space in the interior of the block.


A. Location


Location refers both to the topography of the site (is it on a hil, in a valley, or along a
slope?) and to its position in relation to other buildings and significant urban features.


.. Does the site draw attentin to itlf beause of it topography or poit on the block?
· Wil the project be competing for attention with neighboring structures?


Respect the Topography of the Site


New buildings should not disregard or significantly alter the existing topography of a site.
The context should guide the manner in which new structures fit into the streetscape, par-
ticularly along slopes and on hils and in relation to mid-block open space.


The following drawing shows a harmonious streetscape typical of Cow Hollow, in which the
buildings respect the topography and the architectural context, stepping down the hilL.
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From the ridge following Pacific Avenue parallel to the Bay shore, Cow Hollow generally
slopes downward toward the San Francisc Bay. The topographic map and profiles in
Section 2 of this document show the overall topography of the neighborhood.


The significance of this topography with regard to neighborhood character is that there are
few level lots in Cow Hollow. Regardless of where a lot is located in the neighborhood,
neighbors may be locted above or below the elevation of any subject propert. Sensitivity
to topography is extremely important in this neighborhood environment.


In the following drawing, the new building (the building in the middle) disregards the topog-
raphy of the site: it has been built to the same level as the first building from the left, so that
its elevation seems forced and the pattern of buildings stepping up the hil is broken.


g;


ABOVE FIGURE - SIMULATION FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES


For houses on slopes, terracing allows each succssive residence to gain light, air, private
and shared open space, and, in many cases, full or partial views. This terracing is important
to adjacent neighbors in blo faces with signifcant slope parallel to the street. Terracing in
this arrngement preserves lateral acs to light and view. Terracing is equally important
to up- and down-slope neighbors locted on block faces with slopes perpendicular to the
street frntage. Terrcing in this arrngement preserves light and views from the front and


rear of hilside homes. Many of the hillside homes in Cow Hollow use a reverse plan, with
large picture windows at the rear, in their living and dining roms, while the homes behind
and downhill from them are carefully designed to be below the line of sight from the homes
above. The strength of this design, which takes full advantage of available views, wil be
undermined if the relation of the structure to the topography is not respected.
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B. Topography and Views


The siting of the homes in Cow Hollow is one of the most important factors defining neighbor-
hood character. As described in the Neighborhood Character of the Cow Hollow discussion in
Section 2 of this document, the majority of the buildings are on terraces that follow the slope.


Thus, in Cow Hollow, the most important features that emerge from the integration of architec-
ture and topography is harmony between the terrain and the built environment and views
available from many of the homes and from their rear yards. There is ample precedent in Bay
Area communities for the preservation of existing views, as described in Appendix F, which
should be consulted for details of view preservation ordinances and guidelines in the Hiller
Highlands, Berkeley, and Tiburon. Although to some extent the assessment of the impact of an
addition to an existing structure on views from the surrounding homes is subjective, the ordi-
nances and guidelines of these Bay Area communities show that it is possible to make these
subjective assessments fair to both holders of existing views and to those wishing to build. It is
also possible to formulate objective criteria to minimize obstruction of existing views. These
communities endorse a combination of such objectives measures and professional judgement
by planning staff, to evaluate the effects of vertical additions on views.


In the hillside community of Cow Hollow, preservation of the views resulting from the relation of
the topography to the existing architecture is a consideration when remodeling is planned or a
new home is to be built. In many areas the streets are so steeply terraced (with steep slope
between streets) that a vertical addition to a home in the lower street will be well below the line
of sight from windows and yards of uphill homes, and therefore, obstruction of views by such
addition will not be a major concern. In other areas, terracing is more shallow (in the Lower
Elevation Sub-Area of the neighborhood) such that the uphill homes do not presently have
views, so a vertical addition would not deprive the uphill home from a view. However, there are
areas in which the depth of terracing of the streets is intermediate, so the addition of a story on
a downslope home would impact the views from an upslope home.


It is in these moderately terraces areas that the criteria such as those used by the Hiller High-
lands, Tiburon, and Berkeley can be applied. Various solutions to minimize view impact in
these situations may pertain, as shown below.


These principles can be integrated into both new construction and building expansions in Cow
Hollow. For example, as in the following drawing, on a home downslope from another, instead
of a vertical addition (right), a rear addition one story lower than the exisiting structure should
be considered (left), provided that it does not encroach within the required open area, to
minimize interference with the view from the up-slope home.
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If the severity of the slope and/or the size of the yard precludes the above solution, develop-
ing the lower, unfinished story of the home largely within the existing building envelope
should be considered, as shown below.


~.
...............


STREET


If a down slope home considering a vertical addition is across the street from an up slope
home, a front setback or angle-cut on the planned additional story may preserve view for
the up slope home and its rear yard, as in the following drawing. .
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Emphasize Corner Buildings


Corner buildings playa stronger role in defining the character of the neighborhood than
other buildings along the block face. They can act as informal entryays to the street,
setting the tone for the streetscape which follows.


Design for corner buildings should recognize this by giving the building greater visual em-
phasis. Emphasis may be given by greater height, a more complicated form or projecting
façade elements, or richer stronger decoration.


Corner buildings, which have two street facing facades, create a unique design challenge,
particularly if the internal organization of the building is that of an interior building with two
blind sides. Placed on a corner, one of the sides is now an exposed façade which should be
fenestrated, articulated, ornamented and finished so it is comparable to the front façade.
The following illustration represents a well-designed corner home in Cow Hollow.
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c. Setbacks


Building setbacks are the distance between the structure's edges and the front property
lines. The pattern of setbacks helps establish a rhythm to the block face and provides a
transition between the public sidewalk space and the privacy of the building.


· Is there an existing pattern of building setbacks?
· What effect wil changing this pattern have?
· Do the proposed setbacks create new building corners along the block face?


Respect Setback Patterns


A setback that goes against the established pattern will be disruptive to the neighborhood
character.
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In Cow Hollow, within any particular block face, each building is set back from the property
line to a similar degree (Portions of the facades are recessed even further creating partial
setbacks). The setbacks help to define the transition between the private spaces and public
street areas. Landscaping can help soften this transition. Existing patterns of landscaped
front setbacks should be retained. :
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The front gardens in the setbacks of many homes in Cow Holloware an important asset of the
neighborhood. Elimination of these gardens not only damages neighborhood character but
also depreciates the value of the home. Drought resistant plants and automatic-drip irrigation
systems can facilitate maintenance of front gardens. (See Landscaping.)


r : . '.L.' '.
......._........- ..~.. .._.... ....:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :'::'::::::::::::'::.:::::::::.-:::::::::::::::::~'::::::::: .~.:


Respond to Building Corners Created by Setbacks


Changes to a uniform setback pattern can create building corners along the block face. These
corners often draw attention to themselves and can take on a special role in the composition of
the streetscape. They should be designed to acknowledge this role.
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Acknowledge Significant Neighboring Buildings


In some cases, a proposed project is adjacent to a historically or architecturally significant
building. These structures are often set back from the street or are on wider lots with gar-
dens in front. For these lots, open space can sometimes be even more important than the
building itself. The setback treatment should be sympathetic to the importance of the build-
ing, its setback and the open space.


Provide a Setback to Accommodate Projections of Architectural or Decorative Features


Except for minor encroachments, architectural or decorative features are not permitted to
overhang the sidewalk for the first 10 feet above the sidewalk, a height intended to provide
the pedestrian adequate headroom. Therefore, in order to allow for appropriate architectural
or decorative features at the base of the building, the building may need to be set back from
the property line.
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D. Rear Yards


Rear yards are the spaces between the back of the building and the rear property line. In
addition to serving the residences to which they are attached, they are in a sense public in
that they contribute to the interior block open space which is shared visually by all residents
of the block.


. Is there a pattern of rear yard depths creating a common open space?


. Wil changing this pattern have a negative effect?


. Are light and air to adjacent properties significantly diminished?
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Respect Rear Yard and Adjacent Buildings


Intrusions into the rear yard, even though permitted by the Planning Code, may not be appro-
priate if they fail to respect the mid-block open space and have adverse impacts on adjacent
buildings.


.., .........


In Cow Hollow, the mid-block open space constituted by the open adjoining rear yards are a
major and defining element of the neighborhood character. Preservation of these the mid-
block open space is an important goal ofthese Neighborhood Design Guidelines. Not only
should rear additions respect the midblock open space, but they should also minimize adverse
impacts on adjacent buildings, such as significant deprivation of light, air and views. Expan-
sions should be designed to avoid overshadowing neighboring gardens, existing sunlit decks,
sunny yard space, or blocing significant views.


Finish the Rear Facade and Visible Sides of the Building


The rear of the building, and the visible sides, while not as public as the front of the building,
stil are in view of the neighboring properties, and often, depending on the topography, of those
far beyond. This facade should also be compatible with the character of its neighborhood.
The exposed siding of a rear extension should be architecturally finished because of its visual
impact on adjacent properties. Exposed plywood, for example, should be considered inap-
propriate in the Cow Hollow neighborhood, where the majority of the building facades are
finished with siding or stucc.
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E. Side Spacing (Side Yards)


Spacings are the separations, existing or perceived, between buildings. Side or "notch-
backs" between buildings help to underscore the separate nature of each unit and set up a
characteristic rhythm to the street scape composition.


. Is there a pattern of side spacing between the buildings?


. Wil changing this pattern have a negative effect?


. Can a negative impact be minimized by changing the design?


Respect Spacing Pattern


As with front setbacks, a poorly designed side setback between buildings can strongly impact
the neighboring buildings as well as be visually disruptive.
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Incorporate "Good Neighbor" Gestures


Often a small side setback or notch can prevent blockage of a neighbor's window or light well,
or a slight reduction in height can avoid blockage of a view. These kinds of "good neighbor"
gestures should be incorporated into the design. Side setback
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Drawing by Ruth Siegel/Arnold Lerner, AlA


Ways to Adjust Envelope and Add Light/Preserve Neighbor's Views


Lateral Lighting, Air and Views


Where side yards exist, new buildings or expansions should be designed so as to preserve
these side yards in their entirety and thus to protect the privacy of and light to neighboring
buildings. When rear additions impinge on light and air to adjacent homes, setbacks can be
used to preserve the extent of light and air intended in the existing design.


Rear Expansions


In attached homes in Cow Hollow, the lack of side yards limits light reæived by residences and
limits the sight lines (air envelope) around the residenæs. For this reason, attached homes
are particularly vulnerable to deprivation of light and air by a neighboring rear expansion.
Therefore, it is particularly important in attached homes that the rear additions be set back at
their sides as much as necessary to preserve the existing extent of light and air to adjacent
structures, as shown in the following figure.


Consistent side setback
for rear addition
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2. BUILDING ENVELOPE


The building envelope refers to the exterior elements of a structure - the roof, the front, rear
and side facades and other projecting elements such as bays, overhangs and balconies.
The actual envelope of a building, within the maximum envelope established by the Plan-
ning and Building Codes, should be compatible with the envelopes of surrounding buildings.
This section focuses specifically on two aspects of the building envelope which are crucial for
compatible design - the Roofline and the appearance of Volume and Mass.


A. Roofline


The roofline refers to the profile of the building against the sky. In the case of Cow Hollow,
where steep slopes expose the design, and appearance of 


the roof of buildings down hill,


roofline also refers to the perception of roofs as ween from higher elevations.


. Is there an identifiable pattern to the rooflnes of buildings on the blockface?


. What choices are there to respond to this pattern?


. Can the impact of unavoidable disruptions to the pattern be lessened?


Respect Roofline Patterns


The style of roofline varies throughout the Cow Hollow Neighborhood from block to block.


DISRUPTIVEl


Broad patterns may not be apparent unless the entire block face is considered.
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Many blocks throughout the neighborhood are characterized by distinctive roof 


types, whileothers are less consistent. Those blocks that are more consistent require design that is con-
sistent and complementary to the dominant building style. Blocks that are more varied and
eclectic require special consideration in order to bring greater harmony or visual interest to the
blockface.


In general, a strong repetition of consistent rooflnes calls for similar design for new construc-
tion and alteration.


As important as the pattern of rooflines seen from the street level, is the perception of the roofs
of buildings as seen from higher places. A flat roof, the choice of bright and reflective roof
materials, the random placement of skylights, the construction of elevator and stair pent-
houses, or the design of a bulky roof, can greatly affect the neighborhood character as per-
ceived from higher locations within the neighborhood.


Minimize the Impact of Inconsistent Building Rooflines


The impact of inconsistent building forms should be responded to creatively.


There is likely to be more than one way to address a complex pattern of rooflines. While the
design may respond more specifically to one pattern over another, picking up on several
patterns may help to tie the streetscape composition together.
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When the inconsistency results from the new building being taller than adjacent buildings,
setting the taller element back from the street through a set-back at the prevailing street wall
height would be necessary. Corner buildings require setbacks on both frontages.


_..--...__...."'....'-_...~..


II







Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines


B. Volume and Mass


Volumes are the three dimensional forms of the building. Mass is created by the combination
of arrangement and surface treatment. Mass and volume together define a building's bulk,
weight and depth. The appearance of volume and mass influences how people perceive a
building as they pass by. San Francisco has a tradition of buildings which exhibit a strong
sense of volume and mass; facades tend to have sculptural, three dimensional qualities and
the buildings themselves seem to be solidly rooted to the ground.


. Have the elements which contribute to the feeling of volume and mass along the


block face been identified?
. Can the appearance of compatible volume and mass be created in the new struc-


ture with the façade articulation and ornamentation?


Compatibilty of Volume and Mass


The volume and mass of a new building or an addition to an existing building must be compat-
ible with that of surrounding buildings. Corner buildings need to show mass and volume more
clearly than mid-block buildings and therefore need special attention.


Identify and Incorporate Elements which Contribute to Volume and Mass


Perhaps the easiest way to understand the forms which influence this design element is to
outline them using photographs of the exterior and interior block face and tracing paper. In the
following example, both protruding forms and the recessed areas which create the sense of
volume and mass have been identified. With this information, the compatibility of the volume
and mass of the proposed project can be judged.
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Take the original photographs...


Outline the basic forms...


........-...........
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Add shading to identify elements with volume and mass...


__0" ..._ .... ._" /..:.:'::::':~-"'" ....-.,:.,".-:;:::;-;::::::.-: ...--.-.... --.,.........~~...... ~


II







Cow HoI/ow Neighborhood Design Guidelines
-""'--~-_.-"'-O"'''''_''.._~.._~~--''''l''''_''''''.~''~'''''""~"".-.",,,...r=.-,...,_,.___."~".,.;o,.,..-"~,,___.._~_....__;...~""._,.~.._-'".,,


Effect of Light and Shadows/Ornamentation


Protruding façade ornamentation which casts shadows tends to increase the sense of
volume even on a flat façade. The amount and level of detail of the façade ornamentation
(see Texture and Details) influence the sense of volume and mass.


Lack of decrative features or use of fine scale decoration tends to create a façade with
little sense of volume and mass.


If consistent with the surrounding buildings, the treatment of architectural detail can help to
create the appearance of greater volume and mass. .


Effect of Light and Shadows/Openings


Light and shadows cast on a facade help define the sense of volume and mass. Openings in
the facade-windows, peestrian and vehicular entries-play an important role in the creation of
shadows. Simple and large shadows accnting recssed areas can provide a greater sense
of mass, as in the following example.
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3. SCALE


Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines


The scale of a building is its perceived size relative to the size of its elements and to the
size of elements in neighboring buildings. The scale of any new building or building alter-
ation should be compatible with that of neighboring buildings. To assess compatibility, the
dimensions and proportions of neighboring buildings should be examined.


A. Dimensions


· Do the building seem under or oversized in reationship to the buildings around it
· Do certin elements of the building seem to be the wrng size in relation to otherpart?
· Can the dimensions be adjuste to relate better to the surrnding buildings?


Respect the Scale of the Neighborhood


If a building is actually larger than its neighbors, it can be made to look smaller by façade
articulations and setbacks. If nothing helps, reduce the actual size of the building.


Buildings may be compatible with their
surroundings in terms of proportions, but
still be out of scale. Building NO.3 is too
high and too wide.


As in the example above, building #3
is bigger than its neighbors but it is
in scale with them because the width
of the facade has been broken up and
the height has been reduæd.


1 2 43


1 2 43
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Height
A structure higher than others in its block face or context risks incompatibility. As a result, the
height relationship between structures in Cow Hollow has been the source of intensive debate.
Several specific height relationships create concern, including:


. down-slope structures with excessively high rear facades blocking light and overwelming
up-slope structures located on the same block


. down-slope structures blocking views from up-slope structures across the street, and


. down-slope structures blocking lateral views and light from up-slope structures when
located on a block face perpendicular to the hil slope.


· on moderately or steeply up-sloping lots, to preserve mid-block open space and amenities
such as access to overhead light and air, it may be necessary to limit the height of addi-
tions to the rear of the house.


In areas of Cow Hollow that are down-slope from the ridge along Pacific Avenue, availability of
light to homes is often limited because sunlight is blocked by homes on the ridge, in particular
in the winter months. In these areas, vertical expansions that further limit the light are not
appropriate. Alternative designs that involve no impact on light should be sought.


Width
The design of a new building or an addition must be consistent with the existing pattern of
building width that prevails in Cow Hollow. Expansion in the side-to-side dimension is possible
only in detached homes, provided that the building expansion, does not encroach into a re-
quired side yard, or when there is a clear pattern of side yards. Such expansion must minimize
the impact on light and air to adjacent homes and preserve side yards by matching existing
neighborhing side yards.


Depth
The design of a new building or an addition must be consistent with the existing pattern of
building depth that prevails in Cow Hollow. Expansions in depth are generally rear expansions,
which are addressed in the section on "Rear Yard."


Extensive rear additions on down-sloping lots, even if they preserve the amenities of neighbor-
ing homes, can result in in out-of-scale structures that fil up the hilsides and eliminate open
space, making the neighborhood appear over built. The many down-sloping lots in Cow
Hollow provide ample opportunity to expand within the envelope. However, should a rear
extension be desired, to prevent excessive structures on down-sloping lots, it may be neces-
sary to limit the addition so as not to create out-of-scale structures or compromise neighbors'
amenities.
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B. Proportions


Proportions are dimensional relationships among the building elements. These relationships
exist at several levels: the relationship between the dimensions (height, width and depth) of
each element of the bu i1ding, the relationship of the dimensions of the elements to each other
and to the building as a whole, and the dimensional relationship of the building to other build-
ings along a blockface.


. Have the prevailng proportions along the blockface been identified?


. Can the proportional relationship of the proposed project be identified?


Compatibilty of Vertical and Horizontal Proportions


The overall sense of a building working well within a particular context is often the result of
carefully developed dimensional relationships. Poorly proportioned buildings are out of bal-
ance, inconsistent, and lack harmony with their surroundings.


The proportions of the basic shapes of a project must be compatible with those of surrounding
buildings. A basic step in identifying the proportions on a block face is to map (as described
under 'Volume and Mass') the vertical and horizontal elements that define the facades of a
building, such as doorways, windows, cornices and garage doors, and then to analyze their
dimensional relationships.


A simple change in proportion can often have an enormous impact on how a building fis into


its surroundings. A building with strong horizontal elements in an area where vertical elements
predominate can be disruptive. The example below illustrates a change in window propor-
tions. The guideline applies, however, to any element of the facade.


DISRUPTVE


t.~ ..::::__..
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The change in window proportions help make this building more compatible with its context.
Other design elements would of course have to be addressed before it would meet the mini-
mum standards of these Guidelines.
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4. Texture and Detailing


Texture refers to the visual surface characteristics and appearance of the building façade.
Detailing refers to the manner in which building parts are put together. The texture and detail-
ing of a building's façade often have the strongest impacts on how people perceive a new
structure, and therefore, on their sense of the character of the neighborhood. The use of
materials and the degree of ornamentation give the building its texture. _


A. Exterior Materials


Exterior materials are the architectural finish on the visible, exterior parts of the building.


. Do the building materials complement those used in the surrounding area?


. Is the quality of the materials comparable to that of other nearby buildings?


. Could the materials be finished in a way that would improve their appearance?


Use Compatible Materials


As with other design elements, the surrounding context provides cues for the choice of materi-
als. For example, a metal sided building would not fit in well with a row of painted wood board
homes.
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Appropriateness of the Choice of Materials


Attention must be given to how many different materials will be used on a facade, how the
materials wil be applied and distributed, and what materials are chosen. While in some
projects the use of a variety of materials together-stucco, brick, and wood siding, for example-
can result in a successful design, in others the variety will seem cluttered and distracting. The
key to determining whether choices of material are appropriate is to understand what the
design is trying to achieve.


Is the variety of materials being used to create more visual interest in a blank, flat facade? If
so, the problem should probably be dealt with by using a more interesting architectural form.


Are different materials being used to define different levels of a building, such as the base, the
middle, or the top? The sensitive use of different materials can help express the building's
structure in a highly visible manner. In determining what materials are appropriate for this
purpose, it is helpful to class the materials by their visual qualities. such as sturdy, massive,
heavy, light, delicate, ethereal, etc.


Is the variety of materials responding to a pattern of materials prevalent in the block face? If so,
it is helpful to do a careful analysis of what type of materials are being used. Brick, for ex-
ample, can be clean and smooth, or rustic and knobby, and can change in color and finish.
Choosing among the varieties of a specific material is as important as choosing among the
materials themselves. Materials should appear as integral parts of the structure rather than
'pasted on.'


The designers of Cow Hollow's early homes used many quality materials, including stucco,
tongue-and-groove siding, and brick in front facades, a similar range of materials for other
exterior walls, roofs, and wood-frame windows. When refinishing existing exterior walls or
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finishing the walls of additions or new construction, or finishing exposed side walls,
homeowners should use materials compatible with those in the rest of the block-face. For
example, aluminum or vinyl siding should not be used in block faces on which facades are
primarily stucco.


In the design of a new building or an addition or renovation, the materials of the existing house
as well as the materials of the surrounding buildings need to be considered. The quality of
materials and installation should be comparable to those used in the original buildings and
appear as an integral part of the structure.


Finish Exposed Side Walls
Exposed sidewalls should be finished with quality materials that are compatible with the front
facade and adjaænt buildings. Unpainted plywood blends poorly with other materials and
should not be used when it is exposed to view.


B. Ornamentation


Ornamentation is the refinement of detail and the application of decorative elements with the
sole purpose of enhancing the building'sappearanæ.


. Does the project stand out as excessively plain or overly decorated?


. Does the ornamentation make sense for the building or is it simply copied from
those su"ounding it?


Respect the Amount and Level of Detail of Surrounding Ornamentation


The richness and level of detail of ornamentation in the surrounding area should be used as a
guide, without exactly mimicking the neighboring facades. For example, a relatively flat façade
with little ornamentation would be inconsistent in an area which has a high degree of façade
ornamentation and vice versa.


In any event, stark, flat facades and large, visible, and undifferentiated side walls should be
avoided by articulating their form and/or through the use of ornamentation. All materials and
colors should be extended along all exposed sides of the building.


Ornamentation should be used with understanding and restraint, with consideration of the
visual character of the neighborhood. The use of decorative brackets, eaves, details, cornices,
columns, and capitals, for example, should come from an awareness of the evolution of such
building elements and of their original, structural function; columns hold up buildings, brackets
support overhangs, etc.
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Ornamentation has also evolved throughout particular periods of architectural style. An analy-
sis ofthe predominant era of architecture represented in the neighborhood adjacent to the
project wil be helpfuL. A project decorated with Victorian ornament in a neighborhood of stucco
buildings typical in the Outer Sunset would seem inappropriate. An understanding of the
differences among such important architecural styles in San Francisco as Italianate, Queen
Ann, Stick, Colonial Revival, Mission Revival, and Craftsman would be a valuable tool for a
designer working in a neighborhood of older, more historic buildings.


Ornament that has been carelessly 'tacked on to' the facade of a building can cause architec-
tural disorder. For example, when the project designer selects window styles and surface
materials without clear rationale the building wil lack architectural unity and integrity.


Cow Hollow homes vary greatly in ornamentation due to the wide range of architectural styles
present in the neighborhood. When building a new structure, if not the omamentation, at least
the effecs of light and shadow pertnent to the style of the subjec block face must be con-
veyed. Ornamentation must be used with restraint and in a manner consistent with that of
surrunding homes;
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5. Openings


Typically, openings in a building-Doorways, Windows and Garage Doors-make up the
largest and most distinctive elements of a building's façade. While these features have been
considered under each of the previous four Design Elements, they are highlighted separately
here for clarity of presentation.


A. Entryways


Entryays refer to the pedestrian, as opposed to vehicular, entries into the building's façade.
They comprise doorways, porches, stairs, and other elements that contribute to the sense of
arrival into the building.


· At th projets dotW,Y compatible in size and details wit those around them?
· Has a poible existng parn of stairways be identied
· Do the projec repond to this pattern ordoes it ignore it
· Are the neighboring doorways plain, ornate, prominent or hidden?


Respect Stairway Pattern: Position level of Entry


Doorways should be designed to be consistent with surrounding entries. In a neighborhood
where the predominant pattern of stairways is located on one side of the building, ignoring this
pattern co~ld be disruptive. Where symmetry or asymmetry has becme and impoant ingredi-
ent of a building group, the goal is to respect it and respond sensitively to it.


Similarly, a ground level entr in a row of structures with raised entries could interrpt an impor-
tant pattern. It is important to resped a pattern of raised, off center entrances, which may add
richness and rhythm to the block face.
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Respect Entryway Patterns


A building with a small entryay can be disruptive to an area with more elaborate entries.ln the


example below the doorway appears undersized and inadequate next to the entries with more
detailed porticos and decorative features.


- B-=--=
= ---..
.-=- .: -0 - --- ~-- '-


Proposed Enlryay


Expanding the scale of the entry by bold framing can help to bring the building into harmony
with the surrounding entryays. Cow Hollow entryays generally provide a strong transition
from the street to the house and thus exemplify the commitment of the original builders, fol-
lowed by those of the later periods, to provide maximum privacy to residents of individual
houses.


Proposed Er*yway


B. Windows


Windows are the link between the inside, private space and the outside, public space. Win-
dows mark the rhythm along the block face and contribute to the sense of mass of the facades.
They emphasize the proportions of a building, can contribute to its ornamentation, and help
define its texture.
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· Is the choice of windows-their configuration, proporlions, details and material-
appropriate?


Compatibilty of Windows


The proportion, size and detailing of windows must relate to that of existing adjacent buildings.
Most residential buildings have a vertical orientation, while horizontally oriented or even square
window shapes are found in commercial and industrial areas. The proportion of window (void)
to wall (solid) area on a facade varies with building type. New windows should approximate
ratios of neighboring structures while meeting the building's functional needs.


Since windows in most older buildings are framed by a variety of elements such as sash,
stained glass, lintels, sills, shutters, pediments, or heads, new structures should avoid design-
ing windows which are not differentiated from the wall plane. Wood window frames are more
harmonious with surrounding structures than steel or aluminum frames. Generally, older build-
ings have inset windows with a generous reveal. Individual windows should be consistent with
pane divisions on neighboring buildings, which are often double-hung or casement sash.


C. Garage Doors


Garage doors are the auto entry to the building - the doors, their architectural frame, and the
driveway. This element occupies a major portion of the ground floor of a building on the typical
narrow lot and therefore has a major impact on the pedestrian perception ofthe building.


. Does the proposed garage door fit in with the rest of the project?
· Is the scale of the garage door compatible with its adjacent garage doors?
. Can the visual dominance of the door be reduced?


. Can its visual appearance be improved?


Compatibilty of Garage Entry


The design of the garage door should be compatible with the scale of the building and other
surrounding buildings on the block. It should create visual interest and should be solid so the
parked vehicle cannot be viewed from the street.


This garage door presents a dull, blank expanse.
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A recessed or arcaded garage door is less intrusive.


c: r: c:c: c= t=
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Garage doors can be embellished to make them more attractive.


Q r. 5


Minimize Negative Impacts of Garage Entries


The garage door is often the largest opening in the front of the building. Care must be taken to
prevent it from becoming the dominant feature. In most of the city's residential neighborhoods,
the width of the garage doors is between 8 and 12 feet. If the garage is made deep enough,
cars can maneuver once inside and the garage door can be reduced and made a less promi-
nent feature of the building façade.


Large lots and multiple lots in a row offer an opportunity to cluster parking areas and minimize
the number of garage entries and loss of curbside parking. Because of the shortage of street
parking in Cow Hollow, garages are strongly encouraged in renovation and required in new
construction. Garages should be incorporated in the main volume of the house and not plaæd
in the front setback area.
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6. Landscaping


Appropriate landscaping can help improve the character of a neighborhood. Front setbacks
provide space for planting shrubs, flowers, and trees.


Even on lots where there is no front setback, opportunities exist for enlivening the facade with
containers for plant materiaL. Notches and projections can be designed to incorporate planter
boxes on the ground leveL. At the upper levels, planting areas and planter boxes can be con-
structed into the railings of decks or balconies.


Sec. 143 of the Planning Code requires planting a minimum of one tree of 15-gallon size for
each 20 feet of frontage property along each street and alley. Utilities should be located so
that there is adequate room for planting the required street tree. Advance planning for utility
hookups should take place to ensure that there is no conflict between the location of the tree
well and where the utilities enter the site. The particular tree species and locations are subject
to approval by the Department of Public Works Bureau of Streets Use and Mapping. They
may be contacted (875 Stevenson Street, Room 460, Phone (415) 554-6700) for a street tree
application and pertinent information. Just as the building should be compatible with its neigh-
bors, the landscape materials used should be compatible with the landscape materials used in
the surrounding area. If there is a dominant tree species used on the block, usually that spe-
cies should be the one selected.


Potential impacts to views and sunlight must also be considered when trees and other land-
scape screening materials, such as tall dense shrubs, are planted in the front and rear set-
backs. New planting plans should be reviewed carefully to ensure that neighboring views and
sunlight will not be significantly diminished when the landscape elements reach maturity.
Existing vegetation should be effectively pruned to open new views or restore old views newly
obscured by growing vegetation.


A. Tree Pruning for the Retention of Mid-Block Open Space


Tree pruning strategies including thinning, skirting up, and crown reduction, can retain access
of sunlight and can preserve or restore views. These pruning strategies are graphically de-
picted in the Appendix.


B. Tree Selection and Placement for Views


Residents should consult with a registered landscape architect or contractor when designing a
new planting plan in order to select and appropriately place vegetation that will accomplish the
design goals.
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SECTION 4


NOTIFICATION, STORY POLES, THE COW HOLLOW ASSOCIATION,
AND NEIGHBORHOOD INVOLVEMENT


NOTIFICATION AND STORY POLES


Notification to neighbors of an application for residential remodeling or new construction shall
be according to the requirements of Section 311 of the Planning Code. Where proposed
horizontal or vertical additions to homes will increase the existing envelope of a residence, or
when the proposal is a new building, it is recommended that sponsors erect story poles. These
story poles shall be installed to indicate the outermost envelope of the building. Poles shall be
placed to mark the perimeter corners of the proposed addition or new building, at a height that
designates the proposed project's roof. Additional center poles shall be installed to indicate
roof peaks, if any. The tops of the story poles can be connected with colored tape or rope in a
manner that clearly denotes the envelope and massing of the proposed building. This ap-
proach will provide a method for residents who may not be able to interpret design drawings to
ascertain the ultimate height and bulk of a building, its potential impact on views, and to make
informed decisions regarding a proposed project.


COW HOLLOW ASSOCIATION (CHA)


The CHA was originally incorporated through the filing ofthe Club's Articles of incorporation in
April 1979. These articles established the CHA as a 501 (c)(3) nonprofit corporation. The
bylaws define the purpose of the Association as "educational and charitable." (Bylaws of the
Cow Hollow Association, August 25, 1978).


NEIGHBORHOOD INVOLVEMENT


The process for review of home renovations and new construction subject to the Cow Hollow
Neighborhood Design Guidelines should include the following steps.


The sponsor must first review the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines. Before
undertaking substantial renovation outside the existing building envelope, or beginning new
construction, it is incumbent on the project sponsor to consult the guidelines.


When a preliminary design has been prepared by the project architect or contractor, and there
are deviations from the Cow Hollow neighborhood character as defined herein, the project
sponsor is encouraged to review the project with the Cow Hollow Association.


In all cases, the project sponsor is encouraged to discuss and review the proposed project
with all affected neighbors.
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The Association can be reached at: cowhollowassociation@yahoo.comand the San Fran-
cisco Department of City Planning can be reached at 415.558.6377


These steps must be followed:


1) Consult affected neighbors as required by the Planning Department (150 foot notice
guidelines)


2) Contact the Cow Hollow Association President for the date and time of the next meeting
of the Association in order to schedule a presentation


3) Make a presentation to the Cow Hollow Association Board at the regular meeting


4) Make necessary adjustments to the design during the conceptual design phase, before
working out specific design details, in order to avoid duplication of work and difficulty
making adjustments.


The Cow Hollow Board of Directors serves to uphold and enforce the Cow Hollow Design
Guidelines as stated and wil do its best to provide guidance and suggestions for all inter
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A. Zoning Districts of Cow Hollow Neighborhoods
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B. Analysis of Rear Yard Coverage and Importance to Neigbhorhood Character


Although Cow Hollow is visually eclectic from the block face perspective, the majority of lots
share lot and building dimensions that are important to neighborhood character. Analysis of
key lot and building dimensions by the Cow Hollow Association, demonstrates that these
dimensional characteristics are central to preserving neighborhood character.


The Cow Hollow Association analyzed building height and lot coverage statistics compiled
from the Sanborn insurance maps for each of the 1 ,100 neighborhood lots.


Cow Hollow is an urban neighborhood that is predominately built out, with open space con-
fined to the rear yards and block interiors. Yet, as discussed in this document, existing zoning
allows for expansion of existing buildings into the rear yard. The principle threat to rear yard
open space is the 75 percent lot coverage allowed under the RH-1 zoning district, leaving only
25 percent rear yard open space. The RH-2 zoning district sets a limit of 55 percent lot cover-
age, preserving 45 percent of the lot as rear yard open space - a standard that better protects
the rear yard amenities valued by residents of the Cow Hollow Neighborhood.


As shown by the table on the adjacent page, 83 percent of the RH-1 and RH-1 (D) lots could
expand into the rear yard space under the existing Planning Code 25 percent rear yard re-
quirement. This is 43 percent ofthe 1100 lots in the neighborhood, as shown in the table. Full
buildout of these lots would severely diminish the valuable rear yard open space and access to
light, air and views for many neighbors. A large percentage of the rear yard open space that is
currently shared by residents throughout the Cow Hollow Neighborhood would dissapear in
this scenario. Under a 45 percent rear open space requirement, 46 percent of the RH-1 and
RH-1 (D) units could stil expand, while preserving valuable shared neighborhood assets.


Under the existing 45 percent rear yard open space requirement for RH-2 lots, 30 percent of
the RH-2 properties in the neighborhood can expand furter into the rear yard. As a compari-
son, this is fewer allowable expansions than would be allowed for RH-1 lot owners under a
neighborhood-wide 45 percent rear yard open space requirement.


The chart on the following page illustrates the distribution of RH-1, RH-1 (D) and RH-210ts
according to the percentage of rear open space. The chart shows the number of lots for each
5 percent block of rear yard open space, ranging from 0 to 5 percent rear open space (95 to
100 percent buildout) to 95 to 100 open space (partially built or vacant lots).
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Roughly one third of the blocks (10 blocks) in the Cow Hollow Neighborhood have a mix of RH-
1 and RH-2 zoning (shown in Cow Hollow Zoning Map in Section 1 of this document). This mix
of zoning has the potential to generate conflict as neighbors seek to maximize different prop-
erty values on adjacent RH-1 and RH-210ts, such as increasing the building envelope versus
preserving access to rear yard open space. Because the rear yard open space is a value
shared by all lots on a given block, it is important to protect this important aspect of neighbor-
hood character.


The Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines do not address rear yard coverage for
the other zoning districts in the Cow Hollow Neighborhood, including: RH-1 (D), RM-1, RM-2
and RM-3.


RH.1 Rear Yard Expansion: Effect on Neighborhood Character


How Many RH.1 & RH.1(D) Lots Can Expand Under Different Lot Coverage Policies?


" of %dTdaNm TotalRH1 Nehb
25% Rear Yard Open Space requirement? 482 83.4 43%


45% RearYard Open Space requirement? 268 46% 24%


How Many RH.2 Lots Can Expand Under Existing Polley?
" of %dTdaNm TotaRH-2 Nehb


45% Rear Yard Open Space requirement? 119 30% 10%


C. Analysis of Building Height and Importance to Neighborhood Character


Building height, including front and rear façade heights, is another key element of Cow
Hollow neighborhood character. The neighborhood is dominated by three story structures,
providing a uniform sense of scale along the majority of block faces and preserving a sense
of open space in the majority of rear yards. Existing zoning, however, has not preserved
these valued characteristics in all situations. The San Francisco Planning Code does not
address complex situations such steeply sloping lots in a manner that consistently pre-
serves access to light, air and views for neighbors of properties expanded to the maximum
allowable building envelope.
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Analysis of Cow Hollow building heights reveals that 98 percent of the structures are from two
stories to three and one half stories. 56 percent of the homes are three stories. The few taller
structures, 4 stories and taller, are confined to less than two percent of the total number of
neighborhood buildings. Among the 4 story structures, roughly one third occur in the RM multi-
family zoning districts located primarily at the northern edge of the Cow Hollow Neighborhood.
The other taller structures, 5 and 7 stories, are anomalies in the neighborhood, such as the few
larger apartment buildings and foreign government consulates.


The chart below illustrates the distribution of neighborhood building among the various
height categories, clearly showing the concentration of three-story structures.


These neighborhood design guidelines, in response to the analysis presented in this sec-
tion, focus not only on the visual elements of design but establish specific guideline policies
addressing the dimensions for new construction and renovation, including: building height,
rear yard setback, lot coverage, and side yard dimensions. These individual topics are
discussed in more detail in Section 3.


Cow Hollow Building Heights
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D. COW Hollow Association Policies


D.1 Rear Yard Setbacks and Open Space


As described above in the section Cow Hollow Neighborhood Character, the Cow Hollow
Neighborhood is zoned predominately RH-1 and RH-2. The San Francisco Planning Code
establishes a 25 percent rear yard open space requirement for the RH-1 zone, meaning the
building may cover 75 percent of the lot. The Planning Code requirement for the RH-2 zone is
a 45 percent open space requirement, or, the building may cover 55 percent of the lot. Be-
cause the RH-1 and RH-2 zones are intermingled, as shown in zoning diagram figure in Sec-
tion 1, the Cow Hollow Neighborhood would benefit from a consistent rear yard open space
requirement.


Cow Hollow Neighborhood Policy:
New construction and additions outside of the existing building envelope in
both RH-1 and RH-2 zones must follow an overriding 45 percent rear yard open
space policy. (See Next Page for Diagram)


This policy will primarily limit expansions of existing homes within the RH-1 zone. According to
analysis performed by the Cow Hollow Association, presented in greater detail in the Cow
Hollow Neighborhood Character section of this document, 34 percent of the RH-1 lots can
expand under this policy (169 lots). The remainder of the lots (328 lots) are built out, with 55%
or greater lot coverage. This rear yard policy, however, must be considered along with the rear
yard equalization policy, described immediately below.


II


Cow Hollow Neighborhood Policy: The only time an extension into the 45
percent rear yard open space requirement is allowed is when both adjacent
neighbors intrude into that space. The extension must be measured by "equal-
ization" to the more complying of the two adjacent properties.
(See Next Page for Diagram)
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Cow Hollow Neighborhood Policy
RH.1 and RH.2 Rear Yard Setback


Front Lot Line
Side Lot Line


¡


Basic rear yard policy
is 45% of total depth of lot


.--
l "' -"'---_.--


Total Lot Depth


Cow Hollow Neighborhood Setback Policy compared to Planning Code:


RH-1: Reduction in building footprint from 75 percent
lot coverage to 55 percent lot coverage.


RH-2: No reduction in building footprint.


Cow Hollow Neighborhood Policy
Rear Yard Equalization for RH.1 and RH.2


1 Front Lot line: O'


45 % Rear Yard Setback line: 55'


25 % Rear Yard Setback line: 75'


i


J Rear Lot line: 100'


Equalization Technique: Intrusion into the 45
percent rear yard space should be allowed only


when both neighbors are within the 45 percent
area. In this case, the subject propert may expand
to the more complying of the two adjacent properties.
Equalization is distinct from "averaging,. as depicted.
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Equalization should be based on legally installed and permitted extensions. If a neighbor has
an ilegally constructed rear yard extension, equalization based on measurement of the illegal
structure should not be..llowed. Equalization is distinct from averaging, which allows for
creeping into the rear yard space indefinitely.


D.2 RearYard Extensions


Rear yard extensions allowed by the Planning Code often have overwhelming impacts on rear
yards. The 12 foot extension allowed by the code is prohibited in the Cow Hollow neighbor-
hood, in order to preserve the limited rear yard open space in the neighborhood. Generally,
these extensions diminish midblock open space by breaking the continuity of views and green
space shared by neighboring rear yards.


Cow Hollow Neighborhood Policy: No 12-foot rear yard extension. The 12-
foot extensions allowed by the Planning Code is prohibited in the Cow
Hollow Neighborhood in order to preserve valuable midblock open space.


Finish of the Rear Façade and Visible Sides of the Building


The rear of the building, and the visible sides, while not as public as the front of the building,
stil are in view of neighboring properties and often, depending on topography, of those far
beyond. This façade should also be compatible with the character of its neighborhood. The
exposed siding of a rear extension should be architecturally finished because of its visual
impact on adjacent properties.


Exposed plywood, for example, is prohibited in the Cow Hollow Neighborhood where the
majority of building facades are finished with shingle, brick, siding or stucco.
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D.3 Height


These Neighborhood Design Guidelines generally include lower building heights as compared
with what is permitted under existing zoning requirements.


Cow Hollow Neighborhood Policy: The overriding policy established in
these Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines is a 35 foot height for
RH-1(D), RH-1 and RH.2.


Height policies include lower heights for some lot configurations, where appropriate to help
preserve neighborhood views, and acæss to light and air. Diagrams are included for clarifica-
tion of the neighborhood height policy for level lots, steep up-sloping lots, and steep down-
sloping lots in RH-1(D), RH-1 and RH-2 zoning districts.


The figures included in the following pages diagram level, steep down-sloping, and steep up-
sloping height requirements for RH-1 (D), RH-1 and RH-2 zoning districts.


Height policies stated in the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines are intended to be
absolute, meaning that no roof appurtenances such as parapets, elevator and stairway pent-
houses are permitted.


Neighborhood Height Policy Table


Distrct Slope/Elevation Difference Height Policies


Front Height Rear Height 


Level Lots: gently up-sloping & down-
35ft. 35ft.sloping: less than 10' elevation difference


Steep Down-Sloping Lots: average ground
RH-1(D), RH-1, and RH-2 elevation at rear yard setback line is lower 30ft. 30ft.
districts with a mapped by 10 ft. or more than elevation at front lot
height of 40 feet or less line


Steep Up-Sloping Lots: average ground
elevation at rear yard setback line is higher


30ft. 25ft.by 10ft. or more than elevation at front lot
line


Note: See diagrams for complete neighborhoo height policies for level, up-sloping and down-sloping lots.
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Level Lots: less than 10 feet change in elevation
from front lot line (or front setback) to rear yard setback line


Overriding 35 ft. Maximum Height for level lots
RH-1 (0), RH-1 and RH-2 districts


Front lot Line


or Setback
I


55 % Lot Coverage Line


Permitt
Front 35' 30'


Height


RH-1, RH-1(D) & RH-2
Maximum
Permitted
Building
Envelope


Steep Down-Sloping Lots
10 foot or greater drop in elevation from
front lot line (or front setback) to rear yard setback line


Overriding 30 ft. Maximum Height
30 ft. Maximum in RH-1(D) and RH.1 districts
30 ft. Maximum height in RH.2 districts


40 feet from frnt propert


line or front setback line


l RH.1, RH.1(D) & RH.2
Maximum Permitt
Building Envelpe


Penitte
Fro 30'


Height


Permitted
30' Rear


Height


STREET


l
10 foot drop in elaton from


front prope line 0( frot setbck
to rear yard setb lin


.1.._
l


Mesure frm grade
at basic rear yard Hne
(55 % lot Coverage)


In addition, the permitted front height for RH-1 is reduced to 25 feet,
by the Planning Code, where the average ground elevation at the rear
lot line is lower by 20 feet or more than at the front line thereof.
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Steep Up-Sloping Lots
10 foot or greater gain in elevation from
front lot line (or front setback) to rear yard setback line


Overriding 30 ft. Maximum Height
30 ft. Maximum in RH.1 (0) and RH.1 districts
25ft. Maximum height in RH.2 districts


40 feet from front propert
line or frnt setback line RH.1, RH.1(D) & RH.2


I Maximum Permited
" Building Envelope


.-11111 Porn_
......,.,., ................,..... ,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,., .......,.,",' """':""",,' """:':'",::':.:,:., 25' Rear


= 3o.llJlilll_l'-~:Æ"~
;;tt:: . is 10 fet or more_._--


STREET f


Measured fro grad
at Ir se or cu
elevatio at frt prop
lin, whic apie
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D.4 Tree pruning techniques for View Preservation


Topping-reducing the height of a mature tree by sawing back its top limbs-is not a solution.
This pruning technique produces weak secondary growth which often increases the height of
the tree while diminishing its health and appearance. A professional arborist should be con-
sulted in large scale pruning projects.


The illustration on the following page depicts appropriate pruning techniques that can enhance
and preserve neighborhood views.


Dense mature trees can block views from multiple elevations.
Consult with a professional arborist regarding the pruning
techniques illustrated below to restore obscured views.


Thinning:
Removing some of the lower limbs can reveal
a view without ruining the lines of the tree.


Skirtng Up:


Removing some of the lower limbs can reveal
a view without ruining the lines of the tree.


.
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Windowing:
By selectively removing lateral branches,
the tree is opened, creating a framed view
or views of whatever lies beyond.


Crown Reduction:
To lower the tree's canopy, use the technique
called crown reduction, which reduces the size
of the tree while retaining natural growth lines
(IMPORTANT: DO NOT TOP-- SEE TEXT)
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E. Shadow Study
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F. Height Ordinances


Hiler Highlands View Protection


In writing Design Guidelines for the rebuilding of the Hiller Highlands homes in the Oakland
Hills after they were destroyed by fire, architects pointed out that lithe most remarkable feature
of the hiller Highlands site is the view", and thatthe views 'should be preserved". (Elbasani
and Logan, 1992, p.4). The architects determined that plans for the original homes had been
designed to preserve "unobstructed views above a +4 degree angle of declination. On houses
or garages where the ridge line would have projected above the 4 degree view line of its uphill
neighbor, a flat roof was substituted for the typical 4/12 pitch gable roof. In the rebuilding of
the Hiller Highland Homes, the Design Guidelines include similar restrictions, except when
uphi II neighbors agree to allow some view obstruction for the sake of the more picturesque
gable roof.


Town of Tiburon View Protection


One goal of the Town of Tiburon Design Guidelines for Hilside Dwellings (Synopsis) 91981,
James S. Malott, for the Tiburon Planning Department) is "to preserve existing views as much
as possible and allow new dwellings access to views similar to those enjoyed from existing
dwellings" (G3 p.1). Principles ofthe Guidelines intended to help preserve views include:


"Locate all new dwellngs so they interfere minimally with views of adjaænt dwellings.


· Certain parts ofthe view, important features, the horizon line, center of view, slot views,
are more important than other areas of views. Avoid blocking these sensitive areas.


· Measuring a view for blockage, be sure to present the entire view from view stop on left
to view stop on right, in order to present the problem completely.


· Other important presentation techniques include story poles with ridge strings, photos
including story poles, photos from neighboring vantage points, models, perspectives,
surveys, landscaping plans, plans/sections and elevations."


While Hiller Highlands and Tiburon Hillside Design Guidelines provisions apply to lots larger
than those in Miraloma Park, and therefore offer some options for the placement of structures
that may not be available to Miraloma Park homeowners, many ofthe guidelines and tech-
niques presented in these documents can be helpful to designers of projects in Miraloma Park .
in preserving the views that the original developers of the neighborhood planned for its homes.


Other principles in the Tiburon Residential Design Guidelines relate primarily to reducing the
bulk of a structure; however, these principles may pertain to reducing impact on views in some
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circumstances, and include:


· "Cut building into hillside, terrace the building up the hill, use underground spaces for
functions to reduce visual bulk.


Break up mass of structure into individual elements, use small scale forms, varying
materials and features to break up large scale masses.


· Make building from follow hillside slope and contours so building will flow with
landscape."


City of Berkeley View Protection


The City of Berkeley's Zoning Ordinance establishes a separate designation for hillside areas
("H District") in order to protect the neighborhood character and views in areas similar to
Miraloma Park.


The purposes of the H. District shall be to protect the character of Berkeley's hil dis-
tricts and their environs; to give reasonable protection to views yet allow appropriate
development of all propert; and to allow modifications in standard yard and height
requirements when justified because of steep topography, irregular lot pattern, unusual
street conditions, or other special aspects of hillside areas (Berkeley Zoning Ordi-
nance, Section 14.01 - Regulations for H Districts, Purposes).


Although to some extent the assessment of the impact of an addition to an existing structure on
views from surrounding homes is subjective, the above Bay Area residential design guidelines
and zoning ordinances show that ti si possible to apply guidelines that help to make these
subjective assessments fair to both holders of existing views and those wishing to build. It is
also possible to formulate some objective criteria to minimize the obstruction of existing views.
These communities endorse a combination of such objective measures and professional
judgements by planning staff in evaluating the effects of vertical additions on views.


References


1. Hiler highlands title page and page 4
2. liburon Guidelines: additional information


Note: Text of references available from Miraloma Park Improvement Club.
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WESTWOOD PARK ASSOCIATION


Adopted by theCity Planning Commission through Motion No. 13992 as


Specific Area Residential Design Guidelines


January 1992


Westwood Park Association
P. O. Box 27901 - No. 770
San Francisco, CA 92127











NOTE: In 1962, the Westwood Park Association developed the original
Residential Design Guidelines from which the design guidelines in this
publication were derived. In Motion Number 13992, the City Planning
Commission adopted Section III and Appendix B of the original
guidelines as specific area design guidelinés. These guidelines amend
the city-wide November 1989 San Francisco Department of City
Planning's "Residential Design Guidelines" for purposes of reviewing
building permit applications for the Westwood Park Neighborhood
Character District which consists of the portion of the area in the map
below zoned RH-1 (D).
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SECTON II. DESIGN GUIDELIl'~S


SITE


ïñe topogrphy and loction of the project lot and the position of the buDding on
that site guide the most basic decisions about design. The Lotion, Front
Setbacks, Rear Yars and Side Spacinis will be partcularly Importt to the


adjacent neighbors and for maintainini or creting ilythm aloni the block-face,


and maintaining a sense of common open space In the Interior of the block." (16)
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Design Guidelines


The siting of the homes in Westwood Park is one of the most important factors that has
defined the neighborhood character. Westwoo Park is zoned RH.1(D) by the City
Planning Code. Buildings are limited to a single unit per lot and are to be detached from
adjacent structures \\;th setbacks on all sides. It is the detached requirement that has
resulted in the open, light feeling that we have in the neighborhood.


Location


In the evaluation of the "Loation" of a building, the building will be reviewed for its
harmonious integration into both the overall topography of the site as well as its
relationship to the adjacent built environment of surrounding structures. In order for a
building to fully integrate into the neighborhood, the building should not "...disregard or
signifcantly alter the existing topogrphy or a site. The context should guide the manner
in which new structures nt into the streetscpe, particularly along slopes and on hils."(17) .
Because Westwoo Park was developed on Mount Davidson, there is continuous slope
throughout the neighborhood. This slope has been utild in the layout of the lots to
provide for a terraced rhythm of development. For houses on slopes, the terracing allows
each successive residence to gain light, air, private and shared open space, and, in many
cases, full or partial views. The advantages of uniform terracing will be substantially
negated for numerous adjacent lots if the neighborig building's height and scale are not
respected. The surrounding neighborhood's light and air amenities should not be sacrificed
due to one propert's increase in mass.


Front Setback


The "Front Setback" for a partcular lot is the distance between the front propert line at
the sidewalk to the front building lie. In. Westwoo Park, the front setback lie was
defied in Aricle VII(a) of the C.C.& R.s. -No dwelling house or other stcture shall


be constncte nerer to the front stret than the line shown on said map marked


'Building Une.'" (18) Ths docment, was developed to provide for front yards and a
transition space for gaing access to the residences. Because of the unifomiity of setbacks


in Westwoo Park, a front setback that doe Dot conform with the overall pattern of
development Wi be seriously disruptive to neighborhood charactr. Th parameter is


applicable to all levels of the strctre.
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Rear Yards


The space betv'een the rear property line and the rear of the residence is defined as the
"Rear Yard" of the lot. Not only do rear yards provide private open space for the specüic
residence but also, in tandem with the other rear yards in the block, provide a public,
viually open, shared space.


The Planning Departent guidelines state: "lntnsions into the rear yard, even though
permitted by the Planning Code, may not be appropriate if they fail to respect the mid.
block open space and reduce adverse impacts on adjacent buildings." (19) In Westwood
Park. the rear yards of many Jots are minimal at best. Because of the priority placed on
the front setback, the rear yard is, in many cases, already Jess than that required by the San
Franciso Pltlnning Code. In cases where a detached garage already exits in the rear yard
of a lot as a legal nonconforming structure as defined by the City Planning Code, the


remaining minimal rear yard will not provide suffcient space to utilize for additional
building area. In these caes, encroachment into this area would be detriental because
of the decrease in open rear yard area for the residence as well as for the block.


Side Yards


Westwood Park is privieged to have side yards where windows can be placed for light and
air. This element of the design is a major factor in the quality of the residences of the
neighborhood. These side yards are a requiremen,t of the Planning Code, but the Code
does not address loction of windows and the pattern of spacing on a block. In the


development of a design, attention should be paid, not only to the pattern of spacing in the
area, but also to the location of windows on the side. Although side yards provide the
opport nity to provide windows for light and air, the loction of these widows should be
such that privacy of neighborig residences is addressd.


The Planning Departent Design Guidelines state:


.Orten a small set back or notch can prevent blockage of a neIghbor's window or
light well, or a slight reuction in height can avoid blockae of a view. These kids
or 'goo neIghbor' pstres should be incorprated into the design." (20)
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BUILDLVG ENVLOPE


"The building envelope refers to the exterior elements of a stcture . the ror, the


front, rear and side racades, and other projecting elements such as bays, overhangs
and balconies. The actual envelope of a building, within the maxJmum envelope
established by the Planning and Building Codes, should be compatible with the


envelopes of surrunding buildings." (21)


In the alteration of an exiting building, the building envelope that is allowable by code is


not the only factor in determining the compatibility of a design. The way the building
envelope relates to the surrounding buildings is the factor that should be addressed durig
any preliinary conceptual design. Westwood Park was developed originally as a tract of
predominantly uniform buildings in regard to building envelope and, therefore, major
deviation from the prevalent envelope is highly disruptive.


As the buildings in Westwood Park terrace down the slope of the hil, a clear pattern of
stepped do\\'O roof lines ocur. A building that attempts to break this pattern would be
considered disruptive to the overall pattern of development. In some cases where the
pattern may not be as obvious as others, or where there is a mixed pattern of building
heights. setting a taller building back from the front of the lot may mitigate some of the
disruption created, but in an area of detached houses where upper levels can be seen from
the street and surrounding buildings. upper level setbacks may not provide a solution to the
break v.;th the pattern.


Roofline


Westwoo Park has predominate rooflne forms. The majority of roofs consist of flat or
slightly sloping roofs for the side and rear of the building and small decrative sloped roofs
on the street facades. The other predominate roof form is the steeply sloping roof.


"In general, a stng repetition of consistnt ronlnes cals for similar design for
new construction." (22)


In evaluatig the roof form of an alteration or addition, attention must be paid not only


to the adjacent strctres, but also to the overall forms of the surrounding block on both


sides of the street.
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Volume and Mass


The volume of a building relates to the overall size of the perieter footprint and the
height of the building. The massing of a building also relates to the articulation of the
facades and the materials used that can emphasize or decrease the perceivable size of the
building.


"Te volume and mass or a new building or an addition to an existing one should
be compatible with that or surrounding bulJdings." (23)


The evaluation of mass can be difficult to articulate in one dimensional dra\\ings. Shadows
and lie weight on dra\\ings can be helpful in evaluatig the compatibilty of the proposed


project to the surrounding area. Massing models of the proposed and adjacent structures


may also be helpful in evaluating the proposed massing of a project and its relationship to
the massing of adjacent structures. The design of the articulation of windows, porches, and
doors that are not consistent with neighboring buildings can increase the viual massing of
a building. See Appendix B for information on the heights of buildings in Westwood Park.


5







Westwood Park Association
Design Guidelines


SCALE


"The scle of a building is its perceived size relative to the size of its elements and
to the size of elements in neighboring buildings. The scle of any new building or
building alteration should be compatible with that of neighboring buildings. To
assess compatibilt)., the dimensions and proportions of neighboring building
should be examined." (24)


The scle of a building is based on its dimensions in plan and elevation as well as its
proportions of design elements. Two buildings of the same dimensions can be very
different if differently proportioned. The original Westwoo Park designers used the
articulation of the facade's proportions to give a sense of grandness in scale to small sized
bungalows. ,A feeling of a solid connection with the ground is made because of the de-
emphasis of the height of the buildings. The vertcal proportons are minimized and the
horiontal proportions are emphasized.


Dimensions


The actual dimensions of a building are the length, width and height of the strcture.
Westwood Park residences vary little in the overall dimensions of the buildings. This
uniformity of the existing fabric of design creates a condition which dictates that a larger
structure than the existing buildings in an area will be incompatible with the neighborhood.
The viual impact from an increase in height ca be counteracted in some cas by
incorporating front setbacks as well as side and/or rear setbacks on upper levels. All of the
original buildings that were designed with upper levels for the original development of
Westwood Park utilize major setbacks from all sides and most of these buildings utile the
sloping roof form to minimize the perceived overall height of the building as well as
minimiz the perceived massing of the small upper leveL.


Buildings that "decorate" facades with appropriate artculation and detailg can sti be


grossly out of character with the surrounding area due to incompatible scale. Large, well
proportoned buildings can still be incompatible if the scle of the surrounding buildings
is small. Both the dimension sce and the proportons of a project Deed to be addressed


durig design and review.
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Proportions


The proportions of a building are the relationships between the dimensions of height.


width, and depth of the elements of design as well as the relationship of the building to
other surrounding structures. Westwoo Park consists predominantly of buildings v.;th
horiontal proportions of trim, bay windows, bands of roofing, and artculation of porches


and facades.


"Poorly proportioned buildings may seem out of balance, inconsistent or un.
harmonious with their surroundings.


The proportions of the basic shapes or a project should be compatible with those
or surrounding buildings." (25)


Even small changes to the proportions of such elements of a facade design as the window
shape or trim location can have a major effect on the compatibility of the design within the
context of the surrounding buildings.
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TEXURE AND DETAILING


"Texture refers to the visual surface characteristics and apperance of the building
facade. Detailng refers to the manner In which building parts are put together.
The texture and detailng or a building's facade often have the stongest impacts
on how peple perceive a new structure and, therefore, on their sense of the
character of the neighborhood. The use of Materials and the degre of
Ornamentation give the building Its texture." (26)


Exterior Materials


The designers of Westwood Park's homes utilizd many materials in the design of the
development but the predominant material is cement plaster (stucco) for walls, spanish style
clay tile for decorative roofing, and wood for windows. Unpainted and painted brick is
used for the entry porches and steps in many caes. There are also examples of shingle
style bungalows and some woo sided buildings as well as flat, parapeted built-up roofs and
composition shingled, peaked roofs.


In the design of an addition or renovation, the materials of the exiting house as well as the
materials of the surrounding buildings need to be addressed. The quality of materials and
installation should be comparable to those used in the original buildings.


Ornamentation


Ornamentation is the decorative detailng of a building. Westwoo Park homes are not
heaviy ornamented like those found in the victorian style of design. The concept of simple,
well crafted, elegant detailing was an importt concept in the bungalow style. Therefore,
detailing of the exterior of buildings wi be evaluated on simple ornamentation. Examples
of ornamentation in Westwoo Park are the trell porches, the raisd stucc decoratie


frezes, the cuived lies of porch wall, and the decrative mullon design in many of the
windows. If used with restrait, the ornamentation ca be an effective method of


mitigatig other inconsistencies in design. If used without consideration for the


surrounding neighborhood, ornamentation ca becme tacky and obtrsive.
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OPE~rLVGS


"Typically, openings in a building. Doorways, ~'indows and Garage Doors. make
up the largest and most distinctive elements of buildings' facades." (27)


Entryways


The entrance to the house is considered the entryay. Westwoo Park homes utilize
several methods to articulate entryays. Most houses have decorative doors, often with


curved tops. Ariculation of the surrounding "portico" is often created with raised. stucco
"rustication", decorative detailing, or pediment elements of roof forms. Most of the homes
also emphasize the entryay with a grand, often curvg, stair and entry porch. Doors are
oriented directly toward the street.


"Doorways should be designed to be consistent with the surrounding entries. In a


neighborhood where the preominant pattern is of stairways located on one side of
the building, ignoring this pattern could be disruptive. ~'here symmetI'' or
asymetry has beome an importnt ingredient of a building group, the goal is to
respect it and respond sensitively to it." (28)


Entryways that are to be altered should respect the level of articulation of the exiting entry
as well as the predominant level of articulation and design in surrounding buildings.


Windows


In Westwoo Park. becuse of the emphasis on simplicity of design in the bungalows,
widows play an importnt role in the design and proportons of the buildings and are
often the major ornamentation element of the facade.


"Te proportion, size and detailng of windows should relate to tht of existng
adjacent buildings... The proportion of window (void) to wall (solid) are on a
facade varies with buUding ty. New windows should approximate rations of


neighboring structures while meeting the building's functional nees." (29)
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The quality of wood 'Windows and/or wood trim should be utilizd in facades for conformity


with the quality of the original development. Decorative mullon and muntin design should
be utilized when applicable and detailing of trim and reveals should be coordinated for
compatibility 'With the surrounding area as well as the subject building.


Garae Doors


Garage doors are often the most prominent element of the main level of the front facade
of a building that incorporates the parking of cars on the ground leveL. Care must be taken
to de-emphasize the garage door in the design. Man)' homes have the garage setback in


plan well away from the street and front facade of the house. Those that do not, :recess
the door back in order to reduce the visual impact of the door.
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L4TDSCAPIÀTG


"Appropriate landscping can help improve the character or a neighborhood. Front
setbacks pro\ide space ror the planting or shnibs, nowers and tres." (30)


Areas in front setbacks for landscping were tbe major focs of tbe Westwood Park
developers in the creation of a garden atmospbere for the area. Every effon sbould be
made to minimize pavement for driveways and walkways so that the maxum area in tbe
front of tbe residence can be used for planting. Large areas of pavement in tbe front of
buildings is unacceptable.
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Westwood Park Association
Design Guidelines


APPE~i)IX B . GE~r:RA INFOR1\1TION


EXSTING BUILDING HEIGHT STUDY SUMMAY


The followig summary outlines a prepared study of building heights in Westwood Park.
Information for the study has been gathered from several sources in an effort to collect
data that accurately reflects current conditions. The study's major element is a map of
Westv..ood Park with building heights of each home designated. On the map, building
heights in stories are numerically sho\\'D and shading is used to denote taller buildings.


"Sanborn" maps of San Franciso have been used for the initial basis of the study. These
maps are available in the Asessor's offce located in City Hall. Because Westwoo Park
is a unifonI planned community and because the neighborhood was largely constructed
prior to 1940, the "Sanborn" maps give relatively accurate 'information on the original
buildings in the neighborhood. For purposes of clarity and coordination, descriptions of
building types from the "Sanborn" maps have been used in the preparation of the study.
A viual survey of the neighborhood was subsequently undertaken in an effort to verify the
information obtained from the "Sanborn" maps as well as to gather preliinary information


on vertical additions not reflected in the maps.


Once the viual survey was completed, San Franciso Building Departent records were
reviewed to gather information on all buildings of two stories or more as well as to
investigate information of vertcal additions that have been added to original buildings
subsequent to the preparation of the "Sanborn" maps. The information from the records
has been incorporated into the study.


The building height tyes, a description of each building tye, and each building tye's
percentage of tota buildings in Westwoo Park has been included in this summary.
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Westwood Park Association
Design Guidelines


BUILDIl'G HEIGHT DESCRIPTIONS


1 "0 l'E LEVEL" (13.7% of total residences)
One story main "livig" level on grade with no "basement." Usually with an
on-grade detached garage.


IB "ONE LEVL OVER BASEMENT' (77.3% of total reidences)
One story main "livig" level over a "basement." The majority of the lots
slope with the basement built into the slope of the lot with retag wall.


The basement usually is used for parking and utility with Jess than the
required ceiling height for utiliztion as livng space. Many homes have
utilized this "basement" area for Jivng space with excavation to gain ceiling


. height.


1.5 "ONE LEVEL WITH ATIIC" (0.6% of total ltsidences)
One story main "livig" level with partal upper "livig "level and no
"basement." Upper level is fully within lower level roof form and visual
impact is of a one story structure with steeply sloping roof and attic.


2 "T\\'O LEVEL" (4.5% of total residences)
One story main "livig" level with partal upper "livig" level and no
"basement." Usually with an on-grade detached garage.


2B "T\'O LEVEL OVER BASEMENT' (3.8% or total residences)
One story main "livig" level with partal upper "lig" level over "basement."


Upper level usually has been added to an exiting one story over basment.


A Denotes buiJdings where upper levels have been added to original buildings through
the constniction or a vertcal addition.
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Westwood Park Association
Design Guidelines


SU~1l\1AY OF STUDY


1. 9L.69C (613 total) of the 669 residences in Westwood Park are "one leveL"


"one level over a basement." or "one level with an attic" tye buildings.


2. Only 8.4% (56 total) of the 669 residences are "two levels" or "two levels over
a basement" tye buildings. This percentage breaks down as follows:


a. 4.1 % (27 total) of the 669 homes are "two level" or "two level over


basement" type buildings from the original development. The upper
levels usually consist of a liited square footage single room.


b. 4.3% (29 total) of the 669 homes are buildings that are "two level" or
"two level over basement" tye buildings due to vertcal additions.


c. The "two level over a basement" tyè buildings. the tallest tye
structure in Westwoo Park, make up only 3.8% (26 total) of the 669
homes.
i. Only 6 of these 26 homes of this tye are from the original


development. These homes are buildings with small, well
integrated upper levels with setbacks from all sides of the lower
leveL.


11. 20 of the 26 homes of this building tye are due to vertcal


additions to an exiting one level over basement structure.


CONCLUSIONS


The conclusions that ca be drawn from the stdy show that the exiting fabric of
Westwoo Park is predominantly of "one level" and "one level over a basment" tye
buildings.


The great majority of larger size buildings are present becuse of vertca additions over an
exiting "one level" or over a "one level with basment" ty strctre.


Without exception. the buildings that have extemely large upper levels are buildings that
have had vertcal additions and are not buildings that were originally designed in this
manner.
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter re: Casa dei Bambini - 2401 Taraval Street
Date: Monday, September 24, 2018 3:59:26 PM
Attachments: 18.09.22 Casa dei Bambini.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: Tang, Katy (BOS) 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 3:11 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards,
Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Starr, Aaron (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: Letter re: Casa dei Bambini - 2401 Taraval Street
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
Please see attached letter regarding my support for establishment of a child care facility in the
Sunset District, proposed at 2401 Taraval Street, which you be considering at this Thursday’s
Planning Commission meeting.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Katy
 
 
Katy Tang | District 4 Supervisor
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 264
(415) 554-7460
www.sfbos.org/Tang

Facebook: KatyTangSF 
Twitter: @SupervisorTang
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfbos.org/Tang
https://www.facebook.com/KatyTangSF
http://www.twitter.com/supervisortang



 


 


 


 


    Member, Board of Supervisors       City and County of San Francisco 


District 4   


 


 


KATY TANG 


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


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


 


September 22, 2018 


 


San Francisco Planning Commission 


1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 


San Francisco, CA 94103 


 


RE:  2401 Taraval Street – Child Care Facility (d.b.a. Casa dei Bambini)  


2018-007452CUA 


 


To: Planning Commissioners 


 


I write in support of a proposed child care facility (d.b.a. Casa dei Bambini) at 2401 Taraval 


Street.  This project includes the conversion of a single-family home into a child care facility 


in the Outer Sunset district. 


 


The costs of child care in the city have been increasing drastically where families are paying 


an average of $12,000 and up to $24,000 annually.  Even when families can afford to pay 


and/or receive subsidies for preschool care, the facilities are beyond full. While parents can 


put their children on waitlists, the impact of this wait can slow down the process for the 


children in learning how to socialize and with preparing for Kindergarten.  There is a 


shortage of high-quality child care facilities especially in neighborhoods like the Sunset, 


where there are many families with children. 


 


Approval of the proposed project will allow up 24 children between the ages of 2-6 years to 


have a safe space to socialize and to learn critical skills.  


 


I hope that you will join me in supporting the proposed project at 2401 Taraval Street.  


 


I understand that by submitting this letter in support of Casa dei Bambini that I may need to 


recuse myself from a vote at the Board of Supervisors should an appeal on this Conditional 


Use Authorization be filed. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


 


 


 


Katy Tang 


District 4 


San Francisco Board of Supervisors 


 







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: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES LA COCINA MUNICIPAL MARKETPLACE TO

OPEN IN TENDERLOIN
Date: Monday, September 24, 2018 12:59:19 PM
Attachments: 9.24.18 La Cocina.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: Monday, September 24, 2018 12:39 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES LA COCINA MUNICIPAL
MARKETPLACE TO OPEN IN TENDERLOIN
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, September 24, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES LA COCINA

MUNICIPAL MARKETPLACE TO OPEN IN TENDERLOIN
Former vacant building to transform into food hall featuring working class and immigrant

food entrepreneurs
 

San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced plans to open the first
women-led food hall in the heart of San Francisco's Tenderloin neighborhood. La Cocina
Municipal Marketplace will open at 101 Hyde Street and offer below-market-rate rent to
working class and immigrant food entrepreneurs to create a diverse look at the Bay Area’s
food scene and a community gathering space for Tenderloin residents.

“La Cocina Municipal Marketplace represents the City’s continued investment in equitable
economic development in the Tenderloin neighborhood,” said Mayor Breed. “This first of its
kind initiative will foster entrepreneurial opportunities for immigrants and women of color,
provide affordable food options for Tenderloin residents, and help activate an important
neighborhood space. I am thrilled to work with our community partners to transform this
location into an extraordinary asset.”
 
La Cocina Municipal Marketplace will provide business expansion opportunities for women,

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
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mailto:rsejohns@yahoo.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, September 24, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES LA COCINA 


MUNICIPAL MARKETPLACE TO OPEN IN TENDERLOIN 
Former vacant building to transform into food hall featuring working class and immigrant food 


entrepreneurs  


 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced plans to open the first women-


led food hall in the heart of San Francisco's Tenderloin neighborhood. La Cocina Municipal 


Marketplace will open at 101 Hyde Street and offer below-market-rate rent to working class and 


immigrant food entrepreneurs to create a diverse look at the Bay Area’s food scene and a 


community gathering space for Tenderloin residents.  


 


“La Cocina Municipal Marketplace represents the City’s continued investment in equitable 


economic development in the Tenderloin neighborhood,” said Mayor Breed. “This first of its 


kind initiative will foster entrepreneurial opportunities for immigrants and women of color, 


provide affordable food options for Tenderloin residents, and help activate an important 


neighborhood space. I am thrilled to work with our community partners to transform this 


location into an extraordinary asset.”  


 


La Cocina Municipal Marketplace will provide business expansion opportunities for women, 


immigrant, and minority-owned businesses and create 30 new full-time positions for low-income 


individuals. It will also provide access to affordable foods that reflect the neighborhood’s 


diversity. The project is led by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development 


(MOHCD), the Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD), and the Real Estate 


Department, in partnership with La Cocina and the Tenderloin Housing Clinic. 


  


“The Office of Economic and Workforce Development is a proud partner of La Cocina 


Municipal Marketplace, where solutions to addressing empty storefronts and vacant buildings are 


grounded and led by the community,” said Joaquín Torres, Director of the Office of Economic 


and Workforce Development. “The inspirational and creative temporary activation will energize 


the Tenderloin and provide a savory community asset for residents and visitors.” 


 


The City of San Francisco is the principal funder of the project and will lease 101 Hyde Street to 


La Cocina at a below-market-rate rent for at least seven years until construction begins for an 


affordable housing development on site. The project exemplifies a creative interim activation 


model for future affordable housing developments and ground floor retail in San Francisco. The 


food hall aligns with the City’s mission to activate vacant buildings and fill storefronts in the 


Tenderloin to help enhance and improve safety. OEWD is providing financial and technical 


support to La Cocina on the permitting process. 







OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


 


La Cocina businesses have left their mark on the Bay Area food scene with 30 brick and mortar 


locations in San Francisco, Berkeley, Marin, Walnut Creek and Palo Alto. La Cocina provides 


working class food entrepreneurs, many of whom have historically had limited access to 


economic opportunities, the chance to create self-sufficient businesses that benefit local 


communities.  


 


“La Cocina believes that talent exists everywhere. In an economy with skyrocketing income 


inequality, opportunity is unfairly distributed. By investing in working class entrepreneurs in a 


neighborhood that has long been home to so many of the immigrants who move to our city to 


seek out better lives, this marketplace truly represents the power of creating opportunities with 


equity in mind,” said La Cocina’s Deputy Director Leticia Landa. 


 


“I think it’s going to be something really wonderful for this area to have a space we can come to 


with our families to eat lunch or dinner and just relax and enjoy. We don’t really have any places 


like that so this project is going to be very important for my family,” said Chef Guadalupe 


Moreno, the owner of Mi Morena and a participant in La Cocina’s Culinary Incubator Program. 


 


Marketplaces have been important catalysts in the revitalization of neighborhoods. Shared 


marketplaces lower the barriers to entry, mitigate the risk imposed on low-income entrepreneurs, 


and increase equity in business ownership. The food hall model also enables business owners to 


share the cost of maintenance and reduce the individual burden felt by high rents, electricity 


bills, staffing salaries, general maintenance, and other operating costs that often cut into already 


thin margins. The Marketplace represents the biggest leap in La Cocina’s history and offers an 


innovative and replicable model for equitable development for cities nationwide. 


 


In addition to the City’s integral support, La Cocina Municipal Marketplace is made possible 


through pro bono architectural services offered by Perkins+Will, a committee of real estate 


development mentors, design firms LMNOP and Office, BCCI Construction and individual, 


corporate and foundation donor supporters. La Cocina has raised 64% of their $5 million 


fundraising goal for construction and project implementation and seeks visionary funders to join 


the City of San Francisco in creating spaces that serve all our City’s residents. The City of San 


Francisco has pledged $1.5 million in support of the project. 


 


About La Cocina 


La Cocina is a 501(c)3 nonprofit that works to solve problems of equity in business ownership, 


inclusivity in the mainstream American marketplace, barriers to entry for women, people of 


color and immigrant business owners and the too-high cost of entry for the food industry 


generally. In an increasingly expensive economy, La Cocina businesses graduate at a rate that far 


exceeds the national average, outperforming other food industry clusters despite the severe limits 


on capital that our entrepreneurs have. Find more information at www.lacocinasf.org.  


 


### 
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immigrant, and minority-owned businesses and create 30 new full-time positions for low-
income individuals. It will also provide access to affordable foods that reflect the
neighborhood’s diversity. The project is led by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development (MOHCD), the Office of Economic and Workforce Development
(OEWD), and the Real Estate Department, in partnership with La Cocina and the Tenderloin
Housing Clinic.
 
“The Office of Economic and Workforce Development is a proud partner of La Cocina
Municipal Marketplace, where solutions to addressing empty storefronts and vacant buildings
are grounded and led by the community,” said Joaquín Torres, Director of the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development. “The inspirational and creative temporary activation
will energize the Tenderloin and provide a savory community asset for residents and visitors.”

The City of San Francisco is the principal funder of the project and will lease 101 Hyde Street
to La Cocina at a below-market-rate rent for at least seven years until construction begins for
an affordable housing development on site. The project exemplifies a creative interim
activation model for future affordable housing developments and ground floor retail in San
Francisco. The food hall aligns with the City’s mission to activate vacant buildings and fill
storefronts in the Tenderloin to help enhance and improve safety. OEWD is providing
financial and technical support to La Cocina on the permitting process.
 
La Cocina businesses have left their mark on the Bay Area food scene with 30 brick and
mortar locations in San Francisco, Berkeley, Marin, Walnut Creek and Palo Alto. La Cocina
provides working class food entrepreneurs, many of whom have historically had limited
access to economic opportunities, the chance to create self-sufficient businesses that benefit
local communities.

“La Cocina believes that talent exists everywhere. In an economy with skyrocketing income
inequality, opportunity is unfairly distributed. By investing in working class entrepreneurs in a
neighborhood that has long been home to so many of the immigrants who move to our city to
seek out better lives, this marketplace truly represents the power of creating opportunities with
equity in mind,” said La Cocina’s Deputy Director Leticia Landa.

“I think it’s going to be something really wonderful for this area to have a space we can come
to with our families to eat lunch or dinner and just relax and enjoy. We don’t really have any
places like that so this project is going to be very important for my family,” said Chef
Guadalupe Moreno, the owner of Mi Morena and a participant in La Cocina’s Culinary
Incubator Program.
 
Marketplaces have been important catalysts in the revitalization of neighborhoods. Shared
marketplaces lower the barriers to entry, mitigate the risk imposed on low-income
entrepreneurs, and increase equity in business ownership. The food hall model also enables
business owners to share the cost of maintenance and reduce the individual burden felt by high
rents, electricity bills, staffing salaries, general maintenance, and other operating costs that
often cut into already thin margins. The Marketplace represents the biggest leap in La
Cocina’s history and offers an innovative and replicable model for equitable development for
cities nationwide.
 
In addition to the City’s integral support, La Cocina Municipal Marketplace is made possible
through pro bono architectural services offered by Perkins+Will, a committee of real estate



development mentors, design firms LMNOP and Office, BCCI Construction and individual,
corporate and foundation donor supporters. La Cocina has raised 64% of their $5 million
fundraising goal for construction and project implementation and seeks visionary funders to
join the City of San Francisco in creating spaces that serve all our City’s residents. The City of
San Francisco has pledged $1.5 million in support of the project.

About La Cocina
La Cocina is a 501(c)3 nonprofit that works to solve problems of equity in business
ownership, inclusivity in the mainstream American marketplace, barriers to entry for women,
people of color and immigrant business owners and the too-high cost of entry for the food
industry generally. In an increasingly expensive economy, La Cocina businesses graduate at a
rate that far exceeds the national average, outperforming other food industry clusters despite
the severe limits on capital that our entrepreneurs have. Find more information at
www.lacocinasf.org.
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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: Support WF365 at 1600 Jackson
Date: Monday, September 24, 2018 12:58:54 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Rahaim, John (CPC)
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 12:42 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support WF365 at 1600 Jackson

-----Original Message-----
From: Nancy Arbuckle [mailto:crockerbuckle@mindspring.com]
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 12:23 PM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: Support WF365 at 1600 Jackson

Re: Case #2016-00378CUA
SUPPORT

Dear Commissioners,

I am 60+ years old and have to walk a long way from my apartment on Hyde Street to get groceries. Lugging a few
full bags back is pretty difficult. I would love to see a Whole Foods 365 Market nearby. The neighborhood needs
such a store and would greatly benefit from such an establishment at 1600 Jackson Street.

What’s more, the current eyesore that that block has been for far too long could be transformed into a vibrant
community space with lots of foot traffic. And without too much construction. What a win-win-win this project
would be: the neighborhood could have a needed and thriving grocery store; a sturdy and historical building could
be easily repurposed for such use; a dead zone in the neighborhood could regain its place in the community.

I urge you to allow this project to go forward. Its time has surely come.

Thank you for the opportunity to add my voice.

Sincerely,

Nancy Arbuckle
2111 Hyde Street, Apt. 306

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
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mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:crockerbuckle@mindspring.com


San Francisco, CA 94109



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods on Polk
Date: Monday, September 24, 2018 11:06:33 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: Patrick Traughber [mailto:patricktraughber@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 5:57 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas
(CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods on Polk
 
Hi Planning Commissioners,
 
Please approve the Whole Foods on Polk ASAP. If you can fast track housing construction on
it, that's great too. But please just move more quickly and approve the project. 
 
Thanks,
Patrick 
I live nearby
 

 
--
Patrick Traughber
patricktraughber@gmail.com
310.940.3273
San Francisco, CA

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:patricktraughber@gmail.com


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: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods 365 project
Date: Monday, September 24, 2018 11:06:25 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: Kay Rousseau [mailto:krousseau2@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 6:04 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods 365 project
 
I am writing again to urge you to support this vital project. I live in the Russian
Hill neighborhood and everyone I speak with supports the opening of this market.
It is good for the neighborhood and it is good for the city.
Please do not delay this matter any further.
Thank you !
 
~Kay Rousseau
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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: 2918 Mission Street Environmental Review
Date: Monday, September 24, 2018 11:05:24 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: J P [mailto:startswithj@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, September 22, 2018 10:33 AM
To: Moore, Julie (CPC-PUC)
Cc: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Re: 2918 Mission Street Environmental Review
 
Please deny this project. 
 
It's too tall for the area. The norm here is two or three stories, not eight. The developer is
seeking to override City heigh limits using a State loophole, by offering 11% "affordable"
(below-market-rate) units. 
 
One dollar below market rate is still half this area's median salary; that's not affordable! 
 
If he were willing to build half this height, he'd have been approved years ago. But his
motivation is greed. My neighbors and I don't want this. And the developer doesn't even live
in San Francisco. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
On Fri, Sep 21, 2018 at 11:02 AM, Moore, Julie (CPC-PUC) <julie.moore@sfgov.org> wrote:
Dear sir or madam:
 
You are receiving this notice because you commented on the Notice of Project Receiving
Environmental Review for the 2918-2924 Mission Street Project.
Environmental Planning has issued a revised Initial Study-Community Plan Evaluation. The
initial study can be downloaded directly here:
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0376ENV_2918%20Mission%20Initial%20Study-
CPE_09.20.2018.pdf
 
The shadow analysis technical report is a large file which is also available for download from
our website here:
PIM > 2918 Mission St > Planning Apps > 2014.0376ENV > Related Documents.
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A hearing regarding the Conditional Use Authorization for the project is scheduled at the
Planning Commission on September 27th.
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.
 
Regards,
 
 
 
Julie Moore, Senior Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8733 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support of Whole Foods 365 Project Polk Street
Date: Monday, September 24, 2018 11:05:04 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: Mike Zwiefelhofer [mailto:zwief@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, September 23, 2018 9:42 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas
(CPC)
Subject: Support of Whole Foods 365 Project Polk Street
 
Commissioners,
 
This letter is to voice my support for the Wholefoods 365 project on Polk Street.  I believe it would
only enhance the neighborhood and I’m tired of seeing that building sit there empty and going to
waste.  It’s hard enough to fill vacancies in San Francisco and now we have a company willing to take
over a very large vacancy and it needs to be done. 
 
Mike Zwiefelhofer
(916) 806-3610
zwief@hotmail.com
LinkedIn:  www.linkedin.com/in/mikezwiefelhofer
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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; 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: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SAN FRANCISCO TRANSIT WEEK
Date: Monday, September 24, 2018 10:56:22 AM
Attachments: 9.24.18 Transit Riders Week.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: Monday, September 24, 2018 10:54 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SAN FRANCISCO TRANSIT WEEK
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, September 24, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SAN FRANCISCO TRANSIT

WEEK
 
“Transit Week is an opportunity for the public to celebrate what is great about our
transportation system and focus on solving the challenges it faces. Whether you ride Muni,
BART, or Caltrain, our riders deserve to know that their trains and buses will arrive on time
and get them where they need to go. As our city continues to grow, we need to modernize and
expand our public transportation system, or we are going to force more and more people to
rely on private automobiles, making the gridlock on our streets even worse. No one wants
more traffic or the pollution that comes with each additional car. This week, I will be taking
the Transit Riders’ Transit Week pledge to ride public transportation daily, but more
importantly I will continue working every day to make sure our transportation system is not
only meeting the basic needs of today’s riders, but the future needs of our growing city.”
 

###
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, September 24, 2018 


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


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SAN FRANCISCO TRANSIT 


WEEK 
 


“Transit Week is an opportunity for the public to celebrate what is great about our transportation 


system and focus on solving the challenges it faces. Whether you ride Muni, BART, or Caltrain, 


our riders deserve to know that their trains and buses will arrive on time and get them where they 


need to go. As our city continues to grow, we need to modernize and expand our public 


transportation system, or we are going to force more and more people to rely on private 


automobiles, making the gridlock on our streets even worse. No one wants more traffic or the 


pollution that comes with each additional car. This week, I will be taking the Transit Riders’ 


Transit Week pledge to ride public transportation daily, but more importantly I will continue 


working every day to make sure our transportation system is not only meeting the basic needs of 


today’s riders, but the future needs of our growing city.” 


 


### 


 


 







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case #2016-00378CUA- Whole Foods 365 at 1600Jackson Street —Letter of Support
Date: Friday, September 21, 2018 2:11:40 PM
Importance: High

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: Richard Sherrie [mailto:sherrichard61@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 1:37 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: Case #2016-00378CUA- Whole Foods 365 at 1600Jackson Street —Letter of Support
Importance: High

Dear Commissioners,

I am an owner at 1650 Jackson St., I am disabled and use a wheelchair, to have store that I can wheel to from my
condo would be a much needed asset to me and the other disabled owners in my building. We would not have to use
a bus which is hard for us. We would not need a taxi, which is expensive for us.

Mainly it would benefit the entire neighborhood where we only have a few small foo stores, which are more
expensive and do not have a good selection. This space also has parking for everyone surround the area to be able to
market and park!!

Everyone in the neighborhood would like Whole Foods to become a part of our neighborhood, and represents an
upgrade to the Polk Street shops. We are tired of seeing all the small stores disappear because they are not meeting
our needs, and feel Whole Food would revitalize the area and bring more customers to the other small businesses on
Polk St. rather than hinder them!

Please accept my letter of support to present at the next meeting Oct.4th.

Sherrie Richard and my friends listed below
Geoff Decker
Daniel ONeill
Cindy ONeill
Dany Vallerand
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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: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); STACY, KATE

(CAT); Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR)
Subject: CPC Calendars for September 27, 2018
Date: Friday, September 21, 2018 2:06:27 PM
Attachments: 20180927_cal.pdf

20180927_cal.docx
Advance Calendar - 20180927.xlsx
CPC Hearing Results 2018.docx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for September 27, 2018.
 
Enjoy the weekend weather!
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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Commission Chambers, Room 400 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
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Thursday, September 27, 2018 
1:00 p.m. 


Regular Meeting 
 


Commissioners: 
Rich Hillis, President 


Myrna Melgar, Vice President 
Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel,  


Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards 
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Jonas P. Ionin 


 
 


Hearing Materials are available at: 
Website: http://www.sfplanning.org 


Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400 
Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422 


 
 


Commission Hearing Broadcasts: 
Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org 


Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78 
Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26 


 
 
 


Disability and language accommodations available upon request to: 
 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance. 
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the 
City and County exist to conduct the people's business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City 
operations are open to the people's review. 
  
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the 
Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for 
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents. 
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 
554-5163; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. 
  
Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at 
www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist 
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity.  For more information about 
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday 
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at 
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in 
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: 
Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para 
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 
規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提


出要求。 
 
TAGALOG: 
Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), 
mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  
 
RUSSIAN: 
Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством 
на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала 
слушания.  
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Rich Hillis 


 Vice-President: Myrna Melgar  
  Commissioners:                 Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel,  
   Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards 
 
 
A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 
 


The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may 
choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or 
to hear the item on this calendar. 


 
1. 2016-000378CUA (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


1600 JACKSON STREET – north side of Jackson Street, between Polk Street and Van Ness 
Avenues, Lots 002 and 003 in Assessor’s Block 0595 (District 3) – Request for Conditional 
Use Authorization to allow a new General Grocery store (a Retail Sales and Services Use) 
operating as a Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. “365 by Whole Foods”) at the subject property, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 703(d), 703.4, and 723. The proposed 
project would involve both interior and exterior tenant improvements to the existing two-
story-over-garage building, with no expansion of the existing structure. The proposed 
project would utilize the existing below-grade parking garage with 70 vehicular parking 
spaces (one to be reserved for car-sharing) and off-street loading dock fronting Jackson 
Street, while adding 21 bicycle parking spaces (5 Class I and 16 Class 2 spaces) where none 
existed before. The General Grocery store would occupy the entirety of the existing 
structure containing approximately 43,900 gross square feet, with a take-out food area 
located on floor one, dining/seating area on floor two, and accessory office space on floor 
two.  The proposed project does not constitute a change of use as the previous use (d.b.a. 
“Lombardi Sports”) and the proposed use are both considered Retail Sales and Services 
Uses under the Planning Code. 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 
(Continued from Regular hearing on July 26, 2018) 
NOTE: On April 26, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 26, 
2018, by a vote of +4 -2 (Moore and Richards against; Melgar absent).  
On July 26, 2018, without hearing, continued to September 27, 2018 by a vote of + 6 -0 
(Hillis absent). 
(Proposed Continuance to October 4, 2018) 


 
2. 2018-004644CUA (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177) 


619 DIVISADERO STREET – west side of Divisadero Street between Grove and Hayes Streets, 
Lots 039-054 in Assessor’s Block 1201 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 759, to establish a 
Formula Retail use (d.b.a. “CorePower Yoga”) and to allow hours of operation from 5:30 
a.m. to 11:00 p.m. daily. The subject property is located within a Divisadero Street NCT 
(Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning 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). 
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Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on September 6, 2018) 
Note: On September 6, 2018, after hearing the commission adopted a motion of intent to 
Disapprove and continued to September 27, 2018 by a vote of +4 -3 (Fong, Melgar, and 
Hillis against). 
(Proposed Continuance to October 11, 2018) 


 
3. 2018-010759PCA (D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082) 


MISSION ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT AND MISSION STREET 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT – Planning Code Amendment 
introduced by Supervisor Ronen amending the Planning Code to require Conditional Use 
Authorization for Restaurants and prohibit new brewpubs within a subarea of the Mission 
Alcoholic Beverage Special Use District; to establish limits on the number of eating and 
drinking establishments, require Conditional Use Authorization for replacing Legacy 
Businesses and new bars, prohibit mergers of commercial space resulting in greater than 
1,500 gross square feet, require ground-floor non-residential tenant space for large 
projects, and expand Philanthropic Service and Light Manufacturing uses in the Mission 
Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District; affirming the Planning Department’s 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 
101.1; and making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning 
Code Section 302. Status update on the Mission Action Plan 2020 (MAP 2020) will also be 
heard as an informational item accompanying the Planning Code Amendment. 
(Proposed Continuance to October 11, 2018) 


 
4. 2018-007507MAP (A. STARR: (415) 558-6362) 


1650-1680 MISSION STREET [BF 180474] – Zoning Map Amendment, sponsored by the 
Department of Real Estate, to rezone 1650, 1660, and 1670 Mission Street, Assessor’s 
Parcel Block No. 3512, Lot Nos.005, 006, and 008, from their current designation as NCT-3 
(Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit District) to C-3-G (Downtown General 
Commercial), and to rezone 1680 Mission Street, Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 3512, Lot Nos. 
009 and 010, from its current designation as P (Public) to C-3-G; affirming the Planning 
Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making 
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning 
Code, Section 101.1; and making findings of public necessity, convenience, and general 
welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 
(Continued from Regular hearing on August 23, 2018) 
(Proposed Continuance to October 25, 2018) 


 
5a. 2013.1037C (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 


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 a 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). 
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Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular Meeting on June 21, 2018) 
(Proposed Continuance to November 8, 2018) 


 
5b. 2013.1037V (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 


650 DIVISADERO STREET – southeast corner of Divisadero and Grove Streets; Lot 002B in 
Assessor’s Block 1202 (District 5) - Request for Rear Yard Modification pursuant to Planning 
Code Section 134 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 a Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) 
District, the Fringe Financial Services Restricted Use District and 65-A Height and Bulk 
District.  
(Continued from Regular Meeting on June 21, 2018) 
(Proposed Continuance to November 8, 2018) 
 


6. 2018-002007CUA (A. LINDSAY: (415) 575-9178) 
318 MAIN STREET – southwest corner of  the Folsom Street and Main Street intersection, 
Lot 064  of Assessor’s Block 3746 (District 9) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3 and 303(c), to install a permanent rooftop AT&T 
Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility which will replace an existing 
temporary rooftop wireless facility. The project scope of work consists of installation of (3) 
new panel antennas screened behind a new radio-frequency (RF) transparent screen wall; 
installation of (6) new RRHs; reusing (6) existing panel antennas and ancillary equipment 
screened behind existing RF transparent screen walls; and installation of ancillary 
equipment. All antennas, RF screen walls, cabling, and brackets will be painted and 
textured to match the existing penthouse building wall as part of the AT&T Mobility 
Telecommunications Network. The subject property is located within a RC-4 (Residential – 
Commercial, High Density) and 400-W Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
(Proposed Continuance to November 29, 2018) 


 
B. CONSENT CALENDAR  


 
All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the 
Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There 
will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or 
staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and 
considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing 


 
7. 2018-008669CUA (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177) 


750 POST STREET – north side of Post Street, between Leavenworth and Jones Streets, Lot 
005 in Assessor’s Block 0299 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use authorization 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3 and 303 to permit the establishment an 
Institutional Use (d.b.a. Goodwill) including ground-floor retail, job training, and 
administrative office use accessory to the Institutional use. The project also includes 
interior alterations and façade alterations, including the removal of the existing window 
awnings at the ground floor, window replacement, removal of metal bars on ground floor 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-008669CUA.pdf
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windows, and the creation of new double doors at the west side of the façade. The project 
site is located within a RC-4 (Residential – Commercial, High Density) Zoning District and 
80-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). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
 


8. 2018-007452CUA (G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8741) 
2401 TARAVAL STREET – between 34th and 35th Streets, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 2391 
(District 8) - Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 
303, 317, and 733 for the conversion of an existing dwelling unit into a Child Care Facility 
(d.b.a. Casa dei Bambini) at an existing two-story, single family residential building within 
a Taraval 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 


 
C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


9. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for September 6, 2018 – Joint  
• Draft Minutes for September 6, 2018 – Regular  
• Draft Minutes for September 13, 2018 


 
10. Commission Comments/Questions 


• Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may 
make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to 
the Commissioner(s). 


• Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take 
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that 
could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of 
the Planning Commission. 


 
D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


 
11. Director’s Announcements 
 
12. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic 


Preservation Commission 
  


E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 


At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With 
respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the 
item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to 
three minutes. 


 
 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-007452CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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F. REGULAR CALENDAR   
 


The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that 
the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
13. 2018-007507GPA-2 (A. STARR: (415) 558-6362) 


MARKET AND OCTAVIA PLAN AMENDMENT FOR 1650-1680 MISSION STREET –  Initiation of 
a General Plan Amendment to amend the San Francisco General Plan to revise Map 1 of 
the Market and Octavia Plan to include 1650, 1660, 1670 and 1680 Mission Street, 
Assessor’s Block No. 3512, Lot Nos. 005, 006, 008, 009, and 010 in the C-3-G, Downtown 
General zoning area; and making environmental findings, findings of consistency with the 
General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and findings of 
public necessity, convenience and welfare under Planning Code, Section 340. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate and Schedule for Adoption on or After October 25, 2018 


 
14a. 2018-008654GPA (A. BUTKUS: (415) 575-9129) 


175 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE – Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan to revise 
Map 1 of the Downtown Area Plan to include 175 Golden Gate Avenue, Assessor’s Block 
No. 0349, Lot No. 11, in the C-3-G, Downtown General area; affirming the Planning 
Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making 
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning 
Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under 
Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve 


 
14b. 2018-008654MAP (A. BUTKUS: (415) 575-9129) 


175 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE – Ordinance amending the Planning Code and Zoning Map to 
rezone the building at 175 Golden Gate Avenue (De Marillac Academy), Assessor’s Parcel 
Block No. 0349, Lot No. 011, from RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) to C-3-G 
(Commercial, Downtown General); affirming the Planning Department’s determination 
under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with 
the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and 
findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve 


 
14c. 2018-008654PCA (A. BUTKUS: (415) 575-9129) 


175 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE – Ordinance amending the Planning Code to designate  the 
building at 175 Golden Gate Avenue (De Marillac Academy), Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 
0349, Lot No. 011, for preservation purposes as a Category III, Contributory Building; 
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental 
Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight 
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve 
 
 
 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-007507GPA-2.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-008654GPAPCAMAP.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-008654GPAPCAMAP.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-008654GPAPCAMAP.pdf
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15. 2014.0376CUA (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823) 
2918 MISSION STREET – west side of Mission Street between 25th and 26th Streets, Lots 002, 
002A and 003 in the Assessor’s Block 6529 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 121.7 and 303, for Development 
of Large Lots in Neighborhood Commercial Districts and lot merger resulting in a lot 
frontage greater than 100 feet in the Mission Street NCT, for the project involving the new 
construction of an eight-story (84’-8”tall), 67,066 sq. ft. mixed-use building with 75 
dwelling units, 6,954 sq. ft. of ground floor retail and 76 Class 1 and 14 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces. The proposed project would utilize the State Density Bonus Law (California 
Government Code Sections 65915‐65918), and proposes waivers for rear yard, open space, 
dwelling unit exposure, height and bulk. The project site is located within a Mission St NCT 
(Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District, and 45-X, 55-X and 65-B Height and 
Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
16a. 2017-016476CUA (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


420 TAYLOR STREET – east side of Taylor Street, between Geary and O’Farrell Streets, Lot 
010 in Assessor’s Block 0316 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to 
establish a Non-Retail Sales and Service Use (Office Use) at the ground and basement 
floors, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303. The proposed project would 
construct a new, approximately 5,000 square foot mezzanine level and convert 34,910 
square feet of Public Parking Garage (Retail Automotive Use) at the basement and ground 
floors into Non-Retail Sales and Service Use (Office Use).  The project would also add 925 
square feet of Retail Sales and Service Use at the ground floor, while adding 15 Class 1 
bicycle parking spaces where none existed before, and 4 Class 2 bicycle spaces. The 
proposed project would involve both interior and exterior tenant improvements to the 
existing four-story-over-garage building, with no expansion of the existing building 
envelope, adding new building entrances and windows within the three existing parking 
entrances, while eliminating the three existing curb cuts. The subject building is listed as 
an Article 11, Category IV contributory building within the Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter 
Conservation District. As the project involves minor changes to the exterior of the building, 
the proposed project also requires a Minor Permit to Alter. 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 hearing on July 26, 2018) 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
16b. 2017-016476OFA (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


420 TAYLOR STREET – east side of Taylor Street, between Geary and O’Farrell Streets, Lot 
010 in Assessor’s Block 0316 (District 3) – Request for Office Allocation from the Office 
Development Annual Limit, authorizing up to 38,791 square feet of General Office Use, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 321 and 322. The proposed project would construct a 
new, approximately 5,000 square foot mezzanine level and convert 34,910 square feet of 
Public Parking Garage (Retail Automotive Use) at the basement and ground floors into 
Non-Retail Sales and Service Use (Office Use). The project would also add 925 square feet 
of Retail Sales and Service Use at the ground floor, while adding 15 Class 1 bicycle parking 
spaces where none existed before, and 4 Class 2 bicycle spaces. The proposed project 
would involve both interior and exterior tenant improvements to the existing four-story-



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2014.0376CUAc1.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-016476CUAOFA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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over-garage building, with no expansion of the existing building envelope, adding new 
building entrances and windows within the three existing parking entrances, while 
eliminating the three existing curb cuts. The subject building is listed as an Article 11, 
Category IV contributory building within the Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter Conservation 
District. As the project involves minor changes to the exterior of the building, the proposed 
project also requires a Minor Permit to Alter. 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 hearing on July 26, 2018) 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
17a. 2017-006454SHD (L. AJELLO: (415) 575-9142) 


858 STANYAN STREET – northeast corner of Stanyan and Frederick Streets, Lot 021, in 
Assessor’s Block 1262 (District 5) – Request for Shadow Determination, pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 295, the project requires authorization from the Planning 
Commission for shadow impacts on the nearby Golden Gate Park. The proposal is to 
renovate the ground floor commercial space and construct a four-story vertical addition 
with three residential units with private roof decks.  The subject property is within a NC-1 
(Neighborhood Commercial, Cluster) Zoning District and 50-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: Adopt Shadow Findings 
 


17b. 2017-006454VAR (L. AJELLO: (415) 575-9142) 
858 STANYAN STREET – northeast corner of Stanyan and Frederick Streets, Lot 021, in 
Assessor’s Block 1262 (District 5) – Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 134, to modify the rear yard requirement and Planning code Section 145.1, to 
modify active uses on the ground floor for the five-story mixed-use project that includes 
approximately 900 square feet of ground floor commercial space, three dwelling units 
above and three off-street parking spaces. The subject property is within a NC-1 
(Neighborhood Commercial, Cluster) Zoning District and 50-X Height and Bulk District. 


 
18. 2015-010013ENV (J. MOORE: (415) 575-8733) 


30 OTIS STREET – north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis and 12th Streets and 
South Van Ness Avenue, Lots 010, 012, 013, 016, and 018 in Assessor’s Block 3505 (District 
6) – Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project would 
demolish five existing buildings and construct a new residential building with ground-floor 
retail and arts activity uses. The proposed building includes a 9-story (85-foot tall) podium 
across the entire site and a 26-story (250-foot tall) tower at the corner of Otis and 12th 
Streets. The 398,365 gross square-foot building would include 416 dwelling units ranging 
from studios to two-bedroom units, 2,199 square feet of ground floor retail, 15,993 square 
feet of arts activities space for the City Ballet School, 31,290 square feet of usable open 
space, 95 residential parking spaces and 3 car-share spaces, and 224 Class 1 and 32 Class 2 
bicycle parking spaces. Lastly, the project would expand the existing sidewalk on the west 
side of 12th Street to create an approximately 7,200-square foot public plaza at the corner 
of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue. The project site is located in a C-3-G (Downtown 
Commercial, General) District, a NCT-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) 
District, a Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, and 85/250-R-2 
and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-006454SHDVAR.pdf
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NOTE: The public hearing on the Draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for the 
Draft EIR ended on July 27, 2018. The Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR was 
published on September 13, 2018. The Responses to Comments document together with 
the Draft EIR constitute the Final EIR. Public comment will be received when the item is 
called during the hearing. However, comments submitted will not be included in the Final 
EIR. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Certify the Final EIR 
 


19a. 2015-010013ENV (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 
30 OTIS STREET – north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis and 12th Streets and 
South Van Ness Avenue, Lots 010, 012, 013, 016, and 018 in Assessor’s Block 3505 (District 
6) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of Adoption of CEQA Findings under 
the California Environmental Quality Act. The proposed project would demolish five 
existing buildings and construct a new residential building with ground-floor retail and 
arts activity uses. The proposed building includes a 9-story (85-foot tall) podium across the 
entire site and a 26-story (250-foot tall) tower at the corner of Otis and 12th Streets. The 
398,365 gross square-foot building would include 416 dwelling units ranging from studios 
to two-bedroom units, 2,199 square feet of ground floor retail, 15,993 square feet of arts 
activities space for the City Ballet School, 31,290 square feet of usable open space, 95 
residential parking spaces and 3 car-share spaces, and 224 Class 1 and 32 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces. Lastly, the project would expand the existing sidewalk on the west side of 
12th Street to create an approximately 7,200-square foot public plaza at the corner of 12th 
Street and South Van Ness Avenue. The project site is located in a C-3-G (Downtown 
Commercial, General) District, a NCT-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) 
District, the Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, and 85/250-R-2 
and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt CEQA Findings 
 


19b. 2015-010013DNX (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 
30 OTIS STREET – north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis and 12th Streets and 
South Van Ness Avenue, Lots 010, 012, 013, 016, and 018 in Assessor’s Block 3505 (District 
6) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of a Downtown Project Authorization 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 309, with exceptions to requirements for Ground Level 
Wind Currents (Section 148) and Lot Coverage (Section 249.33). The proposed project 
would demolish five existing buildings and construct a new residential building with 
ground-floor retail and arts activity uses. The proposed building includes a 9-story (85-foot 
tall) podium across the entire site and a 26-story (250-foot tall) tower at the corner of Otis 
and 12th Streets. The 398,365 gross square-foot building would include 416 dwelling units 
ranging from studios to two-bedroom units, 2,199 square feet of ground floor retail, 
15,993 square feet of arts activities space for the City Ballet School, 31,290 square feet of 
usable open space, 95 residential parking spaces and 3 car-share spaces, and 224 Class 1 
and 32 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. Lastly, the project would expand the existing 
sidewalk on the west side of 12th Street to create an approximately 7,200-square foot 
public plaza at the corner of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue. The project site is 
located in a C-3-G (Downtown Commercial, General) District, a NCT-3 (Moderate-Scale 
Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District, a Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential 
Special Use District, and 85/250-R-2 and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-010013ENVDNXVARSHD.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-010013ENVDNXVARSHD.pdf
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Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
 


19c. 2015-010013SHD (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 
30 OTIS STREET – north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis and 12th Streets and 
South Van Ness Avenue, Lots 010, 012, 013, 016, and 018 in Assessor’s Block 3505 (District 
6) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of a Shadow Determination that the 
project shadow would be insignificant to the use of the proposed 11th and Natoma Park 
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission (Section 295). The proposed 
project would demolish five existing buildings and construct a new residential building 
with ground-floor retail and arts activity uses. The proposed building includes a 9-story 
(85-foot tall) podium across the entire site and a 26-story (250-foot tall) tower at the corner 
of Otis and 12th Streets. The 398,365 gross square-foot building would include 416 
dwelling units ranging from studios to two-bedroom units, 2,199 square feet of ground 
floor retail, 15,993 square feet of arts activities space for the City Ballet School, 31,290 
square feet of usable open space, 95 residential parking spaces and 3 car-share spaces, and 
224 Class 1 and 32 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. Lastly, the project would expand the 
existing sidewalk on the west side of 12th Street to create an approximately 7,200-square 
foot public plaza at the corner of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue. The project site is 
located in a C-3-G (Downtown Commercial, General) District, a NCT-3 (Moderate-Scale 
Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District, a Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential 
Special Use District, and 85/250-R-2 and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Shadow Findings 
 


19d. 2015-010013VAR (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 
30 OTIS STREET – north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis and 12th Streets and 
South Van Ness Avenue, Lots 010, 012, 013, 016, and 018 in Assessor’s Block 3505 (District 
6) – Request for Zoning Administrator consideration of Variance requests from Awning 
obstructions (Section 136.1), Exposure (Section 140), and Ground Floor Ceiling Height 
(Section 145.1(c)(4)); consideration of a Rear Yard Modification for that portion of the 
project site zoned NCT-3 (Section 134(e)(1)); and consideration of an Elevator Height 
Exemption Waiver (Section 260(b)(1)(B)). The proposed project would demolish five 
existing buildings and construct a new residential building with ground-floor retail and 
arts activity uses. The proposed building includes a 9-story (85-foot tall) podium across the 
entire site and a 26-story (250-foot tall) tower at the corner of Otis and 12th Streets. The 
398,365 gross square-foot building would include 416 dwelling units ranging from studios 
to two-bedroom units, 2,199 square feet of ground floor retail, 15,993 square feet of arts 
activities space for the City Ballet School, 31,290 square feet of usable open space, 95 
residential parking spaces and 3 car-share spaces, and 224 Class 1 and 32 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces. Lastly, the project would expand the existing sidewalk on the west side of 
12th Street to create an approximately 7,200-square foot public plaza at the corner of 12th 
Street and South Van Ness Avenue. The project site is located in a C-3-G (Downtown 
Commercial, General) District, a NCT-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) 
District, a Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, and 85/250-R-2 
and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. 


 
20a. 2011.1356TZU (L. CHEN: (415) 575-9124) 


CENTRAL SOMA PLAN – Proposed Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map 
Amendments - Public hearing to consider substantive amendments to the proposed 
Central SoMa Plan as introduced at the Board of Supervisors Land Use & Transportation 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-010013ENVDNXVARSHD.pdf
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Committee on July 23, 2018, including 1) amending the Planning Code and Administrative 
Code to give effect to the Central SoMa Plan; 2) amending the Zoning Maps, including 
zoning, height, and bulk limits, and Special Use Districts, to give effect to the Central SoMa 
Plan; 3) amending the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program; and, 4) making 
findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 5) making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 
101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code 
Section 302. 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 hearing on September 13, 2018) 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 
 


20b. 2018-004477PCA (P. IKEZOE: (415) 575-9137) 
CENTRAL SOMA HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT – Proposed Planning Code and 
Business and Tax Regulations Code Amendments - Public hearing to consider substantive 
amendments to the proposed Central SoMa Plan as introduced at the Board of Supervisors 
Land Use & Transportation Committee on July 23, 2018, including 1) amending the 
Business and Tax Regulations Code and the Planning Code to establish the Central SoMa 
Housing Sustainability District; 2) making findings under the California Environmental 
Quality Act; and 3) making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight 
priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code Section 302. 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 hearing on September 13, 2018) 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 


 
G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR   
 


The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; 
followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed 
by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be 
advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or 
their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
21. 2017-008396DRP-02 (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 


2515 BROADWAY – south side of Broadway between Scott and Pierce Streets; Lot 017 in 
Assessor’s Block 0584 (District 2) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
Application No. 2017.06.26.0318, for the construction of a two-story horizontal rear 
addition to the existing single-family dwelling within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-
Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 


 
22. 2017-006815DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


48 CLIFFORD TERRACE – between Roosevelt Way and Upper Terrace; Lot 019 in Assessor’s 
Block 2618 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application 
No. 2017.0523.7451, for construction of a 491 sq. ft. roof deck on an existing 3-story, 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/Central%20SOMA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-008396DRP-02.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-006815DRP%20packet.pdf
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single-family residence at 48 Clifford terrace 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:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 
 


23. 2016-003314DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 
180 VIENNA STREET – between Avalon and Peru Streets; Lot 016 in Assessor’s Block 5958 
(District 11) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 
2016.0114.7155, for construction of a horizontal addition (the first and second story 
extending 17’-0”  from the existing rear wall and the basement extending 23’-0” from the 
existing rear wall) at the rear of the existing 2-story single-family home within a RH-1  
(Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This 
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant 
to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 


 
24. 2017-003846DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


765 VERMONT STREET – between 19th and 20th Streets; Lot 011B in Assessor’s Block 4074 
(District 10) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 
2017.0307.0825, for construction of a 962 sq. ft. vertical addition, set back 12’ from the 
front façade, and roof deck over an existing 2-story single-family home 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:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 


 
ADJOURNMENT 
  



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-003314DRP.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-003846DRP.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  
REGARDING PROPOSED MODIFICATION OF 


 DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
(OCTOBER 11, 2018) 


 


Case No. 2015-005848DVA-05: Modification of 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project Development 
Agreement [Board File No. 180891], located on the south side of Market Street between 12th and Brady 
Streets; Assessor’s Block 3505 Lots 001, 007, 008, 027, 028, 029, 031, 031A, 032, 032A, 033, 033A, and 035 
(District 6) –– On October 11, 2018, the Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to consider a 
Request for Approval of Modifications to the Development Agreement between the City and County of San 
Francisco and “Strada Brady, LLC” in association with the 1629 Market Street Project. The proposed 
modifications to the Development Agreement will allow the use of affordable housing credits. The 
proposed modification to the Development Agreement will address the project’s affordable housing 
commitments.  Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 56.4(c) the Director of Planning has 
received and accepted a complete application for the above-mentioned development agreement which is 
available for review by the public at the Planning Department in Planning Department Case File 2015-
005848DVA-05. 
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Privacy Policy 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be 
made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department's website or in other 
public documents. 
 
Hearing Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year 
and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.  
 
Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.  
 When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  


Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder 
sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended. 


 
Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are 
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or 
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use 
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings). 
 
For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the 
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, 


engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request 
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the 
hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair. 


3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a 
period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 
min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the 
organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized 
presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written 
application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  
Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers. 


4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) 
minutes. 


5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) 
minutes. 


6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing. 
7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it. 
8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three 


(3) minutes. 
9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened 


by the Chair; 
11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or 


continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission. 
 
Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of 
four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any 
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members 
present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission). 
 
For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission 
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 
3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not 
to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors. 


5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
Hearing Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be 
delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be 
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing 
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part 
of the public record for any public hearing.  
 
Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the 
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion 
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 
 
Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record. 
 
These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to 
the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.   
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission 
hearing. 
 


Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit 
Development 


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ (P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Large Project Authorization in Eastern 
Neighborhoods  


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of 
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision 
letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an 
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 
For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of 
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. 
For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about 
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 
31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed 
within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to 
CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review 
Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared 
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a 
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence 
delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or 
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in 
accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 
66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee 
shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 


 



mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org

Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78

Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26







Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.







Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review.

 

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



For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-5163; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org.

 

Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity.  For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.

 

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 



Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.



Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 



Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 



Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.



Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.



SPANISH:

Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.



CHINESE:

規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提出要求。



TAGALOG:

Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 



RUSSIAN:

Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 







ROLL CALL:		

		President:	Rich Hillis		Vice-President:	Myrna Melgar 

		Commissioners:                	Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel, 

			Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards





A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE



The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear the item on this calendar.



1.	2016-000378CUA	(N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

1600 JACKSON STREET – north side of Jackson Street, between Polk Street and Van Ness Avenues, Lots 002 and 003 in Assessor’s Block 0595 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to allow a new General Grocery store (a Retail Sales and Services Use) operating as a Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. “365 by Whole Foods”) at the subject property, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 703(d), 703.4, and 723. The proposed project would involve both interior and exterior tenant improvements to the existing two-story-over-garage building, with no expansion of the existing structure. The proposed project would utilize the existing below-grade parking garage with 70 vehicular parking spaces (one to be reserved for car-sharing) and off-street loading dock fronting Jackson Street, while adding 21 bicycle parking spaces (5 Class I and 16 Class 2 spaces) where none existed before. The General Grocery store would occupy the entirety of the existing structure containing approximately 43,900 gross square feet, with a take-out food area located on floor one, dining/seating area on floor two, and accessory office space on floor two.  The proposed project does not constitute a change of use as the previous use (d.b.a. “Lombardi Sports”) and the proposed use are both considered Retail Sales and Services Uses under the Planning Code. 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

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 26, 2018)

NOTE: On April 26, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 26, 2018, by a vote of +4 -2 (Moore and Richards against; Melgar absent). 

On July 26, 2018, without hearing, continued to September 27, 2018 by a vote of + 6 -0 (Hillis absent).

(Proposed Continuance to October 4, 2018)



2.	2018-004644CUA	(D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

619 DIVISADERO STREET – west side of Divisadero Street between Grove and Hayes Streets, Lots 039-054 in Assessor’s Block 1201 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 759, to establish a Formula Retail use (d.b.a. “CorePower Yoga”) and to allow hours of operation from 5:30 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. daily. The subject property is located within a Divisadero Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning 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).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on September 6, 2018)

Note: On September 6, 2018, after hearing the commission adopted a motion of intent to Disapprove and continued to September 27, 2018 by a vote of +4 -3 (Fong, Melgar, and Hillis against).

(Proposed Continuance to October 11, 2018)



3.	2018-010759PCA	(D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082)

MISSION ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT AND MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT – Planning Code Amendment introduced by Supervisor Ronen amending the Planning Code to require Conditional Use Authorization for Restaurants and prohibit new brewpubs within a subarea of the Mission Alcoholic Beverage Special Use District; to establish limits on the number of eating and drinking establishments, require Conditional Use Authorization for replacing Legacy Businesses and new bars, prohibit mergers of commercial space resulting in greater than 1,500 gross square feet, require ground-floor non-residential tenant space for large projects, and expand Philanthropic Service and Light Manufacturing uses in the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1; and making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code Section 302. Status update on the Mission Action Plan 2020 (MAP 2020) will also be heard as an informational item accompanying the Planning Code Amendment.

(Proposed Continuance to October 11, 2018)



4.	2018-007507MAP	(A. STARR: (415) 558-6362)

1650-1680 MISSION STREET [BF 180474] – Zoning Map Amendment, sponsored by the Department of Real Estate, to rezone 1650, 1660, and 1670 Mission Street, Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 3512, Lot Nos.005, 006, and 008, from their current designation as NCT-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit District) to C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial), and to rezone 1680 Mission Street, Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 3512, Lot Nos. 009 and 010, from its current designation as P (Public) to C-3-G; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making findings of public necessity, convenience, and general welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 23, 2018)

(Proposed Continuance to October 25, 2018)



5a.	2013.1037C	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

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 a 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).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular Meeting on June 21, 2018)

(Proposed Continuance to November 8, 2018)



5b.	2013.1037V	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

650 DIVISADERO STREET – southeast corner of Divisadero and Grove Streets; Lot 002B in Assessor’s Block 1202 (District 5) - Request for Rear Yard Modification pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 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 a Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) District, the Fringe Financial Services Restricted Use District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. 

(Continued from Regular Meeting on June 21, 2018)

(Proposed Continuance to November 8, 2018)



6.	2018-002007CUA	(A. LINDSAY: (415) 575-9178)

318 MAIN STREET – southwest corner of  the Folsom Street and Main Street intersection, Lot 064  of Assessor’s Block 3746 (District 9) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3 and 303(c), to install a permanent rooftop AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility which will replace an existing temporary rooftop wireless facility. The project scope of work consists of installation of (3) new panel antennas screened behind a new radio-frequency (RF) transparent screen wall; installation of (6) new RRHs; reusing (6) existing panel antennas and ancillary equipment screened behind existing RF transparent screen walls; and installation of ancillary equipment. All antennas, RF screen walls, cabling, and brackets will be painted and textured to match the existing penthouse building wall as part of the AT&T Mobility Telecommunications Network. The subject property is located within a RC-4 (Residential – Commercial, High Density) and 400-W Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Proposed Continuance to November 29, 2018)



B.	CONSENT CALENDAR 



All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing



7.	2018-008669CUA	(D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

750 POST STREET – north side of Post Street, between Leavenworth and Jones Streets, Lot 005 in Assessor’s Block 0299 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3 and 303 to permit the establishment an Institutional Use (d.b.a. Goodwill) including ground-floor retail, job training, and administrative office use accessory to the Institutional use. The project also includes interior alterations and façade alterations, including the removal of the existing window awnings at the ground floor, window replacement, removal of metal bars on ground floor windows, and the creation of new double doors at the west side of the façade. The project site is located within a RC-4 (Residential – Commercial, High Density) Zoning District and 80-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).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



8.	2018-007452CUA	(G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8741)

2401 TARAVAL STREET – between 34th and 35th Streets, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 2391 (District 8) - Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 317, and 733 for the conversion of an existing dwelling unit into a Child Care Facility (d.b.a. Casa dei Bambini) at an existing two-story, single family residential building within a Taraval 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



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



9.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for September 6, 2018 – Joint 

· Draft Minutes for September 6, 2018 – Regular 

· Draft Minutes for September 13, 2018



10.	Commission Comments/Questions

· Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to the Commissioner(s).

· Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the Planning Commission.


D.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



11.	Director’s Announcements



12.	Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic Preservation Commission

	

E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes.





F. REGULAR CALENDAR  



The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



13.	2018-007507GPA-2	(A. STARR: (415) 558-6362)

MARKET AND OCTAVIA PLAN AMENDMENT FOR 1650-1680 MISSION STREET –  Initiation of a General Plan Amendment to amend the San Francisco General Plan to revise Map 1 of the Market and Octavia Plan to include 1650, 1660, 1670 and 1680 Mission Street, Assessor’s Block No. 3512, Lot Nos. 005, 006, 008, 009, and 010 in the C-3-G, Downtown General zoning area; and making environmental findings, findings of consistency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience and welfare under Planning Code, Section 340.

Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate and Schedule for Adoption on or After October 25, 2018



14a.	2018-008654GPA	(A. BUTKUS: (415) 575-9129)

175 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE – Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan to revise Map 1 of the Downtown Area Plan to include 175 Golden Gate Avenue, Assessor’s Block No. 0349, Lot No. 11, in the C-3-G, Downtown General area; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve



14b.	2018-008654MAP	(A. BUTKUS: (415) 575-9129)

175 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE – Ordinance amending the Planning Code and Zoning Map to rezone the building at 175 Golden Gate Avenue (De Marillac Academy), Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 0349, Lot No. 011, from RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) to C-3-G (Commercial, Downtown General); affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve



14c.	2018-008654PCA	(A. BUTKUS: (415) 575-9129)

175 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE – Ordinance amending the Planning Code to designate  the building at 175 Golden Gate Avenue (De Marillac Academy), Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 0349, Lot No. 011, for preservation purposes as a Category III, Contributory Building; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve





[bookmark: _GoBack]

15.	2014.0376CUA	(L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)

2918 MISSION STREET – west side of Mission Street between 25th and 26th Streets, Lots 002, 002A and 003 in the Assessor’s Block 6529 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 121.7 and 303, for Development of Large Lots in Neighborhood Commercial Districts and lot merger resulting in a lot frontage greater than 100 feet in the Mission Street NCT, for the project involving the new construction of an eight-story (84’-8”tall), 67,066 sq. ft. mixed-use building with 75 dwelling units, 6,954 sq. ft. of ground floor retail and 76 Class 1 and 14 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The proposed project would utilize the State Density Bonus Law (California Government Code Sections 65915‐65918), and proposes waivers for rear yard, open space, dwelling unit exposure, height and bulk. The project site is located within a Mission St NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District, and 45-X, 55-X and 65-B Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



16a.	2017-016476CUA	(N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

420 TAYLOR STREET – east side of Taylor Street, between Geary and O’Farrell Streets, Lot 010 in Assessor’s Block 0316 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to establish a Non-Retail Sales and Service Use (Office Use) at the ground and basement floors, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303. The proposed project would construct a new, approximately 5,000 square foot mezzanine level and convert 34,910 square feet of Public Parking Garage (Retail Automotive Use) at the basement and ground floors into Non-Retail Sales and Service Use (Office Use).  The project would also add 925 square feet of Retail Sales and Service Use at the ground floor, while adding 15 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces where none existed before, and 4 Class 2 bicycle spaces. The proposed project would involve both interior and exterior tenant improvements to the existing four-story-over-garage building, with no expansion of the existing building envelope, adding new building entrances and windows within the three existing parking entrances, while eliminating the three existing curb cuts. The subject building is listed as an Article 11, Category IV contributory building within the Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter Conservation District. As the project involves minor changes to the exterior of the building, the proposed project also requires a Minor Permit to Alter. 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 hearing on July 26, 2018)

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



16b.	2017-016476OFA	(N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

420 TAYLOR STREET – east side of Taylor Street, between Geary and O’Farrell Streets, Lot 010 in Assessor’s Block 0316 (District 3) – Request for Office Allocation from the Office Development Annual Limit, authorizing up to 38,791 square feet of General Office Use, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 321 and 322. The proposed project would construct a new, approximately 5,000 square foot mezzanine level and convert 34,910 square feet of Public Parking Garage (Retail Automotive Use) at the basement and ground floors into Non-Retail Sales and Service Use (Office Use). The project would also add 925 square feet of Retail Sales and Service Use at the ground floor, while adding 15 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces where none existed before, and 4 Class 2 bicycle spaces. The proposed project would involve both interior and exterior tenant improvements to the existing four-story-over-garage building, with no expansion of the existing building envelope, adding new building entrances and windows within the three existing parking entrances, while eliminating the three existing curb cuts. The subject building is listed as an Article 11, Category IV contributory building within the Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter Conservation District. As the project involves minor changes to the exterior of the building, the proposed project also requires a Minor Permit to Alter. 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 hearing on July 26, 2018)

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



17a.	2017-006454SHD	(L. AJELLO: (415) 575-9142)

858 STANYAN STREET – northeast corner of Stanyan and Frederick Streets, Lot 021, in Assessor’s Block 1262 (District 5) – Request for Shadow Determination, pursuant to Planning Code Section 295, the project requires authorization from the Planning Commission for shadow impacts on the nearby Golden Gate Park. The proposal is to renovate the ground floor commercial space and construct a four-story vertical addition with three residential units with private roof decks.  The subject property is within a NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial, Cluster) Zoning District and 50-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: Adopt Shadow Findings



17b.	2017-006454VAR	(L. AJELLO: (415) 575-9142)

858 STANYAN STREET – northeast corner of Stanyan and Frederick Streets, Lot 021, in Assessor’s Block 1262 (District 5) – Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Section 134, to modify the rear yard requirement and Planning code Section 145.1, to modify active uses on the ground floor for the five-story mixed-use project that includes approximately 900 square feet of ground floor commercial space, three dwelling units above and three off-street parking spaces. The subject property is within a NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial, Cluster) Zoning District and 50-X Height and Bulk District.



18.	2015-010013ENV	(J. MOORE: (415) 575-8733)

30 OTIS STREET – north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis and 12th Streets and South Van Ness Avenue, Lots 010, 012, 013, 016, and 018 in Assessor’s Block 3505 (District 6) – Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project would demolish five existing buildings and construct a new residential building with ground-floor retail and arts activity uses. The proposed building includes a 9-story (85-foot tall) podium across the entire site and a 26-story (250-foot tall) tower at the corner of Otis and 12th Streets. The 398,365 gross square-foot building would include 416 dwelling units ranging from studios to two-bedroom units, 2,199 square feet of ground floor retail, 15,993 square feet of arts activities space for the City Ballet School, 31,290 square feet of usable open space, 95 residential parking spaces and 3 car-share spaces, and 224 Class 1 and 32 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. Lastly, the project would expand the existing sidewalk on the west side of 12th Street to create an approximately 7,200-square foot public plaza at the corner of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue. The project site is located in a C-3-G (Downtown Commercial, General) District, a NCT-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District, a Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, and 85/250-R-2 and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts.

NOTE: The public hearing on the Draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for the Draft EIR ended on July 27, 2018. The Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR was published on September 13, 2018. The Responses to Comments document together with the Draft EIR constitute the Final EIR. Public comment will be received when the item is called during the hearing. However, comments submitted will not be included in the Final EIR.

Preliminary Recommendation: Certify the Final EIR



19a.	2015-010013ENV	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

30 OTIS STREET – north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis and 12th Streets and South Van Ness Avenue, Lots 010, 012, 013, 016, and 018 in Assessor’s Block 3505 (District 6) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of Adoption of CEQA Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act. The proposed project would demolish five existing buildings and construct a new residential building with ground-floor retail and arts activity uses. The proposed building includes a 9-story (85-foot tall) podium across the entire site and a 26-story (250-foot tall) tower at the corner of Otis and 12th Streets. The 398,365 gross square-foot building would include 416 dwelling units ranging from studios to two-bedroom units, 2,199 square feet of ground floor retail, 15,993 square feet of arts activities space for the City Ballet School, 31,290 square feet of usable open space, 95 residential parking spaces and 3 car-share spaces, and 224 Class 1 and 32 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. Lastly, the project would expand the existing sidewalk on the west side of 12th Street to create an approximately 7,200-square foot public plaza at the corner of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue. The project site is located in a C-3-G (Downtown Commercial, General) District, a NCT-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District, the Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, and 85/250-R-2 and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt CEQA Findings



19b.	2015-010013DNX	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

30 OTIS STREET – north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis and 12th Streets and South Van Ness Avenue, Lots 010, 012, 013, 016, and 018 in Assessor’s Block 3505 (District 6) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of a Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 309, with exceptions to requirements for Ground Level Wind Currents (Section 148) and Lot Coverage (Section 249.33). The proposed project would demolish five existing buildings and construct a new residential building with ground-floor retail and arts activity uses. The proposed building includes a 9-story (85-foot tall) podium across the entire site and a 26-story (250-foot tall) tower at the corner of Otis and 12th Streets. The 398,365 gross square-foot building would include 416 dwelling units ranging from studios to two-bedroom units, 2,199 square feet of ground floor retail, 15,993 square feet of arts activities space for the City Ballet School, 31,290 square feet of usable open space, 95 residential parking spaces and 3 car-share spaces, and 224 Class 1 and 32 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. Lastly, the project would expand the existing sidewalk on the west side of 12th Street to create an approximately 7,200-square foot public plaza at the corner of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue. The project site is located in a C-3-G (Downtown Commercial, General) District, a NCT-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District, a Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, and 85/250-R-2 and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



19c.	2015-010013SHD	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

30 OTIS STREET – north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis and 12th Streets and South Van Ness Avenue, Lots 010, 012, 013, 016, and 018 in Assessor’s Block 3505 (District 6) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of a Shadow Determination that the project shadow would be insignificant to the use of the proposed 11th and Natoma Park under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission (Section 295). The proposed project would demolish five existing buildings and construct a new residential building with ground-floor retail and arts activity uses. The proposed building includes a 9-story (85-foot tall) podium across the entire site and a 26-story (250-foot tall) tower at the corner of Otis and 12th Streets. The 398,365 gross square-foot building would include 416 dwelling units ranging from studios to two-bedroom units, 2,199 square feet of ground floor retail, 15,993 square feet of arts activities space for the City Ballet School, 31,290 square feet of usable open space, 95 residential parking spaces and 3 car-share spaces, and 224 Class 1 and 32 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. Lastly, the project would expand the existing sidewalk on the west side of 12th Street to create an approximately 7,200-square foot public plaza at the corner of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue. The project site is located in a C-3-G (Downtown Commercial, General) District, a NCT-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District, a Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, and 85/250-R-2 and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Shadow Findings



19d.	2015-010013VAR	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

30 OTIS STREET – north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis and 12th Streets and South Van Ness Avenue, Lots 010, 012, 013, 016, and 018 in Assessor’s Block 3505 (District 6) – Request for Zoning Administrator consideration of Variance requests from Awning obstructions (Section 136.1), Exposure (Section 140), and Ground Floor Ceiling Height (Section 145.1(c)(4)); consideration of a Rear Yard Modification for that portion of the project site zoned NCT-3 (Section 134(e)(1)); and consideration of an Elevator Height Exemption Waiver (Section 260(b)(1)(B)). The proposed project would demolish five existing buildings and construct a new residential building with ground-floor retail and arts activity uses. The proposed building includes a 9-story (85-foot tall) podium across the entire site and a 26-story (250-foot tall) tower at the corner of Otis and 12th Streets. The 398,365 gross square-foot building would include 416 dwelling units ranging from studios to two-bedroom units, 2,199 square feet of ground floor retail, 15,993 square feet of arts activities space for the City Ballet School, 31,290 square feet of usable open space, 95 residential parking spaces and 3 car-share spaces, and 224 Class 1 and 32 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. Lastly, the project would expand the existing sidewalk on the west side of 12th Street to create an approximately 7,200-square foot public plaza at the corner of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue. The project site is located in a C-3-G (Downtown Commercial, General) District, a NCT-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District, a Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, and 85/250-R-2 and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts.



20a.	2011.1356TZU	(L. CHEN: (415) 575-9124)

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN – Proposed Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map Amendments - Public hearing to consider substantive amendments to the proposed Central SoMa Plan as introduced at the Board of Supervisors Land Use & Transportation Committee on July 23, 2018, including 1) amending the Planning Code and Administrative Code to give effect to the Central SoMa Plan; 2) amending the Zoning Maps, including zoning, height, and bulk limits, and Special Use Districts, to give effect to the Central SoMa Plan; 3) amending the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program; and, 4) making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 5) making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code Section 302. 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 hearing on September 13, 2018)

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications



20b.	2018-004477PCA	(P. IKEZOE: (415) 575-9137)

CENTRAL SOMA HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT – Proposed Planning Code and Business and Tax Regulations Code Amendments - Public hearing to consider substantive amendments to the proposed Central SoMa Plan as introduced at the Board of Supervisors Land Use & Transportation Committee on July 23, 2018, including 1) amending the Business and Tax Regulations Code and the Planning Code to establish the Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District; 2) making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 3) making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code Section 302. 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 hearing on September 13, 2018)

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications



G. [bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR  



The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



21.	2017-008396DRP-02	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

2515 BROADWAY – south side of Broadway between Scott and Pierce Streets; Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 0584 (District 2) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.06.26.0318, for the construction of a two-story horizontal rear addition to the existing single-family dwelling within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve



22.	2017-006815DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

48 CLIFFORD TERRACE – between Roosevelt Way and Upper Terrace; Lot 019 in Assessor’s Block 2618 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0523.7451, for construction of a 491 sq. ft. roof deck on an existing 3-story, single-family residence at 48 Clifford terrace 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:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve



23.	2016-003314DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

180 VIENNA STREET – between Avalon and Peru Streets; Lot 016 in Assessor’s Block 5958 (District 11) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.0114.7155, for construction of a horizontal addition (the first and second story extending 17’-0”  from the existing rear wall and the basement extending 23’-0” from the existing rear wall) at the rear of the existing 2-story single-family home within a RH-1  (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve



24.	2017-003846DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

765 VERMONT STREET – between 19th and 20th Streets; Lot 011B in Assessor’s Block 4074 (District 10) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0307.0825, for construction of a 962 sq. ft. vertical addition, set back 12’ from the front façade, and roof deck over an existing 2-story single-family home 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:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve



ADJOURNMENT




NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

REGARDING PROPOSED MODIFICATION OF

 DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

(OCTOBER 11, 2018)



Case No. 2015-005848DVA-05: Modification of 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project Development Agreement [Board File No. 180891], located on the south side of Market Street between 12th and Brady Streets; Assessor’s Block 3505 Lots 001, 007, 008, 027, 028, 029, 031, 031A, 032, 032A, 033, 033A, and 035 (District 6) –– On October 11, 2018, the Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to consider a Request for Approval of Modifications to the Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and “Strada Brady, LLC” in association with the 1629 Market Street Project. The proposed modifications to the Development Agreement will allow the use of affordable housing credits. The proposed modification to the Development Agreement will address the project’s affordable housing commitments.  Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 56.4(c) the Director of Planning has received and accepted a complete application for the above-mentioned development agreement which is available for review by the public at the Planning Department in Planning Department Case File 2015-005848DVA-05.






Privacy Policy

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



Hearing Procedures

The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org. 



Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item. 

· When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.



Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).



For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers.

4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by the Chair;

11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.



Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).



For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor.

3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.

4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.

6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.



The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.



Hearing Materials

Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part of the public record for any public hearing. 



Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.



Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.



These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.



Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.  



Appeals

The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission hearing.



		Case Type

		Case Suffix

		Appeal Period*

		Appeal Body



		Office Allocation

		OFA (B)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals**



		Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit Development

		CUA (C)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Building Permit Application (Discretionary Review)

		DRP/DRM (D)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		EIR Certification

		ENV (E)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Coastal Zone Permit

		CTZ (P)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Planning Code Amendments by Application

		PCA (T)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Variance (Zoning Administrator action)

		VAR (V)

		10 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods 

		LPA (X)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown Residential Districts

		DNX (X)

		15-calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Zoning Map Change by Application

		MAP (Z)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors







* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter.



**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.



For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 



Challenges

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.



CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code

If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.



Protest of Fee or Exaction

You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.   



The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.
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Advance



				To:		Planning Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				September 27, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-000378CUA		1600 Jackson Street				fr: 4/26; 7/26		Foster

						Whole Foods		to: 10/4

		2018-004644CUA		619 Divisadero Street				fr: 9/6		Weissglass

						Formula Retail CUA 		to: 10/11

		2018-010759PCA		MAP2020 Status Update & Mission Retail Controls				to: 10/11		Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendments

		2018-007507GPA		1650-1680 Mission Street 				to: 10/25		Starr

						Adoption

		2018-007507MAP 		1650-1680 Mission Street 				fr: 8/23		Starr

						Rezoning 		to: 10/25

		2013.1037CUAVAR		650 Divisadero Street				fr: 7/21; 10/20; 1/26; 3/23; 4/6; 6/15; 9/28; 12/14; 3/29; 6/21		May

						new 6-story building with 60 dwelling units & ground floor retail 		to: 11/8

		2018-002007CUA		318 Main Street				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility		to: 11/29

		2018-008669CUA		750 Post Street				CB3P		Weissglass

						an Institutional Use (Social Service or Philanthropic Facility) as a Goodwill site 

		2018-008654GPA		175 Golden Gate Avenue						Butkus

						Adoption

		2018-008654PCAMAP		175 Golden Gate Avenue						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendments

		2017-016476CUAOFA		420 Taylor Street				fr: 7/26		Foster

						CUA for Office Use at ground floor; Office Conversion (Small Cap Allocation)

		2015-010013PRJ		30 Otis Street						Perry

						Downtown Project Authorization

		2018-007452CUA		2401 Taraval St						Pantoja

						removal and conversion of an existing dwelling unit into a child care facility

		2017-006454SHDVAR		858 Stanyan 						Ajello

						Shadow / Variance from Planning Code Sections 134 and 145.1

		2017-008396DRP-02		2515 Broadway						May

						Two-story rear horizontal addition, excavation

		2014.0376CUA 		2918 Mission Street 						Hoagland

						construct 8-story, 75 residential unit mixed use building including Density Bonus

		2011.1356TZU 		Central SoMa Plan				fr: 9/6; 9/13		Chen

						Substantive Amendments

		2018-004477PC 		Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District 				fr: 9/6; 9/13		Chen

						Substantive Amendments 

		2017-006815DRP		48 Clifford Terrace						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-003314DRP		180 Vienna Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-003846DRP		765 Vermont Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 4, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-015056CUA		1101 Green Street				CONSENT		Lindsay

						Sirius XM satellite radio facility

		2018-001707CUA		400 Beale Street				CONSENT		Lindsay

						Sirius XM satellite radio facility

		2018-001876PCA		Obstructions in Required Setbacks, Yards and Open Space						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendments

		2018-006289MAPPCA		2101 Lombard Street Special Use District				fr: 7/19		Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		TBD		Liquor Stores in the North Beach						Starr

						Planning Code Amendment

		2017-001270CUAVAR		3140-3150 16th Street 				fr: 7/26		Vu

						PDR to restaurant with accessory outdoor activity area

		2015-014148CUAVARENX		1245 Folsom Street 						Jardines

						mixed-use building 

		2017-012974UA 		1690 Folsom Street						Jardines

						formula retail use (DBA Target, Starbucks, and CVS) within the Western SoMa SUD

		2018-000908CUA		2601 Van Ness Ave 						May

						Conditional Use

		2017-015669CUA		733 Taraval Street						Campbell

						amend the conditions of approval to permit change of hours (6:00am-2:00am) for a restaurant

		2018-001018CUA 		1963 Ocean Avenue						Campbell

						amend the conditions of approval to permit change of hours (6:00am-2:00am) for a tobacco

		2018-009337CUA		3939 24th Street						Pantoja

						removal of an existing grocery store use over 5,000 square feet in-size

		2017-012484DNX		150 Executive Park Blvd						Samonsky

						Executive Park Design Review Sec. 309.2

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/12		May

						Public Initiated DR

		2015-014892DRP		345 Rivera Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2015-009945DRP		1418 Diamond Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-015997DRP		1871 Green Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 11, 2018

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-008438SHD		1075 Folsom Street				to: 11/8		Durandet

						Shadow

		2016-007303PCA		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				to: 11/15		Tuffy

						Legislative Amendment to 188(g); Convert office building for hotel use

		2016-007303DNXCUA		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				to: 11/15		Tuffy

						Convert existing office building for new Hotel use

		2017-011155CUA		3122-3128 16th Street  				CONSENT		Samonsky

						outdoor activity area 

		2018-003464CUA		2253 Market Street				CB3P		Chandler

						establish a non-active ground floor use

		2018-001361CUA		331 Clement Street				CB3P		Chandler

						Limited Restaurant to Restaurant Use

		2018-010759PCA		MAP2020 Status Update & Mission Retail Controls				fr: 9/27		Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendments

		2018-010552PCA		Prohibiting Employee Cafeterias within Office Space 						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-011152PCAMAP		430-29th Avenue 						Butkus

						Special Use District (Board File No. 180776)

				1550 Evans Avenue 						Starr

						General Plan Amendment Initiation

				Inclusionary Manual 						Grob

						Planning Commission Policy

				Community Stabilization and Anti-Displacement 						Nelson

						Informational

				Civic Center Public Realm Plan						Perry

						Informational

		2015-005848DVA-02		1629 Market Street 						Sucre

						Development Agreement 

		2018-004644CUA		619 Divisadero Street				fr: 9/6; 9/27		Weissglass

						Formula Retail CUA 

		2015-000737DRPVAR 		60 Clifford Terrace 						Horn

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-004301DRP-02		2420 Taraval Street						Campbell

						Abbreviated DR

		2016-015887DRP		2025 15TH AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 18, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Polk Pacific Design Guidelines						Winslow

						Adoption

		TBD		C3R Retail to Office Conversion 						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-010758PCA   		Flexible Retail Use						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-008862PCA 		Better Streets Plan and Curb Cut Restrictions						Chasan

						Planning Code Amendments

				Street Design Advisory Team 						Chasan

						Informational

		2017-009224CUA		601 Van Ness Avenue				fr: 6/28; 9/13		Woods

						CUA to remove movie theatre (Opera Plaza Cinema)

		2015-016243CUA 		611 Jones Street						Perry

						demo of existing single family home, and construction of building > 50 feet in RC District

		2018-000955CUA		827 Irving Street						Young

						Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. MY WIRELESS / “AT&T”) 

		2015-004717DRPVAR		11 Gladys St				fr: 8/23		Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR

		2015-011216DRP 		277 Judson Avenue						Kwiatkowska

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-002953DRP		253 CHATTANOOGA ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009996DRP		434-436 20th Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 25, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-005800CND		1050 Baker Street 				CONSENT		Ajello

						6-unit condo conversion

		2018-007959CUA		1011 Market Street				CB3P		Chandler

						formula retail store at 1011 Market Street (dba Supreme)

				Inclusionary Housing Ordinance						Starr

						Planning Code Amendment

				Designated Child Care Units 						Nickolopoulos

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-007507GPA		1650-1680 Mission Street 				fr: 9/27		Starr

						Adoption

		2018-007507MAP 		1650-1680 Mission Street 				fr: 8/23; 9.27		Starr

						Rezoning 

		2015-004297ENV		271 Upper Terrace				fr: 6/28		Callagy

						Appeal of PMND

		2015-004297CUA		271 Upper Terrace 						Townes

						CUA

		2015-009163CUA		77 Geary Street 				fr: 11/2; 2/1; 3/22; 5/17		Perry

						office use at the second and third floors 

		2016-012474MAPCUA 		118-134 Kissling Street 						Jardines

						zoning map amendment as well as a corresponding CUA

		 2014.0948ENX		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street 						Jardines

						mixed-use building with 56 units with ground floor retail 

		2013.0655CUA		1513A-F York Street 						Vu

						9 three-story buildings containing 10 dwelling units with subterranean parking 

		2017-015181CUA		412 Broadway 				fr: 6/14; 8/30; 9/13		Perry

						extension of hours until 4 a.m. for Penthouse Club and Restaurant

		2017-001456DRP		1100 FULTON ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009282DRP		136 PALM AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 1, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				1979 Mission Street						Vu

						Informational

				November 8, 2018

		Case No.		Rahaim - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-009951CUA		1541 Sloat Blvd				CONSENT		Hicks

						Retail to limited restaurant in Lakeshore Plaza

				1550 Evans Avenue 						Starr

						GP and ZM Amendments

				Potrero Power Station 						Schuett

						DEIR

		2013.1037CUAVAR		650 Divisadero Street				fr: 7/21; 10/20; 1/26; 3/23; 4/6; 6/15; 9/28; 12/14; 3/29; 6/21; 9/27		May

						new 6-story building with 60 dwelling units & ground floor retail 

		2016-008438SHD		1075 Folsom Street				fr: 10/11		Durandet

						Shadow

		2016-015675CUA 		2990 24th Street 				fr: 9/13		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility

		2018-011019CUA              		400 Winston Drive						Hoagland

						CUA for retail use greater than 50,000 sf (former Macy’s site)

		2017-015810CUA     		830 Rhode Island       						Hoagland

						demo existing single-family residence and construct new 2-dwelling unit building

		2018-008620CUA		693 14th Street						Chandler

						Public Facility use at the ground floor

		2007.1347CUA		3637 Sacramento Street						Woods

						demo & new mixed-use building for public parking, retail, medical office and 18 units

		2018-006138DRP-03		2831 Pierce Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-016473DRP		11 Dolores Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2015-008351DRP-02		380 Holladay Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 15, 2018

		Case No.		Rahaim - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-011926CUA		162 West Portal Ave				CONSENT		Hicks

						Change of Use – dry cleaners to limited restaurant 

		2016-007467CUA		360A West Portal Avenue				CONSENT		Hicks

						legalize existing use as Business or Professional Service 

		2017-016089CUA		1200 Irving Street 				CONSENT		Weissglass

						Andronico’s Community Market 

		2015-012049GEN		Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines/CEQA Guidelines Update						Wietgrefe

						Informational

		2016-013551CWP		Excelsior & Outer Mission Neighborhood Strategy 						Exline

						Informational

		2016-007303PCA		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				fr: 10/11		Tuffy

						Legislative Amendment to 188(g); Convert office building for hotel use

		2016-007303DNXCUA		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				fr: 10/11		Tuffy

						Convert existing office building for new Hotel use

		2017-013214DRP		3826 25th Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-007274DRP		1442 Jefferson Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2015-009733DRP		1026 Clayton Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-012929DRP		830 Olmstead Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 22, 2018 - Canceled

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				November 29, 2018 - Closed to DRs

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-002007CUA		145 Laurel Street				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility 

		2018-002007CUA		318 Main Street				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility		fr: 9/27

		2018-007888CWP		Polk Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines						Winslow 

						Adoption

		2015-014028PRJ		3333 California Street						Foster

						Informational 

		2015-014028ENV		3333 California Street						Moore

						Draft EIR 

		2016-005555DRP-02VAR 		1794-98 Filbert Street						Woods

						Vertical addition & rear yard Variance

		2017-010630DRP		1621 Diamond Street 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009924DRP 		2601 Diamond Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 6, 2018

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				10 South Van Ness Avenue 						Schuett

						DEIR

		2018-002409DRP		1973 BROADWAY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-011478DRP		463 DUNCAN ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-006613DRP		610 EL CAMINO DEL MAR						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 13, 2018

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-004726DRP		258 Cumberland Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-009554DRP		27 FOUNTAIN ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-001609DRP		144 PERALTA AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 20, 2018

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				December 27, 2018 - Canceled

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				January 3, 2019 - Canceled

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner
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To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20282

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0612

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



September 13, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued to October 18, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-008652PCAMAP

		Design Professional Special Use District

		Starr

		Withdrawn

		+7 -0



		

		2011.1356TZU

		Central SoMa Plan

		Chen

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-004477PCA

		Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District

		Ikezoe

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+7 -0



		M-20274

		2018-003874CUA

		2475-2481 Mission Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20275

		2018-004720CUA

		276 5th Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20276

		2018-003878CUA

		3407 California Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for August 30, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2016-015675CUA

		2990 24th Street

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent; Closing PC; and a Motion to Continue Indefinitely failed +1 -5 (Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Hillis against; Richards recused); Continued to November 8, 2018.

		+5 -1 (Melgar against; Richards recused)



		M-20277

		2018-005745CUA

		385 Eddy Street

		Adina

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20278

		2018-007741CUA

		3133 Taraval Street

		Horn

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-0608

		2016-009062DRP

		505 Grand View Avenue

		Tran

		After being pulled off of Consent; Did Not Take DR and Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20279

		2013.1535ENV

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Fordham

		Certified

		+7 -0



		M-20280

		2013.1535ENV

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -1 (Richards against)



		M-20281

		2013.1535CUA

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		Approved with Conditions as amended by staff, adding a Finding recognizing that Heritage and the PS will continue working together, and:

1. Allowing the removal of the historic façade; and 

2. A future informational item presenting the final design.

		+6 -1 (Richards against)



		

		2017-015181CUA

		412 Broadway

		Perry

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to October 25, 2018 with direction from the CPC.

		+7 -0



		

		2015-018150CUA

		137 Clayton Street

		May

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to November 15, 2018 with direction from the CPC.

		+7 -0



		DRA-0609

		2016-005406DRP

		42 Otis Street

		Jardines

		Did NOT Take DR

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		DRA-0610

		2017-015386DRP

		838 Page Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with conditions:

1. Install a 9’-9” green privacy screen wall at the property line.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Fong, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0611

		2015-013487DRP

		1267 Rhode Island Street

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)







September 6, 2018 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2012.0403W

		California Pacific Medical Center (CPMC) Annual Compliance Statement

		Purl

		None - Informational

		







September 6, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2011.1356TZU

		Central SoMa Plan

		Chen

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-004477PCA

		Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District

		Ikezoe

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-006562CUA

		50 Quint Street

		Weissglass

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes For August 23, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2018-004644CUA

		619 Divisadero Street

		Weissglass

		Adopted a Motion of Intent to Disapprove; and Continued to September 27, 2018

		[bookmark: _GoBack]+4 -3 (Fong, Melgar, and Hillis against)



		M-20273

		2016-005870CUA

		461 Ashbury Street

		Ajello

		Disapproved

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		DRA-0606

		2016-011632DRP

		1897 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR

		+7 -0



		DRA-0607

		2017-001225DRP-02

		701 Hampshire Street

		Samonsky

		Took DR and approved with conditions:

1. Eliminate the fourth floor;

2. Ensure minimal disruption to existing tenants;

3. Work with staff on the design and livability for the ADU’s;

4. Work with staff on the streetscape improvements; and

5. Eliminate the existing curb cut and install a new curb cut on the opposite street.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)







August 30, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-015181CUA

		412 Broadway

		Perry

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2016-009062DRP

		505 Grand View Avenue

		Tran

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2017-001225DRP-02

		701 Hampshire Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to September 6, 2018

		+7 -0



		M-20266

		2018-004528CND

		7-11 Germania Street/73-77 Webster Street

		Dito

		Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20267

		2018-000751CUA

		1501 California Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2018-000751VAR

		1501 California Street

		Chandler

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		R-20268

		2018-008654GPA

		Downtown Area Plan Amendment For 175 Golden Gate Avenue

		Butkus

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after September 27, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-005411CRV

		Residential Roof Decks Policy

		May

		None – Informational

		



		M-20269

		2013.1224SHD

		807 Franklin Street

		Woods

		Adopted Findings

		+7 -0



		M-20270

		2013.1224CUA

		807 Franklin Street

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions as Amended by Staff, including the proposed material palette.

		+7 -0



		M-20271

		2017-007542CUA

		635 Fulton Street

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions as Amended by Staff, including the proposed material palette.

		+7 -0



		

		2017-007542VAR

		635 Fulton Street

		Woods

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		+7 -0



		DRA-0605

		2017-007888DRP

		2742 Buchanan Street

		Ajello

		No DR

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20272

		2017-014841CUA

		655 Alvarado Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as Amended:

1. For the replacement structure to be constructed with the exact massing of the previously legal building;

2. For a Certificate of Final Completion and Occupancy be issued; and

3. For staff to provide the CPC with an update memo and plans.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)







August 23, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-007507MAP

		1650-1680 Mission Street [Bf 180474]

		Starr

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2015-004717DRP

		11 Gladys Street

		Christensen

		Continued to October 18, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2015-004717VAR

		11 Gladys Street

		Christensen

		Acting ZA Continued to October 18, 2018

		



		

		2018-008654GPA

		Downtown Area Plan Amendment For 175 Golden Gate Avenue

		Butkus

		Continued to August 30, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		M-20255

		2018-000948CUA

		8 10th Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		M-20256

		2018-004679CUA

		711 Eddy Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		M-20257

		2018-001243CUA

		645 8th Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 12, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 19, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 26, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-010192CWP

		POTRERO POWER STATION

		Francis

		None - Informational

		



		M-20258

		2018-006786CUA

		170 9th Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2000.0875CWP

		2017 Downtown Plan Monitoring Report

		Ikezoe

		None - Informational

		



		R-20259

		2018-007507GPA

		Downtown Area Plan Amendment for 1650, 1660, and 1670 Mission Street

		Starr

		Initiated and Scheduled  a hearing on or after September 27, 2018

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Johnson absent)



		R-20260

		2015-001821GPA

		Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan

		Ocubillo

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20261

		2014-002541DVA

		India Basin (700 Innes Avenue)  Development Agreement Project

		Switzky

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20265

		2016-012030ENX

		255 Shipley Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20262

		2018-000497CUA

		350 2nd Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20263

		2018-000497ENX

		350 2nd Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20264

		2014-001400ENX

		2750 19th Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Johnson absent)



		DRA-0603

		2017-006758DRP

		1722 27th Avenue

		Samonsky

		Took DR and Approved with modifications:

1. Eliminate the front third floor roof deck;

2. Eliminate the staircase from the first to second floors (adjacent to the ADU); and

3. Continue working with staff to provide additional light and air to the ADU.

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Johnson absent)



		DRA-0604

		2016-016222DRP

		2131 41st Avenue

		Alexander

		No DR, approved as amended.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Koppel absent)







July 26, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-001243CUA

		645 8th Street

		Christensen

		Continued to August 23, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2014-002541DVA

		India Basin (700 Innes Avenue)  Development Agreement Project

		Snyder

		Continued to August 23, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2017-016476CUA

		420 Taylor Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2017-016476OFA

		420 Taylor Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2016-000378CUA

		1600 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Vu

		Continued to October 4, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Vu

		Acting ZA Continued to October 4, 2018

		



		

		2017-003299DRP-03

		1782 Quesada Avenue

		Hoagland

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2017-014841CUA

		655 Alvarado Street

		Horn

		Continued to August 30, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2009.0880DRP

		2100 Mission Street

		Jardines

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20242

		2018-006200CUA

		100 Church Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20243

		2018-008376CUA

		2011 Mission Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		R-20244

		2018-007347PCA    

		Health Services – Ocean Avenue NCTD

		Butkus

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		R-20245

		2018-006177MAP

		Abolish Legislated Setback on 19th Avenue

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications as amended, recommending no legislated setback with a bulb-out; retain the setback without a bulb-out.

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20246

		2016-004946ENX

		280 7th Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Roof hatches; and 

2. No roof decks on the Langton Street side of the development.

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2014-002541PRJ

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Snyder

		None – Informational

		



		M-20247

		2014-002541ENV

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Li

		Certified 

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		M-20248

		2014-002541ENV

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Li

		Adopted CEQA Findings

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		M-20249

		2014-002541SHD

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Snyder

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		R-20250

		2014-002541GPA

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Snyder

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		R-20251

		2014-002541PCAMAP

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Snyder

		Approved as amended by Staff

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		M-20252

		2014-002541CWP-02

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Snyder

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		M-20253

		2018-003300CUA

		600 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions, limiting hours of operation between 7 am and 11 pm.

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		M-20254

		2015-011274ENV

		150 Eureka Street

		Navarrete

		Certified

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		DRA-0601

		2016-015727DRP-02

		556 27th Street

		Townes

		Took DR and Approved with conditions as stipulated in the neighbor’s “Ask,” amending No. 2 by eliminating the requested third floor setback and decreasing the fourth floor setback to 13’6”; and eliminating No. 6 entirely.

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		DRA-0602

		2013.0847DRP

		1503 Francisco Street

		Kirby

		Took DR and Approved with modifications, including that an NSR be recorded stipulating that if the common space becomes habitable space, that it must be converted into an ADU.

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)







July 19, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-006200CUA

		100 Church Street

		Chandler

		Continued  to July 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2013.0847DRP

		1503 Francisco Street

		Kirby

		Continued  to July 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2018-006289MAP

		2101 Lombard Street Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued  to October 4, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2018-006289PCA

		2101 Lombard Street Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued  to October 4, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2009.0880DRP

		2100 Mission Street

		Jardines

		Continued  to July 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		R-20237

		2017-014010CRV

		Fees For Certain Permit And Transportation Analysis

		Landis

		Recommended Approval

		+5 -0 (Hillis & Fong absent)



		

		2015-005525CWP

		Sea Level Rise Adaptation Program

		Wenger

		None-Informational

		



		

		2015-010013ENV

		30 Otis Street

		Moore

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20238

		2017-010891CUA

		3001 Steiner Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20239

		2016-012941CUA

		714 Rhode Island Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Moore against, Hillis absent)



		M-20240

		2017-015706CUA

		400 Winston Drive (Stonestown)

		Jonckheer

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20241

		2016-001190CUA

		4143-4145 24th Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-0599

		2017-000433DRP

		300 Darien Way

		Jonckheer

		Did Not Take DR and Approved

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-0600

		2018-004675DRP-02

		310 Montcalm Street

		Kirby

		Took DR and imposed no dormers, no off-street parking, and a proposed code-complying footprint, which meets life safety & DBI requirements 

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)







July 12, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-006289MAPPCA

		2101 Lombard Street Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to July 19, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2017-002545DRP

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to October 4, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Adina

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2009.0880DRP

		2100 Mission Street

		Jardines

		Continued to July 19, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 21, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 28, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2018-006177PCAMAP

		Abolish Legislated Setback on 19th Ave

		Butkus

		Without Hearing; Continued to July 26, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		R-20229

		2018-006287PCA

		Affordable Housing Projects on Undeveloped Lots in SALI Districts

		Butkus

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+5 -0 (Johnson recused; Fong absent)



		R-20230

		2018-007346PCA

		Permit Review Procedures for NCDS in D4 and D11

		Sanchez

		Approved with Staff Modifications as amended to include:

1. Named NC Districts to support Arts Activities; and 

2. A reporting requirement.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20231

		

		Caltrans Grant

		Abad

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-007933CWP

		Housing Needs and Trends Report and Housing Affordability Strategy

		Peterson, Pappas

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-011274ENV

		150 Eureka Street

		Navarrete

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20232

		2018-001746CUA

		3533A California Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		M-20233

		2017-008783CUA

		1 Front Street

		Perry

		Disapproved with Findings articulated by Commission Moore

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2018-003300CUA

		600 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20234

		2017-011414CUA

		232 Clipper Street

		Campbell

		Approved Option B with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Hillis against; Fong absent)



		M-20235

		2014.1459CUA

		214 States Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. To restore the structure to its original configuration; and 

2. Record an NSR that requires the entry for any future additional dwelling unit to be located along the States Street frontage.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		M-20236

		2017-001283CUA

		792 Capp Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions, plans on file and dated April 13, 2018, as amended to include a Finding acknowledging the private agreement.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		DRA-0597

		2016-008165DRP

		521 Los Palmos Drive

		Jonckheer

		No DR, Approved as Proposed

		+4 -0 (Fong, Johnson, Hillis absent)



		DRA-0598

		2017-015646DRP

		663 21ST Avenue

		Weissglass

		No DR, Approved as Proposed, adding a finding acknowledging the tree issue.

		+4 -0 (Fong, Johnson, Koppel absent)







June 28, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-006177PCAMAP

		Amend Zoning Map and Abolish Legislated Setback on 19th Avenue between Quintara and Rivera Streets  

		Butkus

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-006758DRP

		1722 27th Avenue

		Samonsky

		Continued to August 23, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Vellve

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2015-004297ENV

		271 Upper Terrace, 301-303 Upper Terrace, 4500 17th

		Callagy

		Continued to October 25, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Caltrans Grant

		Abad

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2014-001400ENX

		2750 19th Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to August 23, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001283CUA

		792 Capp Street

		Christensen

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 14, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20224

		2018-008567PCA

		Office Development Conversions [Board File No. 180613]

		Starr

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20225

		2018-006910PCA

		HOME-SF and 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Programs

		Ikezoe

		Approved with Staff Modifications as amended:

1. Eliminating modification No. 5;

2. Modifying modification No. 4 to 180 days;

3. Recommending the BoS require the TAC reconsider all rates; and

4. Include a use it or lose it provision, where sponsors must file a BPA within two years of CPC authorization.

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		R-20226

		2015-001821GPA

		Intention to Initiate Department-Sponsored General Plan Amendments Related to the Central Waterfront – Dogpatch Public Realm

		Abad

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after August 23, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-0596

		2014-001994DRP

		278 Monticello Street

		Dito

		Took DR and imposed a four bedroom, three and a half bath limit and restricting any bedroom or bathroom on the ground level.

		+7 -0



		M-20227

		2018-007182CUA

		188 Hooper, 1140 7th Street, and 1111 8th Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended, striking hour of operation from the plaque.

		+7 -0



		M-20228

		2016-001557ENX

		188 Hooper

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2013.1535ENV

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Fordham

		After a motion to Certify failed +3 -3 (Moore, Richards, Melgar against); Continued to September 13, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2013.1535ENV

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)

		



		

		2013.1535CUA

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)







June 21, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-001225DRP-02

		701 Hampshire Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to August 30, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2013.1037C

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2013.1037V

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		Acting ZA Continued to September 27, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2017-011414CUA

		232 Clipper Street

		Campbell

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		M-20211

		2018-003141CUA

		2421 Clement Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20212

		2017-013454CUA

		550B Castro Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 7, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20213

		2018-004194PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Unit Amendments [Board File No. 180268]

		Haddadan

		After a motion to Approved as Amended, eliminating staff recommended modification No. 1 and adding a finding recommending that the BoS establish a size threshold for ADU’s that require that they remain accessory was adopted +5 -1 (Moore against; Fong absent); the CPC rescinded the motion by a vote of +5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent); Approved as Amended, eliminating staff recommended modification No. 1 and adding a finding recommending that the BoS establish a size threshold for ADU’s that require that they remain accessory was adopted.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		R-20214

		2018-005553PCA

		Catering as an Accessory Use in Neighborhood Commercial Districts

		Salcedo

		Approved with Staff recommended Modifications

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2014-002541CWP

		India Basin Mixed-Use Project

		Snyder

		None - Informational

		



		R-20215

		2014-002541GPA

		India Basin Mixed-Use Project

		Snyder

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after July 26, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		M-20216

		2018-004612CND

		228-230 Clayton Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		M-20217

		2014.0231CUA

		331 Pennsylvania Street

		Kwiatkowska

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)

		



		M-20218

		2016-010185CUA

		160 Caselli Avenue

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include that the rear unit be subject to a Costa Hawkins exemption and require a flat roof for the rear portion of the proposal.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		M-20219

		2017-015611CUA

		4049 24th Street

		Horn

		Disapproved with amended findings read into the record by Staff.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		M-20220

		2017-009348CUA

		143 Corbett Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended, eliminating the roof deck and spiral stair.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-009348VAR

		143 Corbett Avenue

		Horn

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant in compliance with CPC conditions of approval.

		



		M-20221

		2017-001690ENX

		345 4th Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions as amended, adding a tree and strongly encouraging neighborhood serving ground floor uses as future tenants.

		+4 -1 (Richards against; Fong, Melgar absent)



		M-20222

		2017-001690OFA   

		345 4th Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Richards against; Fong, Melgar absent)



		M-20223

		2017-014374CUA

		460 West Portal Avenue

		Jonckheer

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0595

		2015-008252DRP

		89 Roosevelt Way

		Jonckheer

		Did NOT Take DR and approved as proposed

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)







June 14, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-001283CUA

		792 Capp Street

		Christensen

		Continued to June 28, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2014.1459CUA

		214 States Street

		Horn

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2017-003299DRP-03

		1782 Quesada Avenue

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 26, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2009.0880DRP

		2100 Mission Street

		Jardines

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2017-015181CUA

		412 Broadway

		Perry

		Continued to August 30, 2018

		+4 -3 (Koppel, Moore, Melgar against)



		

		2018-004601CWP

		SF State Campus Master Plan

		Shaw

		None - Informational

		



		M-20204

		2018-000971CUA

		2001 37TH Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		M-20205

		2015-015010CUA

		1 De Haro Street

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions as amended and read into the record by Staff.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20206

		2015-015010OFA

		1 De Haro Street

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20207

		2016-008651ENX

		600 20TH Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20208

		2018-006286PCA

		Prohibit Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in Chinatown

		Starr

		Disapproved

		+5 -2 (Moore, Richards against)



		

		2016-005617DRP

		1439-1441 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		Withdrawn

		



		R-20209

		2018-004191PCA

		Hotel Uses in North Beach

		Sanchez

		After a motion to Approve without Staff Modifications failed +3 -4 (Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Hillis against); Approved with Staff Modifications and expanding to the north side of Broadway.

		+4 -3 (Moore, Richards, Melgar against)







June 7, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-004612CND

		228-230 Clayton Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to June 21, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2016-009062DRP

		505 Grand View Avenue

		Tran

		Continued to August 30, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2015-009015DRP-03

		75, 77, 79-81 Leland Avenue

		Jardines

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2014-003160CUA

		3314 Cesar Chavez Street

		Vu

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2018-002007CUA

		318 Main Street

		Lindsay

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2014-001400ENX

		2750 19th Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to June 28, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2014.0231CUA

		331 Pennsylvania Street

		Kwiatkowska

		Continued to June 21, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 17, 2018 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 17, 2018 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 24, 2018 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20197

		2018-003260PCA

		Public Parking Lots as a Permitted Use in the Glen Park NCT District and Adjoining Locations

		Butkus

		Disapproved

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20198

		2018-004633PCA

		Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance [Board File No. 180423]

		Bintliff

		Approved as amended to include:

1. 30 day notification;

2. Implementation details to become effective after Commission Policy is adopted;

3. Review of procedures one year after it becomes effective;

4. Affordable housing projects to be built to SF Building Code standards and workers paid a SF prevailing wage;

5. Adhere to the affordable housing performance standards established by MOHCD; and 

6. Retain notification for Section 136(c)(25) pop-outs.

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		

		

		Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Tracking and Monitoring Report

		Boudreaux

		None - Informational

		



		

		2018-004194PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Unit Amendments [Board File No. 180268]

		Haddadan

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to June 21, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		

		Rail Alignment and Benefits (RAB) Study

		Gygi

		None - Informational

		



		

		2017-002943CRV

		TDM Program First-Year Monitoring Report

		Harris

		None - Informational

		



		R-20199

		2017-002943CRV

		Amendments to the TDM Program Standards

		Harris

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20200

		2016-007695CUA

		1420 Hampshire Street

		Kwiatkowska

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2016-007695VAR

		1420 Hampshire Street

		Kwiatkowska

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		R-20201

		2017-010156DES

		Mint-Mission Conservation District

		McMillen

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-20202

		2018-002775DES

		KMMS Conservation District Boundary Change

		McMillen

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-20203

		2017-010250DES

		Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District

		McMillen

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0







May 24, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-004633PCA

		Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance [Board File No. 180423]

		Bintliff

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-012941CUA

		714 Rhode Island Street

		Christensen

		Continued to July 19, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-014841CUA

		655 Alvarado Street

		Horn

		Continued to July 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-011486CUA

		1713 Yosemite Avenue

		Christensen

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-015727DRP

		556 27th Street

		Townes

		Continued to July 19, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20193

		2018-002906CUA

		3583 16th Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0593

		2017-007279DRP

		20 Elsie Street

		Speirs

		Took DR and Approved with modifications

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes For May 10, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-004612CND

		228-230 Clayton Street

		Weissglass

		After being pulled off of Consent; A motion to approve failed +3 -2 (Johnson, Melgar against; Richards absent); Continued to June 7, 2018.

		+5 -1 (Hillis against; Richards absent)



		R-20210

		2018-001876PCA

		Obstructions in Required Setbacks, Yards, and Usable Open Space

		Butkus

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after July 12, 2018.

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		

		2018-004047CWP-03

		Housing Balance Report

		Ojeda

		None - Informational

		



		M-20194

		2017-002768CUA

		984-988 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include no future roof deck or railing.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-002768VAR

		984-988 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Acting ZA closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		

		2013.0152CUA

		2390 Bush Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued Indefinitely.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20195

		2014-002033DNX

		429 Beale Street (Also 430 Main Street)

		Vu

		After a motion to Continue failed +2 -4 (Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Hillis against; Richards absent); Approved with Conditions as amended to include a 45’ wide notch at the top four floors.

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		M-20196

		2015-012729CUA

		600 Van Ness Avenue

		Bendix

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0594

		2016-001466DRP

		1776 Vallejo Street

		Bendix

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		

		2013.0847DRP

		1503 Francisco Street

		Bendix

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 19, 2018.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







May 17, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Adina

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-009163CUA

		77 Geary Street

		Perry

		Continued to October 25, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-001283CUA

		792 Capp Street

		Christensen

		Continued to June 14, 2018

		+5 -1 (Richards against; Fong absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 3, 2018

		Ionin

		Adotped

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		DRA-0591

		2017-012530DRM

		1015-1033 Van Ness Ave

		Dito

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		DRA-0592

		2009.1011DRP

		1863 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Did NOT Take DR, recognizing the private agreement.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2009.1011VAR

		1863 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Acting ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20189

		2018-003993CUA

		524 Howard Street

		Foster

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended reducing the extension to November 2019.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20190

		2018-002230PCA

		Increasing the TSF for Large Non-Residential Project Ordinance [Board File No. 180117]

		Sanchez

		Approved with modifications

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2018-004633PCA

		Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance

		Bintliff

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-000937CWP

		Civic Center Public Realm Plan

		Perry

		None - Informational

		



		M-20191

		2015-001650CUA

		3042A California Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-001650VAR

		3042A California Street

		May

		Acting ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20192

		2014.1102CUA

		555 Golden Gate Avenue

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)







May 17, 2018 Special Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion Not to Disclose

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)







May 10, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2009.1011DRP

		1863 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to May 17, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2009.1011VAR

		1863 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Acting ZA Continued to May 17, 2018

		



		

		2014-001400ENX

		2750 19th Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-010156DES

		Mint-Mission Conservation District

		McMillen

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-003299DRP-03

		1782 Quesada Avenue

		Hoagland

		Continued to June 14, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-010185CUA

		160 Caselli Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to June 21, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20180

		2018-000622CUA

		387 Arguello Boulevard

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes For April 26, 2018

		

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2014-002033DNX

		429 Beale Street (Also 430 Main Street)

		Vu

		After hearing and closing public comment; a motion to Continue to May 24, 2018 failed +3 -4 (Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore against) and a motion to Approved with Conditions as amended including a 45’ separation for top four floors failed +3 -4 (Moore, Richards, Melgar, Hillis against); Continued to May 24, 2018

		+5 -2 (Koppel, Moore against)



		M-20181

		2017-014693CUA

		2230-2234 Polk Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-0590

		2017-005392DRP

		3941 Sacramento Street

		Bendix

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved as Proposed

		+7 -0



		M-20182

		2011.1356E

		Central Soma Plan

		White

		Certified

		+7 -0



		R-20183

		2011.1356E

		Central Soma Plan

		Wertheim

		Adopted Findings

		+7 -0



		R-20184

		2011.1356M

		Central Soma Plan

		Wertheim

		Approved GP Amendments

		+7 -0



		R-20185

		2011.1356T

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption of Amendments to the Planning Code And Administrative Code

		Wertheim

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval with Modifications

		+7 -0



		R-20185

		2011.1356T

		Central Soma Community Facilities District

		Wertheim

		Adopted a Recommendation for BoS Consideration

		+7 -0



		R-20186

		2011.1356Z

		Central Soma Plan

		Wertheim

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20187

		2011.1356U

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption of the Implementation Program

		Wertheim

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-20188

		2018-004477PCA

		Central Soma Housing Sustainability District

		Ikezoe

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval with Modifications

		+7 -0







May 3, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-001283CUA

		792 Capp Street

		Christensen

		Continued to May 17, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2015-009015DRP-03

		75, 77, 79-81 Leland Avenue

		Jardines

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2018-003260PCA

		Public Parking Lots as a Permitted Use in the Glen Park NCT District and Adjoining Locations

		Butkus

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2015-015010OFA

		1 De Haro Street

		Vu

		Continued to June 14, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2015-015010CUA

		1 De Haro Street

		Vu

		Continued to June 14, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2014.1459CUA

		214 States Street

		Horn

		Continued to June 14, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2015-008252DRP

		89 Roosevelt Way

		Jonckheer

		Continued to June 21, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		M-20174

		2017-000514CUA

		2001 Market Street

		Tran

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes For April 19, 2018

		

		Adotped

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		R-20175

		2018-003257PCA

		Reauthorizing Section 210.3c concerning New Production, Distribution, and Repair Space

		Butkus

		Approved

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2018-004477PCA

		Central Soma Housing Sustainability District

		Ikezoe

		None - Informational

		



		M-20176

		2016-002728CUA

		2525 Van Ness Avenue

		Bendix

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Private penthouse stairs to be replaced with hatches;

2. Centralize and minimize bulk of mechanical equipment;

3. Pull back the railing a minimum of ten feet; and 

4. Work with Staff to further differentiate the buildings.

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2016-002728VAR

		2525 Van Ness Avenue

		Bendix

		Acting ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20177

		2015-003800CUA

		1100 Potrero Avenue

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2015-003800VAR

		1100 Potrero Avenue

		Vu

		Acting ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20178

		2015-014876CUA

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2015-014876VAR

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		Acting ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20179

		2018-001389CUA

		2280 Market Street

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		DRA-0588

		2017-006654DRM

		2071 47th Avenue

		Flores

		Took DR and Approved with Staff recommended modifications and provide for independent accessibility for the ADU.

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		DRA-0589

		2017-003986DRP-02

		739 De Haro Street

		Alexander

		Did NOT Take DR

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)







April 26, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2011.1356T

		Central SOMA Community Facilities District

		Wertheim

		Continued to May 10, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2018-004477PCA

		Central SOMA Housing Sustainability District

		Ikezoe

		Continued to May 10, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2014-003160CUA

		3314 Cesar Chavez Street

		Vu

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2015-000988PCA

		Mission District Non-Residential Uses

		Sanchez

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-008121CUA

		1805 Divisadero Street

		Dito

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001673CND

		557 Fillmore Street

		Weissglass

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001920DRP-02

		3747 Jackson Street

		May

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20159

		2017-011152CUA

		1222 Harrison Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20160

		2017-011149CUA

		1750 Harrison Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20161

		2018-002387CUA

		901 Bayshore Boulevard

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Minutes for April 12, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Minutes for April 12, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20162

		2007.0946GPA-02

		Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2: Development Project –General Plan Amendments

		Snyder

		Adopted  a Recommendation for Approval with Amendments

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20163

		2007.0946MAP-02

		Candlestick Point – Planning Code Map Amendment

		Snyder

		Adopted  a Recommendation for Approval with Amendments

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20164

		2007.0946GPR-03

		Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2: Development Project – General Plan Consistency Findings associated with Redevelopment Plan Amendments

		Snyder

		Adopted  Findings of Consistency

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20165

		2007.0946CWP-02

		Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2: Development Project – Amendments to the Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard design for development documents

		Snyder

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20166

		2016-001738CUA

		1140-1150 Harrison Street

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20167

		2016-000556CUA

		284 Roosevelt Way

		Jonckheer

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20168

		2017-010579CUA

		1443 Noriega Street

		Tran

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20169

		2016-007461CUA

		2 Lupine Avenue

		May

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Privacy mitigation measures (frosted glass and landscaping); and

2. No roof deck to be recorded as part of the NSR.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20170

		2016-005799CUA

		425 Mason Street

		Tuffy

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20171

		2016-016161DNX

		120 Stockton

		Tuffy

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20172

		2016-016161CUA

		120 Stockton

		Tuffy

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include a Finding acknowledging the proposed interim controls.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20173

		2016-016161OFA

		120 Stockton

		Tuffy

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Planning shall review final office square footage prior to BPA issuance; and 

2. Future tenant improvements on floors containing office (floors 6 & 7) to be routed to Planning for review.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-000378CUA

		1600 Jackson Street

		Foster

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 26, 2018

		+4 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Melgar absent)







April 19, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-002387CUA

		901 Bayshore Boulevard

		Hoagland

		Continued to April 26, 2018

		+5 -1 (Richards against; Melgar absent)



		

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Adina

		Continued to May 17, 2018

		+5 -1 (Richards against; Melgar absent)



		

		2016-011486CUA

		1713 Yosemite Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to May 24, 2018

		+5 -1 (Richards against; Melgar absent)



		

		2017-014841CUA

		655 Alvarado Street

		Horn

		Continued to May 24, 2018

		+5 -1 (Richards against; Melgar absent)



		M-20153

		2017-016147CUA

		855 Brannan Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		R-20154

		2018-000681PCA

		Hours Of Operation For Limited Nonconforming Uses

		Starr

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20155

		2018-001968PCA

		Legitimization And Re-Establishment Of Certain Self-Storage Uses

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		R-20156

		2017-014297PCA

		Planning Code Corrections Ordinance

		Brosky

		Approved as amended by Staff, including specifying “median market” for future analysis purposes.

		+7 -0



		

		1996.0013CWP

		2017 Housing Inventory Report

		Ambati

		None - Informational

		



		R-20157

		2015-018094CWP

		ConnectSF

		Johnson

		Adopted a Resolution Endorsing the Plan

		+7 -0



		

		2015-001650CUA

		3042A California Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to May 17, 2018 with direction from the Commission.

		+7 -0



		

		2015-001650VAR

		3042A  California Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Acting ZA Continued to May 17, 2018

		



		M-20158

		2017-014466CUA

		100 Church Street

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2017-001225DRP-02

		701 Hampshire Street

		Samonsky

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to June 21, 2018 with direction from the Commission.

		+7 -0







April 12, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-010185CUA

		160 Caselli Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to May 10, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		

		March 22, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		

		March 29, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20151

		2018-000811CUA

		100 Barneveld Avenue /125 Bayshore Boulevard

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2011.1356E

		Central Soma Plan – Certification Of The Final Environmental Impact Report

		White

		Continued to May 10, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2011.1356E

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption Of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings

		Wertheim

		Improperly Noticed

		



		

		2011.1356M

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption Of Amendments To The General Plan

		Wertheim

		Improperly Noticed

		



		

		2011.1356T

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption Of Amendments To The Planning Code And Administrative Code

		Wertheim

		Improperly Noticed

		



		

		2011.1356Z

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption Of Amendments To The Zoning Map

		Wertheim

		Improperly Noticed

		



		

		2011.1356U

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption Of The Implementation Program

		Wertheim

		Improperly Noticed

		







April 12, 2018 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Demolitions

		Watty

		Provided direction to staff

		



		

		

		Fraudulent Plans/Fines & Penalties

		Watty

		Provided direction to staff

		







March 29, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.1872DRP

		768 Harrison Street

		Sucre

		Withdrawn

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2016-002728CUA

		2525 Van Ness Avenue

		Bendix

		Continued to May 3, 2018

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2016-002728VAR

		2525 Van Ness Avenue

		Bendix

		Acting ZA Continued to May 3, 2018

		



		

		2013.1037C

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		Continued to June 21, 2018

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2013.1037V

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		Acting ZA Continued to June 21, 2018

		



		

		2016-004946ENX

		280 7th Street

		Samonsky

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		

		March 8, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		

		March 15, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted as Amended

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		R-20147

		2018-003109PCA

		Extending Lower Polk Alcohol Restricted Use District For Five Years [Board File No. 180190]

		Starr

		Approved with Modifications as amended replacing one year with18 mos.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2018-001189IMP

		505 Howard Street

		Foster

		Closed the Public Hearing

		



		M-20148

		2016-010340ENV

		500 Turk Street

		Poling

		Certified

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		M-20149

		2016-003836CUA

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include that any Interior modifications be routed to Preservation staff at the PIC for review of the loss of original features and determine if intake is required.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2016-003836VAR

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Acting ZA closed the public hearing and took the matter under advisement.

		



		M-20150

		2015-015203DNX

		135 Hyde Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Material palate outlined by the architect to be implemented;

2. Two total carshare spaces; and

3. Mitigate the number of nested bedrooms.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2015-015203VAR

		135 Hyde Street

		Perry

		Acting ZA closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		

		2014-002033DNX

		429 Beale Street (Also 430 Main Street)

		Vu

		After hearing and closing public comment; a motion to Approve with Conditions failed +3 -2 (Koppel, Richards against; Melgar, Moore against); Continued to May 10, 2018 to consider alternative design solutions.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		M-20152

		2017-005992CUA

		48 Saturn Street

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; rescinded their Motion of Intent to Disapprove by a vote of +5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent); and Approved with Conditions.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2016-010185CUA

		160 Caselli Avenue

		Flores

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 12, 2018.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		DRA-0587

		2016-000017DRP

		43 Everson Street

		Samonsky

		Took DR and approved per the mutual agreement to reduce the depth of the rear most wall four feet, preserving the notch.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)







March 22, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2014-003160CUA

		3314 Cesar Chavez Street

		Vu

		Continued to April 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-001283CUA

		792 Capp Street

		Christensen

		Continued to May 3, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-014876CUA

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		Continued to May 3, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-014876VAR

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		ZA Continued to May 3, 2018

		



		

		2015-003800CUA

		1100 Potrero Avenue

		Vu

		Continued to May 3, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-003800VAR

		1100 Potrero Avenue

		Vu

		ZA Continued to May 3, 2018

		



		

		2015-009163CUA

		77 Geary Street

		Perry

		Continued to May 17, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-005992CUA

		48 Saturn Street

		Horn

		Continued to March 29, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-012729CUA

		600 Van Ness Avenue

		Bendix

		Continued to May 24, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20140

		2017-006169CUA

		513 Valencia Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		

		March 1, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		

		Central SOMA Plan

		Wertheim

		None – Informational

		



		M-20141

		2009.0753C

		3155 Cesar Chavez Street

		Hoagland

		After being pulled off of Consent, Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		

		2009.0753V

		3155 Cesar Chavez Street

		Hoagland

		After being pulled off of Consent, acting ZA indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		

		Divisadero And Fillmore NCTS Economic Feasibility Study

		Bintliff

		None – Informational

		



		R-20142

		2016-000162CWP

		Urban Design Guidelines

		Small

		Adopted as amended

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Fong, Hillis absent)



		

		2016-003836CUA

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Continued to March 29, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		

		2016-003836VAR

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Acting ZA Continued to March 29, 2018

		



		

		2007.0946

		Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Development Project

		Snyder

		None – Informational

		



		R-20143

		2007.0946GPA-02

		Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Development Project – Initiation Of General Plan Amendments

		Snyder

		Initiated and scheduled a hearing on or after April 26, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		R-20144

		2007.0946MAP-02

		Candlestick Point – Initiation Of Planning Code Map Amendment

		Snyder

		Initiated and scheduled a hearing on or after April 26, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		M-20145

		2016-007593CUA

		229 Ellis Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Hillis absent)



		

		2016-007593VAR

		229 Ellis Street

		Foster

		Acting ZA indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20146

		2016-010348CUA

		1233 Polk Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include a six month update

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		DRA-0586

		2015-001542DRP

		2514 Balboa Street

		Vellve

		Did NOT take DR and approved as proposed

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)







March 15, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2014-001400ENX

		2750 19th Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to May 10, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-005617DRP

		1439-1441 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to June 14, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-005881PCA

		Formula Retail Grocery Store In Fulton Street Grocery Store Special Use District [Board File 170514]

		Asbagh

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-005881CUA

		555 Fulton Street

		Asbagh

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-003051DRP

		37 Sussex Street

		Jackson

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20134

		2017-010105CUA

		2901 California Street

		Vellve

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		February 8, 2018 Minutes

		Silva

		Adopted 

		



		

		

		California State Senate Bill 827

		Ikezoe

		None – Informational

		



		R-20135

		2018-001205PCA

		Massage Establishments – Union Street Neighborhood Commercial District [Board File No. 180053]

		Sanchez

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2014.1459CUA

		214 States Street

		Horn

		Continued to May 3, 2018

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Melgar absent)



		M-20136

		2017-011465CUA

		945 Market Street

		Asbagh

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20137

		2017-011465OFA

		945 Market Street

		Asbagh

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20138

		2015-000058CUA

		2500-2698 Turk Street and 222 Stanyan Street

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20139

		2017-004489CUA

		701 Valencia Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as Amended prohibiting restaurant and limited restaurant use.

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2015-009015DRP-03

		75, 77, 79-81 Leland Avenue

		Jardines

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to May 3, 2018

		+7 -0



		DRA-0583

		2016-014684DRP

		2622-2624 Greenwich Street

		May

		Took DR and Approved as Revised

		+7 -0



		DRA-0584

		2016-014004DRP

		2865 Vallejo Street

		Bendix

		Took DR and Approved with Condition to set back side wall 18”

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		DRA-0585

		2016-002865DRP

		1889-1891 Green Street

		Bendix

		Took DR and Approved with Condition to eliminate interior mudroom door for lower unit.

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Fong absent)







March 8, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-010185CUA

		160 Caselli Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to March 29, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Adina

		Continued to April 19, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2017-005992CUA

		48 Saturn Street

		Horn

		Continued to March 22, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2017-008121CUA

		1805 Divisadero Street

		Dito

		Continued to April 26, 2018

		+7 -0



		M-20124

		2017-005841CUA

		2099 Market Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20125

		2016-007531CUA

		533 Jackson Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20126

		2017-015199CUA

		531 Bayshore Boulevard

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		February 22, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20127

		2018-000681PCA

		Hours of Operation for Limited Nonconforming Uses

		DiSalvo

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after April 19, 2018

		+7 -0



		R-20128

		2017-014297PCA

		Planning Code Corrections Ordinance

		Brosky

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after April 19, 2018

		+7 -0



		R-20129

		2015-000644ENV

		Biosolids Digester Facilities Project

		Johnston

		Certified

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20130

		2016-007850ENV

		88 Broadway/735 Davis Street

		Delumo

		Upheld the PND

		+7 -0



		M-20131

		2016-014839CUA

		4093 24th Street

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20132

		2017-013609CND

		668-678 Page Street

		Weissglass

		Disapproved

		+7 -0



		M-20133

		2017-015104CUA

		201 Steiner Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2016-003836CUA

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Continued to March 22, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2016-003836VAR

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Acting ZA Continued to March 22, 2018

		



		DRA-0582

		2017-000424DRP

		2714 Broadway

		Bendix

		Took DR and Conditioned the agreement reached between parties.

		+7 -0







March 1, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-008252DRP

		89 Roosevelt Way

		Jonckheer

		Continued to May 3, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-009062DRP

		505 Grand View

		Tran

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-008783CUA

		1 Front Street

		Perry

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-007063DRM

		518 Brannan Street

		Christensen

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-011486CUA

		1713 Yosemite Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to April 19, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		ConnectSF

		Johnson

		None – Informational

		



		R-20119

		2011.1356M

		Central Soma Plan – Initiation of Amendments to the General Plan

		Wertheim

		Initiated and scheduled a hearing on or after March 29, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20120

		2011.1356T

		Central Soma Plan – Initiation of Amendments to the Administrative Code and the Planning Code

		Wertheim

		Scheduled a hearing on or after March 29, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20121

		2011.1356Z

		Central Soma Plan – Initiation of Amendments to the Zoning Map

		Wertheim

		Scheduled a hearing on or after March 29, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20122

		2017-008334CUA

		4230 18th Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. Limiting roof deck hours to 10:00 pm;

2. Providing three nights at the sponsor’s choosing to extend roof deck hours to midnight;

3. Minimize external air handling equipment; and 

4. Work with staff to minimize roof top appurtenances.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20123

		2016-012872CUA

		479 28th Street

		Tran

		Approved with Conditions, as proposed by the Sponsor

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Fong absent)



		DRA-0580

		2015-018225DRP

		171 Judson Avenue

		Jimenez

		Took DR and required that the Project provide a code complying ADU.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		DRA-0581

		2013.0254DRP

		56 Mason Street

		Kirby

		Took DR and approved with conditions: 

1. That original tenants offered tenancy at their previous rental rates;

2. Those tenants be served with first right of refusal; and

3. A report back to the CPC upon occupancy.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)







February 22, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-007850ENV

		88 Broadway/735 Davis Street

		Delumo

		Continued to March 8, 2018

		+6 -0 



		

		2017-004489CUA

		701 Valencia Street

		Jardines

		Continued to March 15, 2018

		+6 -0



		

		2017-006817DRM

		1190 Bryant Street

		Christensen

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2016-010348CUA

		1233 Polk Street

		Perry

		Continued to March 22, 2018

		+6 -0



		

		2015-014876CUA

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		Continued to March 22, 2018

		+6 -0



		

		2015-014876VAR

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		Acting ZA Continued to March 22, 2018

		



		

		2015-015846DRM

		520 28th Street

		Jonckheer

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0



		

		2016-007593CUA

		229 Ellis Street

		Foster

		Continued to March 22, 2018

		+6 -0



		

		2016-007593VAR

		229 Ellis Street

		Foster

		Acting ZA Continued to March 22, 2018

		



		

		2015-015846DRP

		520 28th Street

		Jonckheer

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0



		

		2015-015846VAR

		520 28th Street

		Jonckheer

		Acting ZA Continued to February 28, 2018

		



		

		2016-009992DRP02

		586 Sanchez Street

		Flores

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0



		M-20111

		2017-007501CUA

		3629 Taraval Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20112

		2017-012457CUA

		235 Church Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20113

		2017-015083CUA

		721 Lincoln Way

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20114

		2017-010871CUA

		691 14th Street

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20115

		2015-009450CUA

		1600 Ocean Avenue

		Kwiatkowska

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		February 1, 2018 Closed Session Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		February 1, 2018  Regular Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		Residential Pipeline Dashboard

		Ojeda

		None - Informational

		



		

		

		Retail Study And Neighborhood Commercial Districts

		Butkus

		None - Informational

		



		

		

		Retail To Office Conversions Within Union Square

		Asbagh

		None - Informational

		



		M-20116

		2017-000188ENV

		Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project

		Moore

		Upheld the PMND

		+5 -1 (Richards against)



		

		2017-014841CUA

		655 Alvarado Street

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 19, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20117

		2017-014736CUA

		1327 Chestnut Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20118

		2017-004562CUA

		799 Castro Street & 3878-3880 21st Street

		Tran

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include continue working with staff on design of the building.

		+4 -1 (Hillis against; Fong absent)



		

		2008.0410V

		799 Castro Street & 3878-3880 21st Street

		Tran

		ZA Closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		DRA-0578

		2017-004562DRP

		799 Castro Street & 3878-3880 21st Street

		Tran

		Took DR and approved to include continue working with the staff on ADU.

		+4 -1 (Hillis against; Fong absent)



		DRA-0579

		2017-003039DRP

		53 Forest Side Avenue

		Adina

		Took DR and approved as amended to deal with privacy issues on north and south sides.

		+5 -0 (Fong absent)







February 8, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-008783CUA

		1 Front Street

		Perry

		Continued to March 1, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2016-003836CUA

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Continued to March 8, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2016-003836VAR

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Acting ZA Continued to March 8, 2018

		



		

		2017-014736CUA

		1327 Chestnut Street

		Ganetsos

		Continued to February 22, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-009668DRP

		2567 Mission Street

		Christensen

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20101

		2017-014433CUA

		3130 Fillmore Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20102

		2017-013406CUA

		1177 California Street, Unit 1014 and 1015

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		January 25, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20103

		2017-014010CRV

		FY 2018-2020 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20104

		2015-012994GPA

		200-214 Van Ness Avenue

		Asbagh

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20105

		2015-012994PCAMAP

		200-214 Van Ness Avenue

		Asbagh

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20106

		2015-012994DVA

		200-214 Van Ness Avenue

		Asbagh

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20107

		2015-012994DNX

		200-214 Van Ness Avenue

		Asbagh

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20108

		2015-012994CUA

		200-214 Van Ness Avenue

		Asbagh

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2014-003160CUA

		3314 Cesar Chavez Street

		Vu

		
After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 22, 2018

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)



		M-20109

		2017-010480CUA

		655 Montgomery Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)



		

		2017-010480VAR

		655 Montgomery Street

		Perry

		ZA Closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)



		M-20110

		2016-004524CUA

		900 Clement Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)



		

		2015-001542DRP

		2514 Balboa Street

		Vellve

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 22, 2018

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)



		

		2016-014684DRP

		2622-2624 Greenwich Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 15, 2018

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)



		DRA-0576

		2017-010311DRP

		217 Montana Street

		Tran

		Took DR and Approved to require frosted or obscured glass along west facade

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)







February 1, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-013609CND

		668-678 Page Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to March 8, 2018

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-005617DRP

		1439-1441 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to March 15, 2018

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-009163CUA

		77 Geary Street

		Perry

		Continued to March 22, 2018

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-013942DRM

		5 Leland Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20098

		2017-013413CUA

		1390 Market Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		January 11, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		January 18, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Action Item List

		Ionin

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2011.1356MTZU

		Central Soma Plan

		Wertheim

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-009450CUA

		1600 Ocean Avenue

		Kwiatkowska

		After hearing and closing public comment; Adopted a Motion of Intent to Approve with conditions, that the bank cease operations at the end of two years or when their current lease expires; and Continued the matter to February 22, 2018.

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20099

		2017-001990CUA

		863 Carolina Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Removal of the penthouse and roof deck;

2. Ensure the elevator includes a keyed entry;

3. Provide a matching lightwell;

4. Reduce the massing; and 

5. Continue working with Staff and the RDT on the façade.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20100

		2013.0531X

		2230 3rd Street

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include any tenant improvement(s) to be routed to Planning.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-009668DRP

		2567 Mission Street

		Christensen

		After a motion to NOT Take DR and approve as proposed with a 6 mos update failed +3 -3 (Richards, Moore, Melgar against; Johnson absent); Continued to February 8, 2018.

		+4 -2 (Fong, Koppel against; Johnson absent)



		DRA-0577

		2016-012089DRP

		33-35 Aladdin Terrace

		Foster

		Took DR and approved as amended without the proposed garage and with the revised roof plan.

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2016-012089VAR

		33-35 Aladdin Terrace

		Foster

		ZA Closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant

		







February 1, 2018 Closed Session Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Assert Attorney-Client Privilege

		Stacy

		Adopted a Motion to Assert Attorney Client Privelege

		+4 -0 (Richards, Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		

		Motion to Disclose

		Stacy

		Adopted a Motion to NOT disclose

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)







January 25, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-000188ENV

		Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project

		Navarrete

		Continued to February 22, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2017-002768CUA

		984-988 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Continued to May 24, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2017-014089AHB

		681 Florida Street

		Alexander

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2009.0880ENX-02

		2100 Mission Street

		Jardines

		Withdrawn

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2014.1364CUA

		1555 Union Street

		Bendix

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2014.1364VAR

		1555 Union Street

		Bendix

		ZA Continued Indefinitely

		



		

		2016-003051DRP

		37 Sussex Street

		Jackson

		Continued to March 15, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		

		December 14, 2017 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		

		December 21, 2017 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2017-014010CRV

		FY 2018-2020 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		None - Informational

		



		

		2009.3461CWP

		Area Plan Implementation Update And Inter-Department Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC Report)

		Snyder

		None - Informational

		



		

		2014-001272DVA

		Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project

		Sucre

		None - Informational

		



		M-20096

		2017-003134CUA

		72 Ellis Street

		Foster

		Approved a two-year extension

		+4 -0 (Hillis, Fong, Johnson absent)



		M-20097

		2017-003134DNX

		72 Ellis Street

		Foster

		Approved a two-year extension

		+4 -0 (Hillis, Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2017-003134

		72 Ellis Street

		Foster

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2017-013406CUA

		1177 California Street, Unit 1014 and 1015

		Adina

		Adopted a Motion of Intent to Approve with conditions:

1. That the independent defining features of the units be retained; and 

2. That upon sale of the merged unit be restored to two units;

And, Continued the matter to February 8, 2018.

		+4 -1 (Melgar against; Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2014-001400ENX

		2750 19th Street

		Samonsky

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 15, 2018.

		+4 -1 (Melgar against; Fong, Johnson absent)



		DRA-0575

		2017-004890DRP

		3600 Scott Street

		Samonsky

		Took DR and approved the project with conditions:

1. Posts be painted a neutral color (such as white); and

2. That upon sale the 42” railing is restored.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Fong, Johnson absent)







January 18, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-005617DRP

		1439-1441 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to February 1, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2014-003160CUA

		3314 Cesar Chavez Street

		Vu

		Continued to February 8, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2016-011486CUA

		1713 Yosemite Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to March 1, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2016-012872CUA

		479 28th Street

		Tran

		Continued to March 1, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2009.1011ENX

		1863 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Election Of Officers

		Ionin

		Hillis - President;

Melgar - Vice

		+7 -0



		R-20092

		2017-013096MAP

		Burnett Avenue And Burnett Avenue North

		Butkus

		Approved

		+7 -0



		

		2015-011274ENV

		150 Eureka Street

		Delumo

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2016-001557IMP

		188 Hooper Street; 1140 7th Street; And 1111 8th Street As Well As Multiple Properties Owned Or Leased By The California College Of The Arts (CCA) Located In The City And County Of San Francisco

		Jardines

		Closed the Public Hearing

		



		M-20093

		2016-004823ENX

		744 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20094

		2016-004823CUA

		744 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include that if there were to be significant design changes, the project would be reviewed by the Planning Commission.

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20095

		2015-002825CUA

		1965 Market Street

		Jonckheer

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0574

		2014.0936DRP

		590 Leland Avenue

		Jardines

		Took DR and Approved with the condition that the 598 Leland site maintain the 25’ module for consistency.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)







January 11, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-015846DRM

		520 28th Street

		Jonckheer

		Continued to February 22, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-015846DRP

		520 28th Street

		Jonckheer

		Continued to February 22, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-015846VAR

		520 28th Street

		Jonckheer

		Acting ZA Continued to February 22, 2018

		



		

		2015-018225DRP

		171 Judson Avenue

		Jimenez

		Continued to March 1, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-005881PCA

		Formula Retail Grocery Store In Fulton Street Grocery Store Special Use District [Board File 170514]

		Asbagh

		Continued to March 15, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-005881CUA

		555 Fulton Street

		Asbagh

		Continued to March 15, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20086

		2017-005067CUA

		245 Valencia Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		December 7, 2017 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2007.0456EBKXV

		181 Fremont Street

		Foster

		None - Informational

		



		

		

		Urban Design Guidelines

		Small

		None - Informational

		



		

		2016-010340ENV

		500 Turk Street

		Poling

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20087

		2017-014892PCA

		Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendment [Board File No. 171193]

		Grob

		Approved as Amended by Staff

		+7 -0



		R-20088

		2017-013742PCA

		Jackson Square Special Use District [Board File No. 171108]

		Sanchez

		Approved as Amended by Sup. Peskin

		+6 -1 (Fong against)



		R-20089

		2015-012994PRJ

		200-214 Van Ness Avenue

		Asbagh

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after Feb. 8th, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2015-014876CUA

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to February 22, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-014876VAR

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; ZA Continued to February 22, 2018

		



		

		2017-013609CND

		668-678 Page Street

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing public comment; Adopted a Motion of Intent to Deny and Continued to February 1, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20090

		2015-005788CUA

		372 7th Avenue

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20091

		2017-009449CUA

		1974 Union Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		DRA-0573

		2016-011929DRP

		575 Belvedere Street

		Vellve

		Did NOT Take DR approved as revised

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case #2016-00378CUA- Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street – Letter of SUPPORT
Date: Friday, September 21, 2018 1:22:14 PM
Attachments: image001.png

 
 
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: Abbott, Chadwick [mailto:CAbbott@levi.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 1:20 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Commission President Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Commissioner Fong; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas
(CPC)
Subject: Case #2016-00378CUA- Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street – Letter of SUPPORT
 
Case #2016-00378CUA- Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street – Letter of SUPPORT
 
Dear Commissioners:
I know that the Russian Hill Neighbors have submitted the below letter and as a Russian Hill resident
I fully support it. The block and the neighborhood need it. It will be a reason to go to that area which
will benefit the existing merchants.   Thanks!
 
Chad Abbott
Russian Hill resident
 
 
You have before you a small miracle:

·       A developer who wants to open a new neighborhood-friendly grocery store in San Francisco.
·       An owner who has the financial strength to make it succeed.
·        A project that will not require another teardown and will reuse a familiar but long-vacant

early 2dh century structure.
·        A project that will displace no one.
·       A store that the vast majority of residents in the neighborhood have repeatedly said they

badly want.

Russian Hill Neighbors, which represents over 500 households in the neighborhood of the proposed
project, has now submitted multiple letters of support for this project in the course of more than
two and a half years since it was originally proposed. As the continued October 4th Conditional Use
hearing approaches, we are writing again to confirm our strongest level of support for this project
and to respond with additional information.

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



 
Here are our main reasons for supporting this project: It has overwhelming support from the
neighborhood. Based on our own survey and other surveys, there is huge backing for this project.
The strongest support comes from the people who Jive the closest to it. Most of the opposition
appears to come from people and entities that live far away from it.
We need a grocery store here. In the last few years hundreds of new housing units have been built
adjacent and near this site while meanwhile several independent general grocery stores on Polk
Street have closed. We now have in the blocks around the proposed project a large imbalance in the
mix of uses where there is housing, but insufficient full-service grocery stores to serve the people
who live there.
 
We need to bring more life to this part of Polk Street. There is a dead zone here, which a well-run
grocery will help fix.
 
The mixed-use alternative that some of the opponents advocate has major disadvantages. An almost
full-block vacancy would be extended yet another 4-5 years for new planning and construction. This
would be intolerable. Given the recent spike in construction and financing costs, this vacancy could
extend even longer, as we understand a number of approved projects have recently been put on
hold as their financial feasibility is reevaluated. A new building could not provide a grocery, as zoning
limits a new retail space to no more than 4,000 square feet. If and when the smaller retail spaces are
ultimately rented, the likely types of tenancies, such as gyms or work-space, would be far less
successful in creating foot-traffic.
 
Having a store that is part of a larger company could in fact be a positive. It is clear that the
independent locally-owned grocery store, however attractive in concept, is an unlikely proposition in
a world of modern supply-chain management. No non-chain groceries have been proposed here and
most feature much higher prices than WF365 and are less positioned to serve families and seniors in
this neighborhood. Since this store is backed by a company with financial strength, it may be able to
succeed in what is widely thought to be a brutal retail environment.
 
This project would preserve a familiar 1908 structure that fits well in the neighborhood. This project
can be finished in months. Unlike the hypothetical alternative proposed by the organized opposition,
it is feasible and reuses a simple but useful and pleasant concrete garage. We don't need to tear
down any more of our built history.
 
The three or four local merchants who say the new store will cost them business are probably
mistaken. There has been some opposition from a few local merchants who indicate they are
worried that their businesses and livelihoods will be harmed. But what we know about urban land
use actually tells us the opposite is usually true: in vibrant cities, activity breeds activity.
The problems of brick-and-mortar retail have been much discussed, and we have seen that it has
been difficult to get a grocery store to open up in San Francisco lately. This is a project that, if
approved, has a good chance of succeeding in a difficult environment.
 
Commissioners, after a very long wait, we ask you again in the strongest possible way to please,
finally, allow this project to go forward.



 
Thank you.
 
 
CHAD ABBOTT
Levi Strauss & Co.
1155 Battery Street
San Francisco, CA 94111
cabbott@levi.com;  415-501-6852

 
 
This message is intended only for the person to whom it is addressed. If you are not the
intended recipient, you are not authorized to disclose, distribute, copy or use this message or
any information contained in this message. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify
us immediately by reply e-mail or telephone and please delete this message. Thank you very
much for your cooperation

mailto:cabbott@levi.com


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods 365 Store
Date: Friday, September 21, 2018 1:18:52 PM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Perry Freeman [mailto:perrywfree@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 12:58 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas
(CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods 365 Store
 
Dear Commissioners and Planners,
I hope you will vote to approve a new Whole Foods 365 store in the space that was formerly
Lombardi Sports at 1600 Jackson Street and Polk Street. We need a comprehensive and less
expensive grocery store alternative to the existing small, higher mark-up food stores along
Polk Street. Each of those has something to offer, but affordability is not often one of them. 
 
Thank you for the work you do on behalf of all San Franciscans.
Sincerely,
Perry Freeman 
2548 Polk Street 
San Francisco

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


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods
Date: Friday, September 21, 2018 12:47:04 PM
Attachments: Support of Whole Food 365 in RussianHill.msg

Case #2016-00378CUA - Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson.msg
Whole Foods Market on Polk Street.msg
Whole Foods 365 in Russian Hill Neighborhood..msg
Case #2016-00378CUA.msg
Support for Whole Foods on Polk St..msg

 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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Support of Whole Food 365 in RussianHill

		From

		Alyse Eberhardt

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; RichHillisSF@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org



Dear City Commissioner,





Please see attached letter stating my approval and request to have WholeFoods 365 take over the Lombardi's location on polk street in Russianhill.





(Letter attached)





Sincerely,


Alyse Eberhardt


1352 Broadway


San Francisco CA 94109







RHN_Additional_Letter_of_Support_for_Whole_Foods_365_CU.pdf

RHN_Additional_Letter_of_Support_for_Whole_Foods_365_CU.pdf


















Case #2016-00378CUA - Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson

		From

		Diane Daniels

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; RichHillisSF@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org



Dear Commissioners:


I'm another of the many supporters of opening a Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson St. As a senior who is finding the walk to Whole Foods on California a little long, I look forward to the close location and perhaps lower prices of a local 365.


regards,


Diane Daniels


1450 Greenwich St #503


San Francisco, CA 94109








Whole Foods Market on Polk Street

		From

		Townsend Walker

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; RichHillisSF@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org



Dear Planners and Commissioners,





 





I live at Greenwich and Larkin.





We need a viable and vibrant market in this neighborhood. Such a market does not exist in the neighborhood. The second aspect is that a vibrant market serves to enhance all businesses in the neighborhood, and Polk Street particularly is in need.





Thank you for your consideration.





 





Townsend Walker





twalker@aperimus.com





415.235.8090





www.townsendwalker.com
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Whole Foods 365 in Russian Hill Neighborhood.

		From

		David Sandusky

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; RichHillisSF@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org



I am a resident in the Russian Hill neighborhood (1020 Union St. #6).  I wish to voice my vigorous support for the proposed use of the building at 1600 Jackson St. (the former Lombardi's Sports) as a Whole Foods 365 full-service grocery store. Currently there are no grocery stores of this size or type within reasonable walking distance from my apartment.  I urge all of the SF Planning Commissioners to give their approval for this great addition to the Russian Hill Neighborhood at the continued Planning Commission hearing to be held Thursday, October 4.





Respectfully, 





David W. Sandusky








Case #2016-00378CUA

		From

		Kay Rousseau

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); joelkoppel@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; millicent.johnson@sfgov.org

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; Richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; joelkoppel@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; millicent.johnson@sfgov.org



I am writing in support of the Whole Foods 365 project at 1600 Jackson Street. This is my neighborhood and every person I have spoken with about this is in FAVOR of the market. People opposed to it who do not live in the Russian Hill area are mistaken and misguided. 





PLEASE support this important project without delaying it any further.





~Kay Rousseau


  1000 Green St


  SF 94133








Support for Whole Foods on Polk St.

		From

		Philip Brady

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; RichHillisSF@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org



I am a twenty year resident of Russian Hill and I almost never get involved in these kinds of things, but I am writing to beg, implore, and beseech you to please allow the old Lombardi Sports to become a Whole Foods.  Russian Hill has some of the highest population density in the City. A store located there would be within walking distance of so many people. 






Thirty years ago when I was at SFSU I worked aa a cashier at Real Foods, the one at Stanyon in Cole Valley, so I have a lot of love for that small grocery, even the one here on Polk, but the truth is I never every go there anymore at all. The quality of the food is just not that good, and the prices are simply way too high. Every other day I instead drive to the Whole Foods on California and Franklin to do shopping. As for the Cheese Plus, I shop there quite a bit, but I would shop there even more if I was already up there shopping at the proposed Whole Foods at Lombari. 





This would benefit so many people in such a profound way. The thing I want in life more than anything else is to have to drive less. Please, please allow a Whole Foods within walking distance for me and my fellow Russian Hill neighbors. I am not exaggerating when I say this will be life changing in a positive way. 


 





Philip Brady
philipbrady@sbcglobal.net 
(415) 760-2761 cell









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: Additional Russian Hill Neighbors Letter of Support for Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street
Date: Thursday, September 20, 2018 1:09:15 PM
Attachments: RHN Additional Letter of Support for Whole Foods 365 CU.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: Carol Ann Rogers [mailto:carolannrogers@prodigy.net] 
Sent: Thursday, September 20, 2018 11:16 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: Additional Russian Hill Neighbors Letter of Support for Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street
 
Good morning Mr. Ionin,
Attached please find a PDF formatted copy of an additional letter of support for the Whole Foods
365 Conditional Use (Case #2016-00378CUA).  This is a new letter (RHN has already submitted
several) and we would appreciate its distribution to the Commissioners in preparation for the

October 4th continued hearing on this matter. Please call or email me with any questions.
With appreciation,
Carol Ann Rogers, President
Russian Hill Neighbors
415-902-3980
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From: Ikezoe, Paolo (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); "richhillissf@gmail.com"; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson,

Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Ojeda, Teresa (CPC)
Subject: 2017 Downtown Plan Monitoring Report - Memo on fees
Date: Wednesday, September 19, 2018 5:08:20 PM
Attachments: 2018 09 19 CPC DTPMR Fee Memo.pdf

Impact_Fee_Schedule.pdf
DirectorsBulletin01_Impact_Fees-April2016.pdf

Good afternoon Commissioners,
 
I apologize for the delay in sending this out. I am attaching a memo in response to Commissioner
Richard’s request at the August 23 hearing for more information on our various impact fees: how
much they are, how they are set, and what they pay for. I am attaching a memo detailing the fee
amounts for the two fees reported in the Downtown Monitoring Report, as well as our current
impact fee schedule and Director’s Bulletin #1, which explains more about our Department’s various
fees.
 
I am of course happy to answer any additional questions about our various impact fees, or the
Downtown Plan Monitoring Report in general, at any time.
 
Best,
 
Paolo Ikezoe, Senior Planner
Information & Analysis Group, Citywide Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9137 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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Memo 


 


 


 


DATE: September 19, 2018 


TO: Planning Commissioners 


FROM: Paolo Ikezoe 


 Senior Planner, Citywide Division 


RE: 2017 DTPMR - Fees 


 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
On August 23, 2018, the Planning Commission heard an informational report on the 2017 Downtown 
Plan Monitoring Report. This memo is in response to a request for additional information on the fees 
reported on in the report: the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee and the Transit Impact Development Fee. Please 
see the attached Director’s Bulletin #1 for an overview of Development Impact Fees and the latest 
citywide Impact Fee Register for more detailed information on how fees are indexed.   
 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee – JHLF (Sec. 413) 


The JHLF was originally adopted as the Office Affordable Housing Production Program (OAHPP), and 
required downtown projects resulting in 50,000 net new gross square feet of office space to construct 
housing or pay a fee. The Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis in June 1997 updated the program to apply 
citywide and to a variety of commercial uses, and renamed it the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee. The JHLF 
currently applies to projects citywide that increase the following uses by 25,000 gross square feet or more: 


 


  


Fee payment is due at issuance of first construction document. All funds are deposited in the Citywide 
Affordable Housing Fund, which MOHCD uses for predevelopment, acquisition, construction and 
rehabilitation of affordable housing citywide.   


Use Fee per Gross Square Foot 


Entertainment $18.62 


Hotel $14.95 


Integrated PDR $15.69 


Institutional $0.00 


Office $19.96 


PDR $0.00 


Research & Development $13.30 


Residential $0.00 


Retail $18.62 


Small Enterprise Workspace $15.69 



http://default.sfplanning.org/Citywide/Downtown_Plan_Monitoring_Report_2017.pdf

http://default.sfplanning.org/Citywide/Downtown_Plan_Monitoring_Report_2017.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_413
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Transit Impact Development Fee - TIDF (Sec. 411) 


The TIDF was first enacted in 1981, and applied to new office development in the downtown area. It was 
updated in 2000 to apply citywide, and on additional commercial uses. It now applies to projects that 
result in 3,000 net new gross square feet of the following uses: 


Economic Activity Category or Subcategory TIDF Per Gross Square Foot of Development 


Cultural/Institution/Education   


  Day Care/Community Center $13.30 


  Post-Secondary School $13.30 


  Museum $11.05 


  Other Institutional $13.30 


Management, Information and Professional Services $12.64 


Medical and Health Services $13.30 


Production/Distribution/Repair $6.80 


Retail/Entertainment $13.30 


Visitor Services $12.64 


 


Fee payment is due at the first construction document. Funds may be used to increase revenue service 
hours on the transit system, including capital costs, purchase of rolling stock, and costs to administer and 
enforce the program.   


 


I am available to answer any additional questions relating to the Downtown Plan Monitoring Report at 
paolo.ikezoe@sfgov.org or at 415-575-9137. 


 


Best, 


Paolo Ikezoe 


 


 
 
 
  



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_411
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Introduction


Planning Department Impact Fee Website


Property Information Map


Terms & Definitions
Key


C-3
EN
FAR
GSF
NCT
NSF
RH
RTO
SOMA
UMU


Contact Information
Types of Development 


Impact Fees (DIF)
Questions 


Regarding… Contact Person Agency Phone Number Email Address


Citywide Development 
Impact Fees - Collection & 
Deferral Information


Collection, Fee 
Reports & Deferral


John Blackshear or 
Sarah Luu Building Inspection 415-575-6801 /


415-558-6324
John.Blackshear@sfgov.org 


Use of Funds Benjamin McCloskey


Mayor's Office of 
Housing and 
Community 
Development


415-701-5575 Benjamin.McCloskey@sfgov.org


Assessment & 
Calculation Corey Teague Planning 


Department 415-575-9081 Corey.Teague@sfgov.org


Use of Funds Benjamin McCloskey


Mayor's Office of 
Housing and 
Community 
Development


415-701-5575 Benjamin.McCloskey@sfgov.org


Policy, Assessment & 
Calculation Kate Conner Planning 


Department 415-575-6914 Kate.Conner@sfgov.org


Policy & Use of Funds Leo Chyi
Department of 
Children Youth and 
Families


415-554-8959 Leo.Chyi@dcyf.org


Assessment & 
Calculation Corey Teague Planning 


Department 415-575-9081 Corey.Teague@sfgov.org 


Policy & Use of Funds Kerstin Magary
Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency


415-701-4323 Kerstin.Magary@sfmta.com


Assessment & 
Calculation Corey Teague Planning 


Department 415-575-9081 Corey.Teague@sfgov.org 


School Development 
Impact Fee


Policy, Use of Funds, 
Assessment & 
Calculations


Cristina Mariscal Unified School 
District 415-241-6090 MariscalC@sfusd.edu 


Adopted Plan Areas DIF Assessment & 
Calculation Corey Teague Planning 


Department 415-575-9081 Corey.Teague@sfgov.org 


Annual Fee Indexing


DBI Impact Fee Unit Website
Fees associated with other departments also may be adjusted annually on this same schedule, effective July 1 of each year, or adjusted at 
other times in accordance with applicable legislation.   The adjusted fee rates apply to development impact fees paid on or after the effective 
date of any such fee adjustments, regardless of the date of permit filing or issuance of the preliminary fee assessment rate as shown on DBI's 
Citywide Development Fee Register for the particular project.


Gross Square feet
Floor Area Ratio
Eastern Neighborhoods
Downtown


Neighborhood Commercial Transit District


Description


(Updated as of December 1, 2017, rates effective as of January 1, 2018)
SAN FRANCISCO CITYWIDE DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE REGISTER 


Most of the City’s Development Impact Fees will be adjusted annually in accordance with San Francisco Planning Code Article 4, Section 
409(b) based on the Annual Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation Estimate (AICCIE) published by Office of the City Administrator's Capital 
Planning Group and approved by the Capital Planning Committee. The new fee schedule will be posted on December 1st each year and 
effective on January 1st.  To obtain a list of the fees and their adjusted rates, go to the following Department of Building Inspection's (DBI) 
Development Impact Fee Unit website:


To see which citywide impact fees may apply to a property, access the Property Information Map, Zoning tab for more information:


Jobs-Housing Linkage 
Program Fee


Downtown Park Fund 
Child Care Impact Fee


Transit Impact 
Development Fee


An impact fee is a fee that is imposed by a local government on a new or proposed development project to pay for all or a portion of the costs of 
providing public services to the new development.  Impact fees are considered to be a charge on new development to help fund and pay for the 
construction or needed expansion of offsite capital improvements.  These fees are usually implemented to help reduce the economic burden on 
local jurisdictions that are trying to deal with population growth within the area.  The following Planning Department's Development Impact Fee 
website provides additional information:


Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program Fee


Urban Mixed Use District
South of Market
Residential Transit Oriented District
Rincon Hill
Net Square Feet



http://www.sf-planning.org/impactfees

http://ec2-50-17-237-182.compute-1.amazonaws.com/PIM/?dept=planning

mailto:John.Blackshear@sfgov.org

mailto:Benjamin.McCloskey@sfgov.org

mailto:Corey.Teague@sfgov.org

mailto:Benjamin.McCloskey@sfgov.org
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mailto:Corey.Teague@sfgov.org

mailto:Kerstin.Magary@sfmta.com

mailto:Corey.Teague@sfgov.org
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http://sfdbi.org/index.aspx?page=617
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Impact Fee City Area Subject 
to the Fee


Ordinance 
Reference Use Fees Residential & Non-Residential 


Threshold


Exempted 
Building 


Permit Types


Controlling 
Entity


Fee Unit 
(NSF, 


GSF, Unit, 
Etc.)


Choices Effective Date


Alternative Means of 
Satisfying the Open 
Space Requirement 
in SOMA Mixed-Use 
Districts


SOMA Mixed-Use 
Districts: RSD, SLI, 
SLR, and SSO


Planning Code 
Section 425


Non-residential $1.13 per square foot of required 
usable open space required, but not 
provided.


Residential: N/A; Non-Residential: 
Zoning Administrator discretion that open 
space cannot be provided on-site


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


Square Foot 
of Open 
Space


Optional Program April 6, 1990


Alternative Means of 
Satisfying the Open 
Space Requirement 
in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Mixed 
Use Districts


Eastern 
Neighborhoods 
Mixed Use Districts: 
RED, RED-MX, SPD, 
MUG, MUR, MUO, 
WMUO, SALI, and 
UMU


Planning Code 
Section 426


Non-residential $107.54 per square foot of required 
usable open space required, but not 
provided.


Residential: N/A; Non-Residential: Any 
non-residential project with required open 
space


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


Square Feet 
of Open 
Space


Optional Program December 19, 2008


Balboa Park 
Community 
Infrastructure Impact 
Fee


Balboa Park Planning Code 
Section 422


Residential + Non-
Residential


$11.32/sf for Residential, $2.13/sf for 
Non-Residential.


Credit may be given for existing use on 
site. See Change of Use & 
Replacement table for reference.


Residential: At least one net new 
residential unit or additional space in an 
existing unit of more than 800 gross 
square feet; Non-Residential: Any new 
construction, or additional space in an 
existing building of more than 800 gross 
square feet


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


Gross 
Square Foot


Impact fee or in-
kind 
improvement


April 17, 2009


Bicycle Parking 
(Class 2) In-Lieu Fee


Citywide Planning Code 
Section 430


Residential + Non-
Residential


$489.68 per Class 2 bicycle parking 
space


Residential: Varies; Non-Residential: 
Varies


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


Class 2 
Bicycle 
Parking 
Space


In-lieu fee per 
Zoning 
Administrator 
approval


September 6, 2013


Child Care Fee - 
Office/Hotel


Citywide Planning Code 
Section 414


Office/Hotel $1.75 per square foot Non-Residential: Office and hotel 
development projects proposing the net 
addition of 25,000 or more gross square 
feet of office or hotel space.


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Department of 
Children Youth 
and Their 
Families


Gross 
Square Foot


On-site or off-site 
daycare 


September 6, 1985


Child Care Fee - 
Residential


Citywide Planning Code 
Section 414A


Residential and 
Residential Care


1-9 Units: $1.02 per square foot
10 Units and Above: $2.03 per square 
foot


Credit given for existing use on site and 
for child care portion of area plan 
impact fees. See Child Care-
Residential Change/Replacement of 
Use and Plan Area Fee Credits Table.


Residential:At least one net new 
residential unit or additional space in an 
existing unit of more than 800 gross 
square feet, or additional group housing or 
residential care space.


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Department of 
Children Youth 
and Their 
Families


Gross 
Square Foot


On-site or off-site 
daycare 


February 18, 2016


Downtown 
C-3 Artwork
(Optional)


Downtown: 
C-3 Districts


Planning Code 
Section 429


New building 
construction or 
addition of floor 
area > or = 
25,000 sf within C-
3 Districts


1% of construction cost Residential & Non-Residential: New 
building construction or addition of floor 
area in C-3 > or = 25,000 s.f.


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Recreation and 
Parks 
Department


N/A Fee payment September 17, 1985  


(Amendmeded as optional 
starting January 1, 2013)


Downtown Payment 
in Case of Variance 
for Open Space


Downtown: 
C-3-O(SD) Downtown 
Office Special 
Development


Planning Code 
Section 427


Any use requiring 
open space 
pursuant to 
Section 135 or 
138.


$1,876 per gross sq. foot Residential: Zoning Administrator 
discretion, through approval of a Variance 
(Section 305) that residential usable open 
space requirement cannot be met on-site.; 
Non-Residential: Zoning Administrator 
discretion, through a Variance (Section 
305), that privately-owned public open 
space requirement cannot be met on-site.


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Recreation and 
Parks 
Department


Gross 
Square Foot


Impact fee August 8, 2012


Downtown
Park Fee 


Downtown Planning Code 
Section 412


Office within C-3 
Districts


$2.83 per gross sq.foot Residential: N/A; Non-Residential: Net 
addition of gross floor area 


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Recreation and 
Parks 
Department


Gross 
Square Foot


Impact fee September 17, 1985


Planning Code 
Section 249.28


Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area 
Plans Alternative 
Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing 
Fee


Eastern 
Neighborhoods


Planning Code 
Section 417


Residential $56.60 per gross sq foot Residential: 20 units or less or less than 
25,000 gsf; Non-Residential: N/A


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Mayor's Office of 
Housing and 
Community 
Development


Gross 
Square Foot


Optional Program January 19, 2009



http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_425
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Impact Fee City Area Subject 
to the Fee


Ordinance 
Reference Use Fees Residential & Non-Residential 


Threshold


Exempted 
Building 


Permit Types


Controlling 
Entity


Fee Unit 
(NSF, 


GSF, Unit, 
Etc.)


Choices Effective Date


Eastern 
Neighborhoods 
Infrastructure Impact 
Fee  (Mission, Central 
Waterfront, East 
SOMA, Western 
SoMa, Showplace)


Eastern 
Neighborhoods


Planning Code 
Section 423


Residential   + 
Non-Residential 
Uses


* Tier 1: $11.32/square foot for 
Residential,
* $8.49/square foot for Non-Residential;
* Tier 2: $16.98/square foot for 
Residential,
* $14.15/s.f. for Non-Residential;
* Tier 3: $22.64/square foot for 
Residential,
* $19.81/square foot for Non-
Residential.
Credit may be given for existing use on 
site. See Change of Use & 
Replacement table for reference.


Residential: At least one net new 
residential unit or additional space in an 
existing unit of more than 800 gross 
square feet, or additional group housing 
space; Non-Residential: Any new 
construction, or additional space in an 
existing building of more than 800 gross 
square feet


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


Gross 
Square Foot


Impact fee or in-
kind 
improvement


December 19, 2008


Eastern 
Neighborhoods 
Payment in Case of 
Variance or Exception 
for Open Space


Eastern 
Neighborhoods 
Mixed Use Districts: 
RED, RED-MX, SPD, 
MUG, MUR, MUO, 
and UMU


Planning Code 
Section 427


Residential $462.67 per square feet of required 
usable open space not provided


Residential: Per a usable open space 
Variance (under Sec. 305) or Exemption 
(under Sec. 329); Non-Residential: N/A


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


Square Feet 
of Open 
Space


Optional Program December 19, 2008


Jobs-Housing 
Linkage Program Fee


Citywide Planning Code 
Section 413


Entertainment, 
Hotel, Integrated 
PDR, Office, 
Research & 
Development, 
Retail, and Small 
Enterprise 
Workspace


* Entertainment: $25.15/gsf
* Hotel: $20.18/gsf
* Integrated PDR: $21.19/gsf
* Office: $26.95/gsf
* Research and Development: 
$17.96/gsf
* Retail: $25.15/gsf
* Small Enterprise Workspace: 
$21.19/gsf.
Credit may be given for existing use on 
site. See Change of Use & 
Replacement table for reference.


Residential: N/A; Non-Residential: 
Increase by 25,000 g.s.f. or more of any 
combination of entertainment, hotel, 
Integrated PDR, office, research and 
development, retail, and/or Small 
Enterprise Workspace


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Mayor's Office of 
Housing and 
Community 
Development


Gross 
Square Foot


Funding off-site 
affordable 
housing or in-lieu 
fee.  Certain Port 
properties may 
be eligible for Pre-
payment credits 
under Section 
61.12 of the 
Administrative 
Code.


March 28, 1996


Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing 
Program


Citywide Planning Code 
Section 415


Planning Code 
Section 419


Residential 
Dwelling Units > 
or = 10 


Varies by unit size
* Studio - $198,008
* 1 Bedroom - $268,960
* 2 Bedroom - $366,369
* 3 Bedroom - $417,799 
* 4 Bedroom - $521,431


Residential: Any housing project that 
consists of ten or more units where an 
individual project or a phased project is to 
be undertaken, even if the development is 
on separate but adjacent lots; Non-
Residential: N/A


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Mayor's Office of 
Housing and 
Community 
Development


N/A Affordable 
housing fee, on-
site or off-site 
affordable units


April 5, 2002


Market & Octavia 
Community 
Infrastructure Impact 
Fee


Market/Octavia Planning Code 
Section 421


Residential + Non-
Residential


* $12.73/s.f. for Residential,
* $4.81/s.f. for Non-Residential (Table 
421.3A).
* Credit may be given for existing use 
on site. See Change of Use & 
Replacement table for reference.


Residential: At least one net new 
residential unit or additional space in an 
existing unit of more than 800 gross 
square feet, or additional group housing 
space; Non-Residential: Any new 
construction, or additional space in an 
existing building of more than 800 gross 
square feet


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


Gross 
Square Foot


Impact fee or in-
kind 
improvement


April 3, 2008


Market & Octavia 
Affordable Housing 
Fee


Market/Octavia Planning Code 
Section 416


Residential $5.10/sf for NCT and $10.18/ sf for Van 
Ness and Market SUD. Credit may be 
given for existing use on site. See 
Change of Use & Replacement table for 
reference.


Residential: Projects subject to the 
Residential Inclusionary Housing Program 
(Planning Code Section 415); Non-
Residential: N/A


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


Gross 
Square Foot


Fee only May 30, 2008


Public Art Fee 
(Optional)


Downtown: 
RH + SB + TB
South of Market:
SLI + SLR + SSO
Commercial:
C-3 + Part of C-2
Eastern 
Neighborhoods:
UMU, WMUG, 
WMUO, + SALI, and 
MUG, MOU or MUR 
that are north of 
Division/Duboce/13th 
Streets


Planning Code 
Section 429


Non Residential 
New building 
construction or 
addition of floor 
area > or = 
25,000 sf


1% of construction cost Residential: N/A; Non-Residential: New 
building construction or addition of floor 
area > or = 25,000 s.f. in the followings;
(1) all percels RH, TB, SB, SLI, SLR, 
SSO, C-M, UMU, WMUG, WMUO and 
SALI Districts;
(2) properties that are zoned MUG, MOU, 
or MUR and that are north of 
Division/Duboce/13th Streets;
(3) all parcels zoned C-2 except for those 
on Blocks 4991 (Executive Park) and 
7295 (Stonestown Galleria Mall). 


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Recreation and 
Parks 
Department


N/A Fee payment January 1, 2013



http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_423
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http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_421
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Impact Fee City Area Subject 
to the Fee


Ordinance 
Reference Use Fees Residential & Non-Residential 


Threshold


Exempted 
Building 


Permit Types


Controlling 
Entity


Fee Unit 
(NSF, 


GSF, Unit, 
Etc.)


Choices Effective Date


Rincon Hill 
Community 
Infrastructure Impact 
Fee


Rincon Hill Planning Code 
Section 418


Residential $12.17 per gross square foot (Table 
418.3A). Credit may be given for 
existing use on site. See Change of 
Use & Replacement table for reference.


Residential: At least one net new 
residential unit or additional space in an 
existing unit of more than 800 gross 
square feet; Non-Residential: N/A


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


Gross 
Square Foot


Impact fee or in-
kind 
improvement


August 19, 2005


School Impact Fee Citywide State Ed. Code 
Section 17620


Residential / Hotel 
/ Office / Senior 
Houing / 
Research & 
Development / 
Retail / Hospital / 
Industrial 
Warehouse 
Manufacturing


School Fee (effective 07/23/2018)
Residential  per square foot = $3.790 / 
Hotel or Motel per square foot = $0.314 
/ Office per square foot = $0.610 / 
Senior Housing per square foot = 
$0.314 / Research & Development per 
sf = $0.610 /    Retail per square foot  = 
$0.596 /   Hospital per square foot = 
$0.610 / Industrial, Warehouse, 
Manufacturing per square foot = $0.610 
/ Self-Storage per square foot = $0.012  


Residential: Increased habitable floor 
area ; Non-Residential: Increased floor 
area 


4,5,6,7,8 SFUSD N/A In-lieu fee


South of Market Area 
(SOMA) Community 
Stabilization Fee


Rincon Hill Planning Code 
Section 418.3(d)


Residential $15.49 per gross square foot. Residential: Each net addition of gross 
square feet of residential use; Non-
Residential: N/A


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Mayor's Office of 
Economic 
Development


Gross 
Square Foot


Impact fee or in-
kind 
improvement


August 19, 2005


Street Trees, In-Lieu 
Fee


Citywide Public Works 
Code Article 16 
Section 802(h)


All From July 1, 2018 through June 30, 
2019 - $2,031 per required tree that 
cannot be planted. 


Residential: N/A; Non-Residential: N/A 4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Department of 
Public Works


N/A If tree planting is 
required but not 
approvable by 
DPW, the in-lieu 
fee is required.


September 17, 1985


Transit Center Open 
Space Fee


Transit Center -- C-3-
O (SD)


Planning Code 
Section 424.6


All * Residential: $3.19 base fee
* Office: $3.84 base fee, PLUS $8.96 
for any gsf that exceeds Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) of 9:1
* Retail: $6.40 base fee, PLUS $5.75 
for any gsf that exceeds FAR of 9:1
* Hotel: $5.12 base fee
* Institutional/Cultural/Medical: $6.40 
base fee, PLUS $5.50 for any gsf that 
exceeds FAR of 9:1
* Industrial: $3.19 base fee 


Residential: (1) At least one net new 
residential unit; or
(2) Addition of more than 800 gross 
square feet to an existing residential unit, 
or
(3) At least one new group housing facility 
or residential care facility, or
(4) Addition of more than 800 gross 
square feet to an existing group housing 
or residential care facility, or
(5)  Conversion of existing space to a 
different use where the project's total fee 
would exceed the total fee for the uses 
being replaced.;
Non-Residential: (1) New construction, or
(2) Addition of more than 800 gross 
square feet, or
(3) Conversion of existing space to a 
different use where the project's total fee 
would exceed the total fee for the uses 
being replaced.


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


Gross 
Square Foot


Impact fee or in-
kind 
improvement


September 7, 2012



http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_418.5
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Impact Fee City Area Subject 
to the Fee


Ordinance 
Reference Use Fees Residential & Non-Residential 


Threshold


Exempted 
Building 


Permit Types


Controlling 
Entity


Fee Unit 
(NSF, 


GSF, Unit, 
Etc.)


Choices Effective Date


Transit Center 
Transportation and 
Street Improvement 
Fee


Transit Center -- C-3-
O (SD)


Planning Code 
Section 424.7


All Includes only columns B, C and D of 
table 424.7A:
* Residential: $5.04 base fee, PLUS 
$7.68 for gsf that exceeds FAR of 9:1, 
PLUS $3.84 for gsf that exceeds FAR 
of 18:1.
* Office: $4.87 base fee, PLUS $24.95 
for gsf that exceeds FAR of 9:1, PLUS 
$12.80 for gsf that exceeds FAR of 
18:1.
* Retail: $2.62 base fee, PLUS $24.95 
for gsf that exceeds FAR of 9:1, PLUS 
$12.80 for gsf that exceeds FAR of 
18:1.
* Hotel: $4.99 base fee, PLUS $10.24 
for gsf that exceeds FAR of 9:1, PLUS 
$3.84 for gsf that exceeds FAR of 18:1.
* Institutional/Cultural/ Medical: $4.74 
base fee, PLUS $24.95 for gsf that 
exceeds FAR of 9:1, PLUS $12.80 for 
gsf that exceeds FAR of 18:1.
* Industrial: $5.12 base fee


Residential: (1) At least one net new 
residential unit; or
(2) Addition of more than 800 gross 
square feet to an existing residential unit, 
or
(3) At least one new group housing facility 
or residential care facility, or
(4) Addition of more than 800 gross 
square feet to an existing group housing 
or residential care facility, or
(5)  Conversion of existing space to a 
different use where the project's total fee 
would exceed the total fee for the uses 
being replaced.;
Non-Residential: (1) New construction, or
(2) Addition of more than 800 gross 
square feet, or
(3) Conversion of existing space to a 
different use where the project's total fee 
would exceed the total fee for the uses 
being replaced.


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


Gross 
Square Foot


Impact fee or in-
kind 
improvement


September 7, 2012


Transit Center Transit 
Delay Mitigation Fee 
(TDMF)


Transit Center -- C-3-
O (SD)


Planning Code 
Section 424.7


All Includes only column A of table 
424.7A:
* Residential: $0.07.
* Office: $0.25.
* Retail: $2.50.
* Hotel: $0.13.
* Institutional/Cultural/ Medical: $0.38


Residential: (1) At least one net new 
residential unit; or
(2) Addition of more than 800 gross 
square feet to an existing residential unit, 
or
(3) At least one new group housing facility 
or residential care facility, or
(4) Addition of more than 800 gross 
square feet to an existing group housing 
or residential care facility, or
(5)  Conversion of existing space to a 
different use where the project's total fee 
would exceed the total fee for the uses 
being replaced.;
Non-Residential: (1) New construction, or
(2) Addition of more than 800 gross 
square feet, or
(3) Conversion of existing space to a 
different use where the project's total fee 
would exceed the total fee for the uses 
being replaced.


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


Gross 
Square Foot


Impact fee or in-
kind 
improvement


September 7, 2012


Transit Impact 
Development Fee 
(TIDF)


Citywide: TIDF will 
be replaced by TSF 
(below), except for 
"Grandfathered" 
projects


Planning Code 
Section 411


Cultural/ 
Institutional/ 
Educational, 
Management/ 
Information/ 
Professional 
Services (i.e., 
office), Medical 
and Health 
Services, 
Production/ 
Distribution/ 
Repair, Retail/ 
Entertainment, 
Visitor Services


* $17.02 for Day Care/Community 
Center;
* $17.02 for Post-Secondary School;
* $14.14 for Museum;
* $17.02 for Other Institutional;
* $16.17 for Management/ 
Information/Prof. Svcs.;
* $17.02 for Medical and Health 
Services;
* $8.70 for Production/ 
Distribution/Repair;
* $17.02 for Retail/ Entertainment;
* $16.17 for Visitor Services.  
Credit may be given for existing uses 
on site.   


Residential: N/A; Non-Residential: > or 
= 800 s.f. of applicable use


4,5,6,7 Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency


Gross 
Square Foot


Fee only June 3, 1981



http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_424.7
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Impact Fee City Area Subject 
to the Fee


Ordinance 
Reference Use Fees Residential & Non-Residential 


Threshold


Exempted 
Building 


Permit Types


Controlling 
Entity


Fee Unit 
(NSF, 


GSF, Unit, 
Etc.)


Choices Effective Date


Transportation 
Sustainability Fee 
(TSF)


Citywide: TSF 
replaces the TIDF 
(above), except for 
"Grandfathered" 
projects


Planning Code 
Section 411A


All For Residential:
21-99 Units: $8.60 per gross sq. ft.
>99 Units: $9.71 per gross sq. ft.
For Non-Residential:
800-99,999 gsf: $20.03 per gross s.f.
>99,999 gsf: $21.14 per gross s.f.
For Hospitals:
$20.81 per gross s.f. - based on ratio
of net new beds provided
For Medical Services:
>12,000 gross s.f.: $12.21 per gross
s.f.
For PDR:
1,500 gross s.f.: $8.45 per gross s.f.
Credit may be given for existing uses
on site.


Residential: >20 new dwelling units; 


Non-Residential: new construction or > 
800 gross s.f. addition of applicable use


PDR: new construction or addition >1,500 
gross s.f.


4,5,6,7 Controller's 
Office and/or 
Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency


Gross 
Square Foot


Fee only December 25, 2015


Van Ness Avenue 
Special Use District 
Housing In-Lieu Fee


Van Ness Special 
Use District


Planning Code 
Section 
243(c)(8)(B)(i)


Residential $16.83 X Loss (Loss = Residential Sq. 
Ft. requirement minus Residential Sq. 
Ft. developed)                                     


No more than a 50% reduction of the 
required housing for a specific project can 
be fulfilled by paying an in-lieu fee.


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Mayor's Office of 
Housing and 
Community 
Development


Gross 
Square Foot


Optional Program September 1, 2011


Van Ness and Market 
Affordable Housing 
Fee


Market/Octavia Planning Code 
Section 424


Residential + Non-
Residential


$42.45 per net additional gsf for FAR 
between 6:1 and 9:1.


Residential: Construction with FAR (Floor 
Area Ratio) between 6:1 and 9:1.; Non-
Residential: Construction with FAR (Floor 
Area Ratio) above between 6:1 and 9:1.


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


N/A Impact fee or in-
kind 
improvement


May 30, 2008


Van Ness and Market 
Neighborhood 
InfraStructure Fee


Market/Octavia Planning Code 
Section 424


Residential + Non-
Residential


$21.22 per net additional gsf for FAR 
above 9:1


Residential: Construction with FAR (Floor 
Area Ratio) above 9:1; Non-Residential: 
Construction with FAR above 9:1


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department


N/A Impact Fee or In-
Kind 
Improvement


May 30, 2008


Visitacion Valley 
Community Facilities 
& Infrastructure 
Impact Fee


Visitacion Valley Planning Code 
Section 420


Residential * $6.48 per square foot, change of use
* Credit may be given for existing use 
on site. See Change of Use & 
Replacement table for reference.


Residential: All residential development 
projects of 20 or more units that result in a 
new unit or an addition > or = to 800 gross 
s.f.; Non-Residential: N/A


4,5,6,7,8 Planning 
Department and 
Board of 
Supervisors


Net Square 
Foot


Impact fee or in-
kind 
improvement


November 18, 2005


Wastewater Capacity 
Charge 


Citywide SFPUC 
Resolution No. 
07-0100


Development and 
Change of Use - 
Citywide


Meter Size (eff. 7/1/18-6/30/19)
Residential (SIC4)
5/8""-$4,780
3/4"-$7,170
1"-$11,951
1-1/2"-$23,901
2"-$38,242
3"-$76,484
4"-$119,506
6"-$239,012
8"-$382,418
10"-$597,529
12"-$1,027,749
16"-$1,792,586
Non Residential (SIC2-SIC3 and SIC5-
SIC11) for detail rates, please refer to 
page 16 and 17 of SFPUC Rates 
Schedules on website address: 
https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=17
1


Residential: New construction, additional 
sq footage, development of existing sq 
footage, change of use; Non-Residential: 
New construction, additional sq footage, 
development of existing sq footage, 
change of use


4,5,6,7 San Francisco 
Public Utilities 
Commission


See Fees Fee only July 1, 2005



http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article2usedistricts?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_243

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article2usedistricts?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_243

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article2usedistricts?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_243

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_424.4

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_424.4

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_424.4

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_424.4

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_420

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_420

http://sfdbi.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=426

http://sfdbi.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=426

http://sfdbi.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=426





File: Master Impact Fee Schedule 2018 DBI Register Posting_School Fee_07-23-18.xlsx, Tab: DIF Register 
Date Printed: 8/22/2018 Page 7 of 10


Impact Fee City Area Subject 
to the Fee


Ordinance 
Reference Use Fees Residential & Non-Residential 


Threshold


Exempted 
Building 


Permit Types


Controlling 
Entity


Fee Unit 
(NSF, 


GSF, Unit, 
Etc.)


Choices Effective Date


Water Capacity 
Charge


Citywide PUC Resolution 
No. 07-0099


Development and 
Change of Use - 
Citywide


Meter Size (eff. 7/1/18-6/30/19)
Residential/Non-Residential
5/8"-$1,821
3/4"-$2,732
1"-$4,553
1-1/2"-$9,105
2"-$14,569
3"-$29,137
4"-$45,527
6"-$91,055
8"-$145,687
10"-$227,636
12"-$391,534
16"-$682,909


Residential: New construction, additional 
sq footage, development of existing sq 
footage, change of use; Non-Residential: 
New construction, additional sq footage, 
development of existing sq footage, 
change of use


4,5,6,7 San Francisco 
Public Utilities 
Commission


See Fees Fee only July 1, 2007



http://sfdbi.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=425
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SAN FRANCISCO CITYWIDE DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE REGISTER 
CHANGE OF USE AND REPLACEMENT TABLES


 
Impact Fee: Inclusionary Affordable Housing - Jobs-Housing Linkage Program Fee
City Area Subject to the Fee: Inclusionary Affordable Housing: Citywide - Commercial
Planning Code: Table 413.6B
Description: Fee Schedule for Replacement of Use or Change of Use


Previous Use New Use Fee per Gross Square Foot 
(GSF)


PDR that received its First 
Certificate of Occupancy on or 


before April 1, 2010
Entertainment $6.63 


PDR that received its First 
Certificate of Occupancy on or 


before April 1, 2010
Hotel $1.25


PDR that received its First 
Certificate of Occupancy on or 


before April 1, 2010
Integrated PDR $2.35 


PDR that received its First 
Certificate of Occupancy on or 


before April 1, 2010
Office $8.60 


PDR that received its First 
Certificate of Occupancy on or 


before April 1, 2010
Research & Development $0


PDR that received its First 
Certificate of Occupancy on or 


before April 1, 2010
Retail $6.63


PDR that received its First 
Certificate of Occupancy on or 


before April 1, 2010
Small Enterprise Workspace $2.35


Entertainment, Hotel, Integrated 
PDR, Office, Research & 


Development, Retail, or Small 
Enterprise Workspace


Entertainment, Hotel, 
Integrated PDR, Office, 


Retail, or Small Enterprise 
Workspace


$0


Institutional which received its First 
Certificate of Occupancy on or 


before April 1, 2010


Entertainment, Hotel, 
Integrated PDR, Office, 


Research & Development, 
Retail, or Small Enterprise 


Workspace


$0


Institutional or PDR which received 
its First Certificate of Occupancy 


on or before April 1, 2010


Institutional, PDR, Research 
& Development, Residential $0


Institutional or PDR that received 
its First Certificate of Occupancy 


after April 1, 2010
Any Full Rate for New Use 


Applies


Residential


Entertainment, Hotel, 
Integrated PDR, Office, 


PDR, Research & 
Development, Retail, or 


Small Enterprise Workspace


Full Rate for New Use 
Applies


Impact Fee: Balboa Park Community Infrastructure Impact Fee
City Area Subject to the Fee: Balboa Park - Residential + Non-Residential
Planning Code: Table 422.3B
Description: Fee Schedule for Replacement of Use or Change of Use in the Balboa Park Program Area


Residential to Residential or Non-
residential; or Non-residential to 


Non-residential


Non-Residential to 
Residential (GSF) PDR to Residential (GSF) PDR to Non-Residential 


(GSF)


$0 $9.20 $10.26 $1.06


Impact Fee: Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee  (Mission District, Central Waterfront, SOMA, Showplace)


"Change of Use" is the change of gross floor area from one category of land use to another category of land use within an existing structure.


"Replacement of Use" is the total amount of gross floor area, as defined in Section 102.9 of the Planning Code, to be demolished and reconstructed by a 
development project. 



http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_Table413.6B

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_Table422.3B
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City Area Subject to the Fee: Eastern Neighborhoods - Residential + Non-Residential
Planning Code: Table 423.3B
Description: Fee Schedule for Replacement of Use or Change of Use in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Program Area


Tier (per Sec. 423.3(a))


Residential to Residential 
or Non-residential; or Non-


residential to Non-
residential (GSF)


Non-Residential to 
Residential (GSF) PDR to Residential (GSF) PDR to Non-residential 


(GSF)


1 $0 $2.83 $7.08 $4.24
2 $0 $2.83 $12.73 $9.91
3 $0 $2.83 $18.39 $15.57


Impact Fee: Market & Octavia Community Infrastructure Impact Fee
City Area Subject to the Fee: Market/Octavia - Residential + Commercial
Planning Code: Table 421.3B
Description: Fee Schedule for Replacement of Use or Change of Use in the Market and Octavia Program Area


Residential to Residential or Non-
residential; or Non-residential to 


Non-residential (GSF)


Non-Residential to 
Residential (GSF) PDR to Residential (GSF) PDR to Non-Residential 


(GSF)


$0 $7.92 $10.33 $2.40


Impact Fee: Market & Octavia Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee
City Area Subject to the Fee: Market/Octavia - Residential (Not RTO)
Planning Code: Table 416.3A
Description: Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee Schedule in the Market and Octavia Program Area


Van Ness and Market 
Special Use District (GSF) NCT (GSF) RTO (GSF)


Net addition of residential use or 
change of use to residential use $10.18 $5.10 $0


Replacement of, or change of use 
from, non-residential to residential 
use


$5.37 $0.29 $0


Replacement of, or change of use 
from, PDR to residential use $7.78 $2.69 $0


Impact Fee: Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee
City Area Subject to the Fee: Rincon Hill - Residential
Planning Code: Table 418.3B


Description:


Residential to Residential or Non-
residential; Non-residential to 


Non-residential; or PDR to Non-
Residential (GSF)


Non-Residential to 
Residential (GSF) PDR to Residential (GSF)


$0 $7.08 $9.62


Impact Fee: Visitacion Valley Community Facilities & Infrastructure Impact Fee
City Area Subject to the Fee: Visitacion Valley - Residential
Planning Code: 420.3B
Description: n/a


Residential to Residential or Non-
residential; Non-residential to 


Non-residential; or PDR to Non-
Residential (GSF)


Non-Residential to 
Residential (GSF) PDR to Residential (GSF)


$0 $5.10 $3.28


Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee Schedule for Replacement of Use or Change of Use in the Rincon 
Hill Program Area


"Replacement of Use" is the total amount of gross floor area, as defined in Section 102.9 of the Planning Code, to be demolished and reconstructed by a 
development project. "Change of Use" is the change of gross floor area from one category of land use to another category of land use within an existing 
structure. Changes of use are subject to Tier 1 rates only, regardless of the Tier classification of the subject property.



http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_Table423.3B

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_Table421.3B

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_Table416.3A

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_Table418.3B

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_420.3
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SAN FRANCISCO CITYWIDE DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE REGISTER 
CHILD CARE-RESIDENTIAL CHANGE/REPLACEMENT OF USE AND PLAN AREA FEE CREDITS TABLE


Plan Area Impact Fees Plan Area 
Rate per GSF


Portion of 
Plan Area Fee 
to Child Care


Amount of 
Plan Area Fee 


per GSF to 
Child Care


Full Child 
Care-


Residential 
Rate per GSF 


(10+ DUs)


Effective 
Child Care 


Rate per GSF 
(10+ DUs) 
with Plan 


Area Credit


Full Child 
Care-


Residential 
Rate per GSF 


(1-9 DUs)


Effective 
Child Care 


Rate per GSF 
(1-9 DUs) 
with Plan 


Area Credit


Rincon Hill (Sec. 418)
New Residential $12.17 0% $0.00 $2.03 $2.03 $1.02 $1.02


Changes and Replacement of Use
Non-Residential to Residential $7.08 0% $0.00 $0.29 $0.29 $0.15 $0.15


PDR to Residential $9.61 0% $0.00 $0.29 $0.29 $0.15 $0.15


Visitacion Valley (Sec. 420)
New Residential $6.48 20% $1.30 $2.03 $0.73 $1.02 $0.00


Changes and Replacement of Use
Non-Residential to Residential $5.10 20% $1.02 $0.29 $0.00 $0.15 $0.00


PDR to Residential $3.29 20% $0.66 $0.29 $0.00 $0.15 $0.00


Market and Octavia (Sec. 421)
New Residential $12.73 8% $1.02 $2.03 $1.01 $1.02 $0.00


Changes and Replacement of Use
Non-Residential to Residential $7.93 8% $0.63 $0.29 $0.00 $0.15 $0.00


PDR to Residential $10.33 8% $0.83 $0.29 $0.00 $0.15 $0.00


Balboa Park (Sec. 422)
New Residential $11.32 15% $1.70 $2.03 $0.33 $1.02 $0.00


Change and Replacemnt of Use
Non-Residential to Residential $9.19 15% $1.38 $0.29 $0.00 $0.15 $0.00


PDR to Residential $10.26 15% $1.54 $0.29 $0.00 $0.15 $0.00


Eastern Neighborhoods (Sec. 423)
New Residential - Tier 1 $11.32 7% $0.74 $2.03 $1.29 $1.02 $0.28
New Residential - Tier 2 $16.97 7% $1.10 $2.03 $0.93 $1.02 $0.00
New Residential - Tier 3 $22.64 7% $1.47 $2.03 $0.56 $1.02 $0.00


EN Designated Affordable Housing Zones 
(Mission NCT and MUR Use Districts 


within the boundaries of either the East 
SoMa or Western SoMa Area Plans) N/A 0% $0.00 $2.03 $2.03 $1.02 $1.02
Changes and Replacement of Use


Non-Residential to Residential - Tier 1 $2.83 7% $0.18 $0.29 $0.11 $0.15 $0.00
Non-Residential to Residential - Tier 2 $2.83 7% $0.18 $0.29 $0.11 $0.15 $0.00
Non-Residential to Residential - Tier 3 $2.83 7% $0.18 $0.29 $0.11 $0.15 $0.00


PDR to Residential - Tier 1 $7.08 7% $0.46 $0.29 $0.00 $0.15 $0.00
PDR to Residential - Tier 2 $12.73 7% $0.83 $0.29 $0.00 $0.15 $0.00
PDR to Residential - Tier 3 $18.39 7% $1.20 $0.29 $0.00 $0.15 $0.00


Van Ness & Market Affordable Housing 
and Infrastructure (Sec. 424)


New Residential (6:1 FAR to 9:1 FAR) $42.45 0% $0.00 $2.03 $2.03 $1.02 $1.02
New Residential (Above 9:1 FAR) $21.22 8% $1.70 $2.03 $0.33 $1.02 $0.00


Changes and Replacement of Use
Non-Residential to Residential N/A N/A N/A $0.29 $0.29 $0.15 $0.15


PDR to Residential N/A N/A N/A $0.29 $0.29 $0.15 $0.15
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AN OVERVIEW OF


Development Impact Fees
This Bulletin provides 


a general overview of 


fees that are charged to 


development projects 


in order to pay for the 


impacts created by 


those projects on public 


services, infrastructure, 


and facilities.


References:
Planning Code Article 4
SFPUC Resolution Numbers 07-0099 & 07-0100
California Education Code Section 17620
San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Register


Issued: 
DECEMBER 2014
Revised April 2016


FOR MORE INFORMATION ABOUT IMPACT FEES


The City imposes development impact fees on development projects in order to mitigate 
the impacts caused by new development on public services, infrastructure and facilities. 
For example, the burden on the transit system created by a new office building is offset 
through the payment of an impact fee used to improve MUNI. Impact Fees are different 
from, and apply in addition to, application fees, which are used to cover the cost of the 
City’s review of a given proposal.


This Bulletin is intended to offer preliminary information with respect to the applicability 
and assessment of the City’s various impact fees. It may be particularly useful for current 
and prospective property or business owners who are seeking an initial understanding of 
the fees that may apply to a given development project. This Bulletin should be used in 
conjunction with the Citywide Development Impact Fee Register, which details current 
fee levels and is updated on an annual basis as fees are indexed or otherwise changed. The 
Fee Register and related information can be found online at http://impactfees.sfplanning.
org.


This Bulletin is not intended, nor should it be used, to supersede the fee rates or the 
assessment methodologies contained in the Fee Register, the Planning Code and/or other 
implementing documents.  The Department of Building Inspection’s Development Fee 
Collection Unit is responsible for the collection of all impact fees and, prior to permit 
issuance, will prepare a Development Impact Fee Report that identifies the amount 
of all applicable fees.  This Bulletin does not supersede that Report or any other legal 
requirements to pay fees. 


The impact fees listed below are grouped into three categories: (1) ‘City-Wide Impact Fees’ 
that apply to development in all parts of the City, (2) ‘Neighborhood-Specific Impact Fees’ 
that apply to development in particular geographic areas of the City, and (3) ‘Elective 
Impact Fees’ that are alternate means of compliance with certain aspects of the Planning 
Code. With respect to Neighborhood-Specific Impact Fees, maps providing specific 
neighborhood boundaries are available at http://impactfees.sfplanning.org and at http://
propertymap.sfplanning.org.


Fee Calculation
Planning Department, 
Office of the Zoning 
Administrator
(415) 575-9081 or 
corey.teague@sfgov.org


Fee Collection
Dept. of Building Inspection, 
Fee Collection Unit
(415) 558-6131 or 
john.blackshear@sfgov.org


School Fees
SF Unified School District
(415) 241-6090 or 
mariscalc@sfusd.edu 


Water & Waste-Water Fees
SF Public Utilities Commission
(415) 575-6941 



www.sfplanning.org/impactfees

www.sfplanning.org/impactfees

www.sfplanning.org/impactfees

propertymap.sfplanning.org
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Balboa Park Infrastructure Fee
Planning Code Section 422


This fee addresses the impact on neighborhood infrastructure 
created by the increased development permitted under the 
Balboa Park Area Plan. It applies to all projects within the 
Balboa Park Area Plan and is triggered by (1) the addition of 


a dwelling unit or (2) the addition or conversion of 800 square 
feet or more. In the case of a change of use, fees are lowered 
to provide credit for the existing use. There are additional 
options for compliance with this fee, including in-kind provision 
of infrastructure.


NEIGHBORHOOD-SPECIFIC IMPACT FEES


CITY-WIDE IMPACT FEES
Affordable Housing Fee
Planning Code Section 415


This fee addresses the impact created by new market-rate 
housing to the stock of, and need for, affordable housing. It 
applies city-wide to residential projects and is triggered by the 
creation of ten or more dwelling units. Generally, the fee is cal-
culated based on twenty percent of the number of proposed 
units, at a unit-size mix reflective of the overall project. There 
are additional options for compliance with this fee, including 
providing affordable units on or off-site.


Child Care Fee: Office/Hotel Projects
Planning Code Section 414


This fee addresses the impact created by certain employment-
generating uses on the availability of child care. It applies 
city-wide to office and hotel projects and is triggered by the 
creation of 25,000 square feet or more of office or hotel uses. 
There are additional options for compliance with this fee, 
including the provision of on or off-site child care.


Child Care Fee: Residential Projects 
Planning Code Section 414A


This fee addresses the impacts of increased residential 
population on the demand for additional child care services. 
It applies city-wide to almost all residential projects and is 
triggered by (1) the creation of at least one new dwelling 
unit, (2) the creation of new group housing or residential care 
facilities, and (3) additions to any existing residential uses of 
more than 800 gross square feet. There are additional options 
for compliance with this fee, including the provision of on-site 
Designated Child Care Units through an in-kind agreement. 
Additionally, this fee may be reduced if a project is also 
subject to an impact fee that dedicates a portion of that fee to 
child care.  


Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee
Planning Code Section 413


This fee addresses the impact created by employment-
generating uses to the availability of affordable housing. It 
applies city-wide to most non-residential uses and is triggered 
by the creation of at least 25,000 square feet. In the case of a 
change of use, fees are lowered to provide credit for the exist-
ing use. There are additional options for compliance with this 
fee, including an in-lieu payment to a housing developer.


School Impact Fee
California Education Code Section 17620


This fee addresses the impacts to the school system created 
by employment-generators and housing. It applies city-wide 
to most projects and is triggered by any addition of floor area. 
This fee is assessed by the Department of Building Inspection 
(DBI) and associated quest  ions should be directed to either 
DBI or the San Francisco Unified School District.


Street Tree In-Lieu Fee
Planning Code Section 425


This fee addresses the impact on the urban forest from 
development projects that are physically unable to provide the 
otherwise-required number of street trees. It applies on a per-
tree basis to only those projects for which the City determines 
that site constraints preclude the planting of required street 
trees. Elective payment of this fee (e.g. in-lieu of planting a 
required tree) is not allowed.


Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF)
Planning Code Section 411


This fee addresses the impact created by non-residential uses on 
the transit system. It applies city-wide to all non-residential proj-
ects and is triggered by (1) construction of a new building or (2) 
an addition or conversion of at least 800 square feet. In the case 
of a change of use, fees are lowered to provide credit for existing 
legal uses that have been active within the most recent five years. 
The TIDF has been replaced by the Transportation Sustainability 
Fee (TSF), but remains effective for grandfathered projects.


Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)
Planning Code Section 411A


This fee addresses the impact created by all uses on the 
transportation system. It applies city-wide to all non-residential 
and PDR projects and large residential projects. It is triggered 
by (1) construction of a new non-residential or PDR building, (2) 
additions and conversions to non-residential and PDR uses of 
varying sizes, or (3) the creation of 21 or more new dwelling units. 
In the case of a change of use, fees are lowered to provide credit 
for existing legal uses. The TSF replaces the TIDF (see above), 
which remains effective for grandfathered projects.


Wastewater Capacity Charge
SFPUC Resolution Number 07-0100


This fee – which is technically a capacity charge rather than an 
impact fee – covers City costs in providing new or increased 
sewerage service to customers. It applies city-wide to all 
projects and is triggered by either (1) a new connection to the 
wastewater system or (2) an increase in capacity as a result of 
any addition, alteration or change of use. This fee is assessed 
by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) 
and associated questions should be directed to the SFPUC.


Water Capacity Charge
SFPUC Resolution Number 07-0099


This fee – which is technically a capacity charge rather than an 
impact fee – covers City costs in providing new or increased 
water service to customers. It applies city-wide to all projects 
and is triggered by (1) a new connection to the water system 
or (2) an increase in water capacity as a result of any addition, 
alteration or conversion. This fee is assessed by the San Fran-
cisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) and associated 
questions should be directed to the SFPUC.



http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_422

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_415

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_414

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_414A

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_413

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=edc&group=17001-18000&file=17620-17626

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_425

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_411

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_411A

http://sfdbi.org/sites/sfdbi.org/files/migrated/FileCenter/Documents/Permit_Review_Services/Citywide_Development_Fee_Register/PUC_Resolution_No_07_0100.pdf.pdf

http://sfdbi.org/sites/sfdbi.org/files/migrated/FileCenter/Documents/Permit_Review_Services/Citywide_Development_Fee_Register/PUC_Resolution_No_07_0099.pdf.pdf
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An Overview of Development Impact Fees


Downtown Park Fee
Planning Code Section 412


This fee addresses the impact created by office uses on down-
town parks. It applies to office uses in C-3 Zoning Districts and 
is triggered by any addition of, or conversion to, office space.


Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Fee
Planning Code Section 423


This fee addresses the impact on neighborhood infrastructure 
created by the increased development permitted under the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. It applies to all projects 
within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area (East SoMa, 
Western SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, the Mission, 
and Central Waterfront) and is triggered by (1) the addition of 
a dwelling unit or (2) the addition or conversion of 800 square 
feet or more of space. In the case of a change of use, fees are 
lowered to provide credit for the existing use. There are ad-
ditional options for compliance with this fee, including in-kind 
provision of infrastructure.


Market & Octavia and Upper Market Street 
Affordable Housing Fee
Planning Code Section 416


This fee addresses the impact created by new market-rate 
housing to the stock of, and need for, affordable housing 
within and nearby the Market and Octavia Plan Area. It applies 
in (1) the Market and Octavia Plan Area and (2) the Upper 
Market Neighborhood Commercial District and is triggered by 
the creation of 10 or more dwelling units. It applies in addition 
to the city-wide Affordable Housing Fee (discussed above). In 
the case of a change of use, fees are lowered to provide credit 
for the existing use.


Market & Octavia Infrastructure Fee
Planning Code Section 421


This fee addresses the impact on neighborhood infrastructure 
created by the increased development permitted under the 
Market and Octavia Area Plan. It applies in the Market and 
Octavia Plan Area to all projects and is triggered by (1) the 
addition of a dwelling unit or (2) the addition or change of use 
of 800 square feet of space. In the case of a change of use, 
fees are lowered to provide credit for the existing use. There 
are additional options for compliance with this fee, including 
in-kind provision of infrastructure.


Rincon Hill Infrastructure Fee
Planning Code Section 418


This fee addresses the impact on neighborhood infrastructure 
created by the increased development permitted under the 
Rincon Hill Area Plan. It applies to all projects in the Rincon 
Hill Plan Area and is triggered by (1) the addition of a dwelling 
unit or (2) the addition or change the use of 800 square feet 
of space. In the case of a change of use, fees are lowered to 
provide credit for the existing use. There are additional options 
for compliance with this fee, including in-kind provision of 
infrastructure.


South of Market Community Stabilization Fee
Planning Code Section 418.3(d)


This fee addresses the impact on existing neighborhoods 
created by the increased development permitted under the 
Rincon Hill Area Plan. It applies in the Rincon Hill Plan Area 
and is triggered by any addition of residential square footage.


Transit Center Open Space Fee
Planning Code Section 424.6


This fee addresses the impact on parks and recreational facili-
ties created by the increased development permitted under 
the Transit Center District Plan. It applies to all projects in the 
Transit Center Special Use District and is triggered by (1) the 
addition of a dwelling unit, (2) the addition of 800 square feet 
of space or (3) the creation of any new use subject to higher 
fees than the use it replaces. Fees vary depending on use and 
increase for square footage beyond a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
of 9:1. There are additional options for compliance with this 
fee, including in-kind provision of open space.


Transit Center Transportation and Street Im-
provement Fee
Planning Code Section 424.7


This fee addresses the impact on the transportation system 
created by the increased development permitted under the 
Transit Center District Plan. It applies in addition to the Transit 
Impact Development Fee (TIDF) to all projects in the Transit 
Center Special Use District and is triggered by (1) the addition 
of a dwelling unit, (2) the addition of 800 square feet of space, 
or (3) the creation of any new use subject to higher fees than 
the use it replaces. Fees vary depending on use, with an 
increase for square footage beyond a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
of 9:1 and a further increase for square footage beyond a Floor 
Area Ratio (FAR) of 18:1. There are additional options for com-
pliance with this fee, including in-kind provision of infrastructure.


UMU District Affordable Housing Fee
Planning Code Section 419


This fee addresses the impact created by new market-rate 
housing in formerly industrial areas to the stock of affordable 
housing. It applies in the UMU Zoning District instead of the 
Affordable Housing Fee that applies elsewhere in the City 
(discussed above), and is triggered by the addition of ten or 
more dwelling units. Generally between 23% and 27% of the 
number of new units, depending on the applicable Fee Tier, at 
a unit-size mix reflective of the overall project, are used as the 
basis for the fee. There are additional options for compliance 
with this fee, including providing on-site units, providing 
middle-income affordable units, and dedicated land for the 
future development of affordable housing.


Van Ness & Market Affordable Housing and 
Infrastructure Fee
Planning Code Section 424


This fee addresses the impact created by new development to 
the stock of, and need for, affordable housing and neighbor-
hood infrastructure nearby the intersection of Market Street 
and Van Ness Avenue. It applies in the Van Ness and Market 
Downtown Residential Special Use District and is triggered 
by any addition or new construction in excess of a Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) of 6:1. It applies in addition to the city-wide Afford-
able Housing Fee (discussed above). Fees vary depending 
on use, and increase for square footage beyond a Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) of 9:1. There are additional options for compliance 
with this fee, including in-kind improvements.


Visitacion Valley Facilities & Infrastructure Fee
Planning Code Section 420


This fee addresses the impact on infrastructure created by 
development anticipated in the Visitacion Valley neighborhood. 


NEIGHBORHOOD-SPECIFIC IMPACT FEES, continued
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DIRECTOR’S 
BULLETIN NO. 1


4 S A N  F R A N C I S C O  P L A N N I N G  D E P A R T M E N T


ELECTIVE IMPACT FEES


FOR MORE INFORMATION:   
Call or visit the San Francisco Planning Department


Central Reception
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103-2479


TEL: 415.558.6378
FAX: 415 558-6409
WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org


Planning Information Center (PIC)
1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco CA 94103-2479


TEL: 415.558.6377
Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counter.  
No appointment is necessary.


Bicycle Parking Fee
Planning Code Section 430


This fee addresses impacts to the City’s bicycle infrastructure 
from development projects that seek to not provide otherwise-
required Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (e.g. short-term pub-
licly accessible bicycle racks). It is available to any project that 
either (a) chooses to pay a fee rather than provide the required 
number of Class 2 spaces, within specific parameters or (b) 
receives a Variance or exception from providing the required 
number of Class 2 spaces beyond those parameters. 


Downtown Special Development District
Open Space Fee
Planning Code Section 427(b)


This fee addresses the impact on parks and open spaces 
from development projects that seek to not provide the 
otherwise-required on-site open space. It applies in the C-
3-O(SD) District to all projects that (a) receive a Variance from 
providing the required amount of residential Usable Open 
Space or (b) are required to provide Privately Owned Public 
Open Space (POPOS) but choose to pay a fee for some or all 
of that space.


Eastern Neighborhoods
Alternate Affordable Housing Fee
Planning Code Section 417


This fee addresses the impact created by new small-scale 
market-rate housing to the stock of, and need for, affordable 
housing. It is available to projects within the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods Plan Area that create between 10 and 20 dwelling 
units, or no more than 25,000 square feet of residential space. 
Eligible projects can opt-out of the Affordable Housing Fee 
(discussed above) and instead choose to pay a rate based on 
the project’s total residential square footage.


Eastern Neighborhoods 
Non-Residential Open Space Fee
Planning Code Section 426


This fee addresses the impact on parks and open spaces 
from development projects that do not provide the otherwise-
required on-site open space. It is available only in Eastern 
Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts to non-residential projects 
that choose not to provide the required amount of Usable 
Open Space. 


Eastern Neighborhoods 
Residential Open Space Fee
Planning Code Section 427(a)


This fee addresses the impact on parks and open spaces 
from development projects that seek to not provide the 
otherwise-required on-site open space. It is available only 
in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts to residential 
projects that receive a Variance or exception from providing 
the required amount of Usable Open Space. 


Public Artwork Fee
Planning Code Section 429


This fee addresses impacts on arts and cultural resources 
from development projects that seek to not provide otherwise-
required on-site public artwork. It is available to a subset of 
those projects which are required to install public art. Rather 
than providing on-site public art of a value equivalent to one 
percent of a project’s construction cost, projects may choose 
to pay a portion of that amount into the City’s Public Artwork 
Trust Fund.


South of Market
Non-Residential Open Space Fee
Planning Code Section 425


This fee addresses the impact on parks and open spaces 
from development projects that seek to not provide the 
otherwise-required on-site open space. It is available only in 
South of Market Mixed Use Districts to projects that choose 
not to provide the required amount of Usable Open Space.


It applies in the Visitacion Valley Fee Area to all projects that 
contain 20 or more dwellings and is triggered by either (1) 
the addition of a dwelling or (2) the addition of at least 800 
square feet of space to a dwelling. In the case of a change of 
use, fees are lowered to provide credit for existing uses. There 
are additional options for compliance with this fee, including 
in-kind provision of infrastructure.


NEIGHBORHOOD-SPECIFIC IMPACT FEES, continued
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); 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

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE TO ENCOURAGE
RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF DIVERSE WORKFORCE

Date: Wednesday, September 19, 2018 3:58:39 PM
Attachments: 9.19.18 Inclusive City Executive Directive.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: Rahaim, John (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2018 1:51 PM
To: CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE TO
ENCOURAGE RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF DIVERSE WORKFORCE
 
 
 

From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2018 1:31 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE TO
ENCOURAGE RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF DIVERSE WORKFORCE
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, September 19, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE

TO ENCOURAGE RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF
DIVERSE WORKFORCE

Executive Directive creates two full-time positions to focus on diversity recruitment, expands
harassment and implicit bias training

 
San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed has signed an Executive Directive to
encourage the recruitment and retention of a diverse workforce for the City and County of San
Francisco.
 
“San Francisco’s diversity is one of our biggest strengths and our City’s workforce should
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, September 19, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE 


TO ENCOURAGE RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF 


DIVERSE WORKFORCE 


Executive Directive creates two full-time positions to focus on diversity recruitment, expands 


harassment and implicit bias training 


 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed has signed an Executive Directive to encourage 


the recruitment and retention of a diverse workforce for the City and County of San Francisco.  


 


“San Francisco’s diversity is one of our biggest strengths and our City’s workforce should reflect 


the numerous communities we serve,” said Mayor Breed. “We have successfully instituted a 


number of important diversity initiatives including anti-bias training and a nationally-recognized 


conviction history program that have led to our workforce being more diverse than our local 


labor market, but there is still plenty of work to be done. This Executive Directive will ensure 


that our City departments have clear, consistent standards for recruiting and retaining a qualified, 


diverse workforce.”  


 


Despite making significant progress, the City still struggles for diversity in some roles. Some 


City departments have targeted recruitment programs but there is not currently a consistent set of 


standards to attract a diverse applicant pool. Furthermore, the City lacks a centralized reporting 


and tracking mechanism to ensure the workplace is free of harassment, bias, and discrimination, 


which is key to retaining diversity in employment. 


 


“San Francisco has a diverse workforce we can all be proud of,” said Human Resources Director 


Micki Callahan. “But with the Mayor’s strong leadership there is more we can do to ensure our 


workplaces are inclusive and fair for all employees.” 


 


The Directive specifies four actions to be taken: 


 


1) The Department of Human Resources (DHR) will hire two full-time staff members to 


focus on diversity recruitment, who will serve as a centralized resource to all City 


departments to support diversity recruitment and ensure outreach efforts are coordinated 


and effective. 


2) DHR will significantly expand its harassment prevention, implicit bias, and cultural 


communications training to include significantly more City employees. 


3) All City departments will begin reporting instances of disciplinary action to DHR so 


potential problematic areas, divisions, or problem areas can be quickly identified and 


addressed. 
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4) DHR will convene a group of stakeholders which represent City departments, labor 


unions, and stakeholders to continue a discussion of ways the City can improve diversity 


and equity in the workplace. 


 


The Executive Directive goes into effect immediately. 


 


### 







reflect the numerous communities we serve,” said Mayor Breed. “We have successfully
instituted a number of important diversity initiatives including anti-bias training and a
nationally-recognized conviction history program that have led to our workforce being more
diverse than our local labor market, but there is still plenty of work to be done. This Executive
Directive will ensure that our City departments have clear, consistent standards for recruiting
and retaining a qualified, diverse workforce.”
 
Despite making significant progress, the City still struggles for diversity in some roles. Some
City departments have targeted recruitment programs but there is not currently a consistent set
of standards to attract a diverse applicant pool. Furthermore, the City lacks a centralized
reporting and tracking mechanism to ensure the workplace is free of harassment, bias, and
discrimination, which is key to retaining diversity in employment.
 
“San Francisco has a diverse workforce we can all be proud of,” said Human Resources
Director Micki Callahan. “But with the Mayor’s strong leadership there is more we can do to
ensure our workplaces are inclusive and fair for all employees.”
 
The Directive specifies four actions to be taken:
 

1)      The Department of Human Resources (DHR) will hire two full-time staff members to
focus on diversity recruitment, who will serve as a centralized resource to all City
departments to support diversity recruitment and ensure outreach efforts are
coordinated and effective.

2)      DHR will significantly expand its harassment prevention, implicit bias, and cultural
communications training to include significantly more City employees.

3)      All City departments will begin reporting instances of disciplinary action to DHR so
potential problematic areas, divisions, or problem areas can be quickly identified and
addressed.

4)      DHR will convene a group of stakeholders which represent City departments, labor
unions, and stakeholders to continue a discussion of ways the City can improve
diversity and equity in the workplace.

 
The Executive Directive goes into effect immediately.
 

###
 
 



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: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE TO ENCOURAGE

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF DIVERSE WORKFORCE
Date: Wednesday, September 19, 2018 3:58:24 PM
Attachments: 9.19.18 Inclusive City Executive Directive.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2018 1:36 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE TO
ENCOURAGE RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF DIVERSE WORKFORCE
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, September 19, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE

TO ENCOURAGE RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF
DIVERSE WORKFORCE

Executive Directive creates two full-time positions to focus on diversity recruitment, expands
harassment and implicit bias training

 
San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed has signed an Executive Directive to
encourage the recruitment and retention of a diverse workforce for the City and County of San
Francisco.
 
“San Francisco’s diversity is one of our biggest strengths and our City’s workforce should
reflect the numerous communities we serve,” said Mayor Breed. “We have successfully
instituted a number of important diversity initiatives including anti-bias training and a
nationally-recognized conviction history program that have led to our workforce being more
diverse than our local labor market, but there is still plenty of work to be done. This Executive
Directive will ensure that our City departments have clear, consistent standards for recruiting
and retaining a qualified, diverse workforce.”
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, September 19, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE 


TO ENCOURAGE RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF 


DIVERSE WORKFORCE 


Executive Directive creates two full-time positions to focus on diversity recruitment, expands 


harassment and implicit bias training 


 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed has signed an Executive Directive to encourage 


the recruitment and retention of a diverse workforce for the City and County of San Francisco.  


 


“San Francisco’s diversity is one of our biggest strengths and our City’s workforce should reflect 


the numerous communities we serve,” said Mayor Breed. “We have successfully instituted a 


number of important diversity initiatives including anti-bias training and a nationally-recognized 


conviction history program that have led to our workforce being more diverse than our local 


labor market, but there is still plenty of work to be done. This Executive Directive will ensure 


that our City departments have clear, consistent standards for recruiting and retaining a qualified, 


diverse workforce.”  


 


Despite making significant progress, the City still struggles for diversity in some roles. Some 


City departments have targeted recruitment programs but there is not currently a consistent set of 


standards to attract a diverse applicant pool. Furthermore, the City lacks a centralized reporting 


and tracking mechanism to ensure the workplace is free of harassment, bias, and discrimination, 


which is key to retaining diversity in employment. 


 


“San Francisco has a diverse workforce we can all be proud of,” said Human Resources Director 


Micki Callahan. “But with the Mayor’s strong leadership there is more we can do to ensure our 


workplaces are inclusive and fair for all employees.” 


 


The Directive specifies four actions to be taken: 


 


1) The Department of Human Resources (DHR) will hire two full-time staff members to 


focus on diversity recruitment, who will serve as a centralized resource to all City 


departments to support diversity recruitment and ensure outreach efforts are coordinated 


and effective. 


2) DHR will significantly expand its harassment prevention, implicit bias, and cultural 


communications training to include significantly more City employees. 


3) All City departments will begin reporting instances of disciplinary action to DHR so 


potential problematic areas, divisions, or problem areas can be quickly identified and 


addressed. 
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4) DHR will convene a group of stakeholders which represent City departments, labor 


unions, and stakeholders to continue a discussion of ways the City can improve diversity 


and equity in the workplace. 


 


The Executive Directive goes into effect immediately. 


 


### 







Despite making significant progress, the City still struggles for diversity in some roles. Some
City departments have targeted recruitment programs but there is not currently a consistent set
of standards to attract a diverse applicant pool. Furthermore, the City lacks a centralized
reporting and tracking mechanism to ensure the workplace is free of harassment, bias, and
discrimination, which is key to retaining diversity in employment.
 
“San Francisco has a diverse workforce we can all be proud of,” said Human Resources
Director Micki Callahan. “But with the Mayor’s strong leadership there is more we can do to
ensure our workplaces are inclusive and fair for all employees.”
 
The Directive specifies four actions to be taken:
 

1)      The Department of Human Resources (DHR) will hire two full-time staff members to
focus on diversity recruitment, who will serve as a centralized resource to all City
departments to support diversity recruitment and ensure outreach efforts are
coordinated and effective.

2)      DHR will significantly expand its harassment prevention, implicit bias, and cultural
communications training to include significantly more City employees.

3)      All City departments will begin reporting instances of disciplinary action to DHR so
potential problematic areas, divisions, or problem areas can be quickly identified and
addressed.

4)      DHR will convene a group of stakeholders which represent City departments, labor
unions, and stakeholders to continue a discussion of ways the City can improve
diversity and equity in the workplace.

 
The Executive Directive goes into effect immediately.
 

###
 
 



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: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO KEEP ENDANGERED

HOUSING PROJECTS MOVING FORWARD
Date: Wednesday, September 19, 2018 10:36:20 AM
Attachments: 9.19.18 Securing Housing Pipeline.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2018 10:32 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO KEEP
ENDANGERED HOUSING PROJECTS MOVING FORWARD
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, September 19, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO

KEEP ENDANGERED HOUSING PROJECTS MOVING
FORWARD

Legislation will ensure 3,420 housing units – including nearly 500 affordable units – are not
derailed by unrealistic permitting deadlines

 
San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced legislation aimed at
protecting 3,420 units of housing, including 498 permanently affordable units, in San
Francisco’s housing pipeline that are currently at-risk due to unrealistic permitting deadlines.
 
When San Francisco changed its affordable housing requirements in 2016, a number of
projects were grandfathered in at specific inclusionary rates to keep them moving through the
approval process. However, they were only given 30 months to get their site permits, and
many projects had not gone through the City’s entitlement process, which can take years.
Many of these projects will not meet this deadline, and are at risk of not moving forward if
they do not.
 
The legislation introduced by Mayor Breed will provide that all projects, including the
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, September 19, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO 


KEEP ENDANGERED HOUSING PROJECTS MOVING 


FORWARD 


Legislation will ensure 3,420 housing units – including nearly 500 affordable units – are not 


derailed by unrealistic permitting deadlines 


 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced legislation aimed at protecting 


3,420 units of housing, including 498 permanently affordable units, in San Francisco’s housing 


pipeline that are currently at-risk due to unrealistic permitting deadlines.  


 


When San Francisco changed its affordable housing requirements in 2016, a number of projects 


were grandfathered in at specific inclusionary rates to keep them moving through the approval 


process. However, they were only given 30 months to get their site permits, and many projects 


had not gone through the City’s entitlement process, which can take years. Many of these 


projects will not meet this deadline, and are at risk of not moving forward if they do not.  


 


The legislation introduced by Mayor Breed will provide that all projects, including the 


grandfathered projects under Proposition C, have 30 months to secure building permits from the 


time they receive their entitlement from the Planning Commission or Planning Department. This 


will ensure that the projects still move forward in a timely manner, while also recognizing that 


the projects should not be penalized for a long entitlement process.    


 


“This legislation is critical to prevent the loss of 3,420 new homes, 498 of which will be 


permanently affordable,” said Mayor Breed. “We need to fix the timeline put on these projects so 


that we continue to add new homes for people, including badly needed affordable housing. We 


also need consistent, realistic deadlines for all projects, and we need to fix how we approve 


housing in San Francisco so that it does not take years and years to get housing built in this city.”  


 


Following the passage of Proposition C in June 2016, which raised the City’s inclusionary rate 


for new housing projects, a number of existing projects were grandfathered in at specific 


inclusionary rates in recognition that they should not be subject to new standards mid-project. 


These projects were given 30 months to receive their building permits before their grandfathered 


inclusionary rate would expire.  


 


The intent of this deadline was to encourage these projects to be built quickly, but many have not 


been able to move through the complicated planning process. With the December 7th deadline 


approaching for these grandfathered projects, many are now at risk of facing new inclusionary 


requirements that would likely cause them to be abandoned. 
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The legislation was introduced at the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, September 18. 


 


### 







grandfathered projects under Proposition C, have 30 months to secure building permits from
the time they receive their entitlement from the Planning Commission or Planning
Department. This will ensure that the projects still move forward in a timely manner, while
also recognizing that the projects should not be penalized for a long entitlement process.  
 
“This legislation is critical to prevent the loss of 3,420 new homes, 498 of which will be
permanently affordable,” said Mayor Breed. “We need to fix the timeline put on these projects
so that we continue to add new homes for people, including badly needed affordable housing.
We also need consistent, realistic deadlines for all projects, and we need to fix how we
approve housing in San Francisco so that it does not take years and years to get housing built
in this city.”
 
Following the passage of Proposition C in June 2016, which raised the City’s inclusionary rate
for new housing projects, a number of existing projects were grandfathered in at specific
inclusionary rates in recognition that they should not be subject to new standards mid-project.
These projects were given 30 months to receive their building permits before their
grandfathered inclusionary rate would expire.
 
The intent of this deadline was to encourage these projects to be built quickly, but many have
not been able to move through the complicated planning process. With the December 7th

deadline approaching for these grandfathered projects, many are now at risk of facing new
inclusionary requirements that would likely cause them to be abandoned.
 
The legislation was introduced at the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, September 18.
 

###
 
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Civic Center Public Realm Plan - Draft Pin-Up Session reminder
Date: Tuesday, September 18, 2018 12:11:11 PM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Race, Patrick (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2018 2:09 PM
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Civic Center Public Realm Plan - Draft Pin-Up Session reminder
 
Dear Commissioners,

 
After over a year of community engagement and interagency collaboration, the Civic Center
Public Realm Plan team is almost ready to share a draft preferred concept design for Civic
Center’s public spaces.
 
As the team prepares the draft design, we’d like to an extend an offer to interested
commissioners for an informal pin-up session and preview of the draft designs. The draft
designs will also be coming before the Commission in October as an informational item.
 
An invitation for briefing went out to you all on Friday 9/7 and we are able to offer additional
dates as part of this reminder. We will work to schedule these sessions so that there is no
quorum of commissioners during a visit. The briefing will either take place at Planning’s
offices or at the office of our consultant, CMG Landscape Architecture, at 444 Bryant Street
in SoMa.
 
If you’d like to come, please let us know your availability for the times below:
 

Monday, 9/24: 11:30-12:30 p.m.
Thursday 9/27: 2:00-3:00 p.m.
Tuesday 10/2: 10:00-11:00 a.m.
Tuesday 10/2: 2:30-3:30 p.m.

 
If none of these time slots work for your schedule but you are still interested in a briefing,
please let us know and we’ll work with you to find an alternate time.
 
Please note that the drawings shared in these sessions will be works-in-progress, and they

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


will continue to be revised based on interagency review, stakeholder input and public
comment over the course of the fall. The team will publicly share drafts of the designs this
October (including an informational presentation at the Planning Commission) and the final
plans are set to be released via a community open house after the holidays in early 2019.

 
Thank you,

 
Patrick Race, PLA
Planner | Landscape Architect
Assistant Plan Manager: Civic Center Public Realm Plan
Citywide Planning Division
 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9132 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


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: Four Letters re 2515 Broadway Application
Date: Tuesday, September 18, 2018 10:48:55 AM
Attachments: Casey 9.17.18.pdf

Codik 9.17.18.pdf
Swig 9.17.18.pdf
Williams 9.17.18.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

-----Original Message-----
From: Jerry Suich [mailto:jjsuich@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2018 4:15 PM
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Four Letters re 2515 Broadway Application

Chris,

Please find the attached re the above. We would appreciate your distributing them.

Thank you.

Jerry & Suich

2513 Broadway
jjsuich@gmail.com
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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: The Bomb In Our Back Yard – Ahimsa Porter Sumchai MD – Medium
Date: Monday, September 17, 2018 11:39:15 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: Ahimsa Porter Sumchai MD [mailto:asumchai@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, September 16, 2018 9:39 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Ethics Commission, (ETH); Commission Planning
Subject: The Bomb In Our Back Yard – Ahimsa Porter Sumchai MD – Medium
 

https://medium.com/@asumchai/the-bomb-in-our-back-yard-dfe0b22834f4

The Bomb In Our Back Yard
Ahimsa Porter Sumchai MDAug 31, 2009

President & Medical Director - Golden State MD Health & Wellness. Author
and UCSF/Stanford Trained Researcher
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progressiveMedia-inner" src="https://cdn-images-
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Ahimsa Porter Sumchai, M.D. — Founding Chair Radiological
Subcommittee Hunters Point Shipyard Restoration Advisory Board Physician
Specialist San Francisco Department of Public Health 1992–1997

This article was originally published in the SF Bayview Newspaper August 31,
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2009: http://sfbayview.com/2009/08/-the-bomb-in-our-back-yard/.
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“The World’s Greatest Shipping Yard” at Hunters Point

On September 14, 2018 GreenAction for Health & Environmental Justice
issued the following statement in response to discovery of a highly radioactive
radium emitting deck marker found adjacent to homes at the Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard:

Today it is clear that the decade of claims by local, state and federal
government agencies and Lennar developers that there was no radioactive
contamination at Parcel A of the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard were
completely false.

It is unclear if the repeated bold and false claims by government officials and
agencies were knowing lies, or were the result of incompetence and
negligence. We intend to find out.

The truth is out. Highly radioactive contamination was present next to homes
where residents were promised there was no radiation.
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The truth is that information provided for many years by whistleblowers and
community members about reckless and illegal activities during the
“cleanup” of the federal Superfund site at the Hunters Point Shipyard was
accurate.
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Yet the cover-up continues. GreenAction learned three days ago that a
radioactive deck marker was reportedly discovered and worked to confirm it.
Our attorneys contacted government agencies but got no response.

Yesterday, the Navy and California Department of Public Health confirmed a
radioactive deck marker was discovered on Friday, September 7, 2018 — one
week ago. The government did not reveal this finding until September 13,
2018 — and only informed Parcel A residents not other nearby residents.

We believe the only reason the government finally admitted this discovery is
because we found out and were about to blow the whistle on this alarming
news.

It is time for truth, transparency, accountability, and a totally comprehensive
cleanup of the entire shipyard and adjacent areas — with full independent
community oversight.

No one should live next to or on top of radioactive and toxic waste!
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Bradley Angel — Executive Director of GreenAction for Health &
Environmental Justice leads the historic movement in Bayview Hunters Point at
the May 2018 Hearing of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors calling for
comprehensive retesting of the Hunters Point Shipyard
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Whistle blowers testimony drives the unearthing of “The greatest case of eco-
fraud in US history” at the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard”
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“On Sunday, the 15th of July, about noon, we were at Hunters Point and
they put on us what we now know was the atomic bomb.” — Capt. Charles B.
McVay III, U.S. Navy commanding officer, USS Indianapolis (from the
Operational Archives Branch, Naval Historical Center)

The atom bomb “Little Boy” sailed from the Hunters Point Shipyard and on
Aug. 6, 1945, was dropped on Hiroshima, killing 140,000 people by the end of
that year. The USS Indianapolis, which carried the bomb across the Pacific,
was sunk, with great loss of life, by a Japanese submarine on its return trip.

Heavy is the head that wears the crown! On Aug. 2, 1945, U.S. President Harry
S Truman, acting on the advice of military and civilian advisers, gave the order
to drop the atomic bomb on a Japanese target. On Aug. 6, the first bomb fell on
Hiroshima; on Aug. 9, the second was dropped on Nagasaki in Western Japan.
On Aug. 14, 1945, Japanese Emperor Hirohito agreed to an unconditional
surrender, thus bringing to an end the final tragic combat theatre of World War
II.

On Aug. 6, 2009, in commemoration of the 64th anniversary of the world’s first
atomic bomb attack, the mayor of Hiroshima, Tadatoshi Akiba, urged global
leaders to back President Barack Obama’s call to abolish nuclear weapons.

The United States is the only nation that has deployed atomic bombs in combat.
So much as we cower from the prospect of a nuclear Iran or North Korea,
American leadership changed the history of mankind forever with the
ultimatum — drafted by Truman, Winston Churchill and the joint chiefs of
staff — sent to Japan on July 26, 1945, demanding it “surrender in safety or face
utter destruction.”

War is the ultimate battleground of human ethics and morality. Quoting the
wisdom of Martin Luther King Jr.: “There is nothing more tragic in all this
world than to know right and not do it.” Wiser still is the dictum: Those who do
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not know their history are doomed to repeat it!

The Hunters Point Shipyard is located in southeastern San Francisco on a
peninsula that extends east into San Francisco Bay. It is a federal Superfund
site — one of the nation’s most toxic properties . The legacy of the shipyard in
the creation, testing and delivery of weapons of destruction will not remain
quietly buried in the depths of our conscience.
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Parcel D of the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard sites the historic gun mole pier
and iconic gantry crane. Lennar Developers plans to site residential
development adjacent to the gun mole pier.

According to documents on file with the Naval Historical Center, Capt. Lewis
L. Haynes, senior medical officer on board the USS Indianapolis, recalls:

“On July 15th we were ordered to go to San Francisco to take on some cargo.
I was amazed to notice that there was a quiet, almost dead Navy yard. We tied
up at the dock there and two big trucks came alongside. The big crate on one
truck was put in the port hanger. The other truck had a bunch of men aboard
including two army officers, Captain James Nolan and Major Robert
Furman. I found out later that Nolan was a medical officer. I don’t know
what his job was — probably to monitor radiation. The two men carried a
canister about 3 feet by 4 feet tall up to Admiral Spruance’s cabin, where
they welded it to the deck. Later on, I found out that this held the nuclear
ingredients for the bomb and the large box in the hanger contained the
device for firing the bomb. And I had that thing welded to the deck above me
for ten days.”
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The historic gun mole pier and gantry crane circa 1947

According to Capt. McVay’s recollections, “We sailed from San Francisco
0800 the morning of 16th July. We arrived in Tinian the morning of 26 July
and unloaded the material and the bomb which was later to be dropped over
Hiroshima.”
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Little Boy replica on display at the Smithsonian

The components of “Little Boy,” the atomic bomb dropped on Hiroshima, were
loaded onto the USS Indianapolis from the drydocks now designated Parcel D -
the radiation contaminated Gun Mole Pier.

The fissile components of the bomb contained half the uranium-235 in the
United States valued at trillions of dollars by today’s standards. Little Boy
dropped by parachute from the B-29 Enola Gay at 8:15am on August 6, 1945.
It exploded with 15 kilotons of force, wiping out 90% of the city and
immediately killing 80,000 people.
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Christopher Carpenter was a worker at the Hunters Point shipyard in 2005
repeatedly exposed to toxic radioactive dust in soils and asbestos laden rock. In
2016 he died of peripheral T-cell lymphoma, a cancer not reported in an
African American. Carpenter is the principle plaintiff in the Hunters Point
Community Lawsuit.
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The gantry crane is the largest and most iconic landmark at the Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard. Completed in 1947, it was surpassed in height only by the
Oakland and Golden Gate Bridges as man made structures. As long as the
Titanic and erected using 8.4 thousand tons of steel, the gantry crane is
recognizable in the southeastern backdrop of the San Francisco skyline.

In 1959 Operation Skycatch was conducted by Lockheed Missiles and Space
Division at the Hunters Point Shipyard to study dummy missiles structurally
identical to live Polaris missiles. The gantry crane on the gun mole pier was
equipped with arresting cables to catch multi-ton dummy Polaris missiles
launched in mid-air and hurled out into San Francisco Bay and then retrieved.
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As the U.S. Navy prepared for the 2010 dirty transfer of radiation impacted
buildings, equipment and infrastructure at Parcel D to the city, questions
regarding the past, present and future of the shipyard were pushed to the
forefront of public debate.

Radiation impacted sites at the shipyard have the potential for radioactive
materials to be present and require further action. Impacted sites include areas
where radioactive materials were used or stored, where known spills,
discharges or unusual occurrences were documented and where radioactive
materials were disposed of and buried, including landfills, laboratory drains and
the underwater regions surrounding the base.

Parcel D comprises about 98 acres in the central portion of the shipyard. It was
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formerly part of the industrial support area used for shipping, ship repair, office
and commercial activities. The docks at Parcel D were formerly part of the
industrial production area.

In 1985 a tetrahedron shaped metal frame was attached to the iconic gantry
crane to facilitate the testing of trident missiles that fell into the bay after
reaching an altitude of 250 feet.
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Portions of Parcel D were used by the Naval Radiological Defense Laboratory
(NRDL). NRDL was the premier radiation research laboratory of the post-
World War II era. The main laboratories were located along Spear Avenue at
the intersection of Parcel A with Parcels D and E.
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Parcel A where approximately 300 families are sited in homes now known to
be on radiation contaminated property on a federal Superfund site. Parcel A sits
at the western boundary of Parcel D.

In July of 1946 Operation Crossroads series nuclear explosions were conducted
in the Bikini Atoll lagoon in the Marshall Islands. A fleet of 71 surplus and
captured ships were used as targets. The weapons used were Mk3A “Model
1561” Fat Man atomic bombs from wartime designs. Shot Baker was
conducted on July 24, 1946 causing serious radioactive contamination of the
lagoon and radiation exposure at the surface amounting to a lethal 730 R in the
first 24 hours.
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Shot Able was conducted on June 30, 1946. The standard Fat Man fission
bomb fell short and to the left of target due to a collapsed tail fin. It sunk and
severely damaged five vessels and led to a government investigation of the B-
29 flight crew.

Several of those damaged ships were hauled back to the combined naval station
at Hunters Point and Treasure Island and at least one was docked at the gun
mole pier…where Lennar Developers wants to site residential development in a
shipyard south multi use district or “MUD” on a parcel designated Parcel G
created like a “cookie cutter” from heavily contaminated Parcel D.

The federal law for environmental cleanup at the shipyard is the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act,
called CERCLA or Superfund. CERCLA defines radionuclides as particles
that emit radiation. They are hazardous substances under CERCLA and, as
such, must be investigated, characterized and cleaned up.
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Congresswoman Cynthia McKinney and Senate candidate Cindy Sheehan show
sisterly support for Dr. Ahimsa Sumchai at her fundraiser held in the SF
Bayview’s back yard on Oct. 6, 2007, during her campaign for Mayor of San
Francisco. The first African American woman to run for Mayor, Dr. Sumchai’s
platform prioritized environmental health and justice, public safety and a
moratorium on residential development at the Hunters Point Shipyard. Photo:
John Morton
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Radiation damages human tissue by stripping it of charged particles called
electron s. Radiation in low doses is linked to many solid cancers including
breast, thyroid, lung and skin cancer as well as cancers of the blood and
lymphoid tissues. Radiation can change the basic structure of our genetic
material and impact future generations. Radium 226 is one of the most
abundant radionuclides of concern at the shipyard and the priniciple emitter of
gamma waves. According to the Agency For Toxic Substances and Diseases
Registry, Radium 226 exposure is linked to a myriad of health effects including
anemia, fractured teeth, itching, dermatitis and skin ulcers, cataracts, cancer
and ultimately, death.

The answer to the breast cancer conundrum evident in the world’s highest
incidence of breast cancer arising from San Francisco’s Bay Area counties may
be linked to our known exposure to low level radiation in air, water and
dispersed soil from activities at the Hunters Point Shipyard.
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Madame Marie Curie died of aplastic anemia due to prolonged exposure to the
radium she discovered

Madame Marie Curie became the first woman to win the Nobel Prize in 1903
and the first person to win it twice. In 1911 she accepted her second Nobel
Prize in chemistry for her discovery of radium. She saved the lives of thousands
of wounded soldiers by advancing the use of portable x-ray machines during
World War 1. She and her husband Pierre became obsessed with the glow in
the dark fluorescent properties of radium. She carried test tubes of radium in
the pocket of her lab coat and died on July 4, 1934 of aplastic anemia. Her
daughter, Nobel Laureate Irene Joliot-Curie, died of leukemia.

The Navy has identified radiologically impacted areas at Parcel D associated
with the former use of general radioactive materials, decontamination of ships
and NRDL research. The sewers and storm drains beneath Parcel D were
designated radiation impacted because the scientists of the NRDL were known
to have poured effluents of low level radioactive waste down their laboratory
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drains. These radioactive materials ultimately communicated in the 10 linear
miles of sewer and storm drains with San Francisco Bay, the surrounding
community and, ultimately, the entire Bay Area.

In Feburary 2004 the Navy completed the Draft Final Historical Radiological
Assessment for Hunters Point Shipyard. The Navy Radiological Affairs
Support Office conducted extensive research on past radiological activities
using both federal and personal historical archives. That research was
supplemented by interviews with people who knew first hand of radiological
operations at the shipyard.
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Members of the Hunters Point Shipyard Restoration Advisory Board (RAB),
including myself as founding chair of the Radiological Subcommittee,
commented extensively on the three draft versions of the Historical
Radiological Assessment. The HRA studied 882 sites at the shipyard and found
that, while the majority were not radiation contaminated, Fifty-eight of those
sites were found to require further investigation and cleanup and another 32
sites were pending release for unrestricted use.

By 2018 the radiation cleanup at the Hunters Point Shipyard had been coined
“The greatest case of eco-fraud in U.S. History” by Public Employees for
Environmental Responsibility Executive Director Jeff Ruch. In a March 30,
2018 letter to the U.S. Navy, as well as state, regional and city officials, EPA
Remedial Project Manager Lily Lee wrote that the soil tests on four land
parcels transferred to San Francisco in 2015 were flawed by “potential
falsification, data manipulation and/or data quality concerns”. The parcels EPA
identified as suspect are adjacent to homes on Parcel A and Parcel D. The soil
tests on the parcels demonstrate “a widespread pattern of practices that appear
to show deliberate falsification, failure to perform the work in a manner
required…or both”, according to Lee.

According to Ruch, “Documents emerging in recent weeks show that the
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radiation testing for soil covering most of the shipyard and it’s buildings are
inaccurate and useless from a public health standpoint.”
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Bay View Health and Environmental Science Editor Dr. Ahimsa Porter
Sumchai can be reached at (415) 859–5471 or
AhimsaPorterSumchaiMD@Comcast.net. Dr. Sumchai is a wikipedia editor for
the Hunters Point Shipyard at https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hunters-Point-
Naval-Shipyard.

Related

Originally published at sfbayview.com on August 31, 2009.

Like what you read? Give Ahimsa Porter Sumchai MD a round of
applause.

From a quick cheer to a standing ovation, clap to show how much you enjoyed
this story.

 

Ahimsa Porter Sumchai MD
Golden State MD Health & Wellness
Sent from my iPhone
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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: BVHP
Date: Monday, September 17, 2018 11:38:47 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: Ahimsa Porter Sumchai MD [mailto:asumchai@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, September 16, 2018 9:41 AM
To: Raymond Tompkins
Cc: DPH, Health Commission (DPH); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Re: BVHP
 
Please submit these to the Health & Police Commission. There are officers located on Parcel 
E. Search the specific email for the SFPD commission on line.

On Sep 15, 2018, at 12:18 PM, rtomp@sbcglobal.net wrote:
 
Ahimsa:
 
Please read The two doc.  Especially the PowerPoint presentation that we made 
to the community.  As a Physician looking at the possible exposures to the 
different byproducts that occur when Radium decays.  You may want additional 
tests to be provided for the general public to evaluate what damage has taken 
place to human life.

I find the excuse that has been provided to the public, "that only one radium 
dial was found".  This answer defies human logic, to develop the housing on this 
property they have run heavy constructive equipment all over this land site.  In 
my view is quite easy that other Radium dials have been crushed by the wake 
of the equipment and have been displaced deeper in the soil and then the 
surface scanner can detect.   Surface scanning that they are utilizing at the site 
can only detect gamma rays in 6 to 12 inches of soil.  In addition to certain soil 
conditions can limit the effectiveness of the scanning to only 6 inches.

Keep the faith and keep fighting
Ray
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On Saturday, September 15, 2018 9:18 AM, Charles Bonner <cbonner799@aol.com> 
wrote:
 

Good Morning Dr. Tompkins,
This is a very valuable item of evidence!!
Please contact these scientists and arrange a meeting with us ASAP!
We need them as our experts now!
Thanks for sending this evidence!
Charles 
Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 14, 2018, at 5:07 PM, "rtomp@sbcglobal.net" 
<rtomp@sbcglobal.net> wrote:

Charles:

Please read the two attachments. Dr. Palmer and I talked about this 
subject at the church on Oakdale a few years ago.  Minister 

Christopher X was in attendance.  Dr. Palmer's and I made a pledge 
to the community that we would never lie about the science and 

always tell the truth as we understand the fact

Look closely at the presentation on

"RADIUM DECAY 
PROCESSES AND BY-

PRODUCTS"

Keep the faith and keep fighting

Ray

mailto:cbonner799@aol.com
mailto:rtomp@sbcglobal.net
mailto:rtomp@sbcglobal.net


<Tech_presentation_parcel_E2_RIFS[1] (2).ppt>
<Response_to_draft_Parcel_E2_RIFS[2].doc>

 

<Tech_presentation_parcel_E2_RIFS[1] (2).ppt>
<Response_to_draft_Parcel_E2_RIFS[2].doc>

 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Another voice opposing CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
Date: Monday, September 17, 2018 11:38:05 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: Jeff [mailto:calvinforbin@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 16, 2018 4:18 PM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Another voice opposing CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

Dear Planning Commission,
I hope I am correct in understanding that this hearing has been
continued and therefore hope this email will still be relevant.

At first upon hearing of CorePower Yogas intention to open on Divisadero
St,  I was ambivalent and unenthusiastic but not adamantly opposed to a
chain moving into this location.

However my opinion has changed into strong opposition upon learning that
they are also planning to open another location less than a mile away.
I believe this type of corporate tactic - flooding areas with multiple
closely situated outlets -  is precisely why the SF government and
residents passed laws requiring conditional use authorization hearings
for these types of projects and specifically and deliberately gives you
the power to stop this from occurring. It is exactly this corporate
behavior that (intentionally?) harms the local competing businesses and
is contrary to all our efforts to preserve neighborhood character.

So, although I am no fan of empty storefronts I urge you to deny this
request for formula retail and I'm convinced that with Divisadero's
popularity there will be a more suitable business at this location soon.

Thank you,
Jeff

My bona fides: I have lived a block away for over 25 years.
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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: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Happy Vape Extend hours
Date: Monday, September 17, 2018 11:37:57 AM
Attachments: Happy Vape support 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: Henry Karnilowicz [mailto:occexp@aol.com] 
Sent: Sunday, September 16, 2018 6:33 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: occexp@aol.com
Subject: Happy Vape Extend hours
 
Hi Jonas,
 
Attached is my letter in support of granting the extension of hours of operation for Happy Vape.
 
Please distribute to the commissioners.
 
Henry Karnilowicz
President
SomBa (South Of Market Business Association)
 
615 7th Street
San Francisco, CA 94103-4910
415.420.8113 cell
415.621.7583 fax
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615 Seventh Street • San Francisco , CA 94103-4910 • www.sfsomba.org 
Phone: 415.621.7533 • Fax: 415.621.7583 • e-mail: info@sfsomba .com 


 
 
September 16, 2018 
 
 
Mr. Jonas Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 
 
Honorable Members of the Planning Commission: 
 
Happy Vape operators Ronald Xie and Blake He have been dedicated to the Ocean Avenue 
business community since establishing their business.  
 
Community partnership and private investment are paramount to a thriving neighborhood, 
and through their participation they have contributed to the vibrancy and the success of the 
small businesses along Ocean Avenue 
 
Their effort to adapt to the changing legislation of their industry is commendable.  
 
Their involvement with the community is clearly central to the ethos of Happy Vape and I 
encourage the Commission to support Happy Vape's proposal to extend their hours of 
operation. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
Henry Karnilowicz 
President 
 
 


 
 


     







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: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN

(CAT); Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR)
Subject: CPC Calendars for September 20, 2017
Date: Friday, September 14, 2018 1:48:38 PM
Attachments: Advance Calendar - 20180920.xlsx

20180920_can.pdf
20180920_can.docx
CPC Hearing Results 2018.docx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for September 20, 2018 (A CANCELED MEETING).
 
Enjoy the break,
 
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
 

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:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.SeniorManagers@sfgov.org
mailto:Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
mailto:mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

Advance



				To:		Planning Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				September 13, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-009224CUA		601 Van Ness Avenue				fr: 6/28		Woods

						CUA to remove movie theatre (Opera Plaza Cinema)		to: 10/18

		2018-008652PCAMAP		Design Professional Special Use District				WITHDRAWN		Starr

						Planning Code Amendments

		2016-015675CUA 		2990 24th Street 				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility

		2018-005745CUA		385 Eddy Street				CONSENT		Adina

						Conversion of one residential unit into an institutional use 

		2018-003874CUA 		2475-2481 Mission Street				CONSENT		Christensen

						Expansion of existing restaurant into adjacent retail space

		2018-004720CUA		276 5th Street				CB3P 		Chandler

						C.U.A to establish a Restaurant use

		2013.1535ENV 		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street 				fr: 6/28		Fordham

						Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report

		2013.1535CUA 		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street 				fr: 6/28		Boudreaux

						Planned Unit Development 

		2011.1356TZU 		Central SoMa Plan				fr: 9/6		Chen

						Substantive Amendments

		2018-004477PC 		Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District 				fr: 9/6		Chen

						Substantive Amendments 

		2017-015181CUA		412 Broadway 				fr: 6/14; 8/30		Perry

						extension of hours until 4 a.m. for Penthouse Club and Restaurant

		2018-003878CUA		3407 California Street						Young

						Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. Sephora Studio) 

		2015-018150CUA		137 Clayton Street 						May

						CUA

		2018-007741CUA		3133 Taraval Street 						Horn

						Convert SFR to Community Center

		2016-009062DRP		505 Grand View Ave				fr: 11/2; 3/1; 6/7; 8/30		Tran

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-005406DRP		42 Otis						Jardines

						Public-Initiated DR

		2015-013487DRP		1267 Rhode Island Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-015386DRP		838 Page Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 20, 2018 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner



				September 27, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-000378CUA		1600 Jackson Street				fr: 4/26; 7/26		Foster

						Whole Foods		to: 10/4

		2018-010759PCA		MAP2020 Status Update & Mission Retail Controls				to: 10/11		Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendments

		2018-007507GPA		1650-1680 Mission Street 				to: 10/25		Starr

						Adoption

		2018-007507MAP 		1650-1680 Mission Street 				fr: 8/23		Starr

						Rezoning 		to: 10/25

		2013.1037CUAVAR		650 Divisadero Street				fr: 7/21; 10/20; 1/26; 3/23; 4/6; 6/15; 9/28; 12/14; 3/29; 6/21		May

						new 6-story building with 60 dwelling units & ground floor retail 		to: 10/25

		2018-008669CUA		750 Post Street				CB3P		Weissglass

						an Institutional Use (Social Service or Philanthropic Facility) as a Goodwill site 

		2018-002007CUA		318 Main Street				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility

		2018-008654GPA		175 Golden Gate Avenue						Butkus

						Adoption

		2018-008654PCAMAP		175 Golden Gate Avenue						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendments

		2018-004644CUA		619 Divisadero Street				fr: 9/6		Weissglass

						Formula Retail CUA 

		2017-016476CUAOFA		420 Taylor Street				fr: 7/26		Foster

						CUA for Office Use at ground floor; Office Conversion (Small Cap Allocation)

		2015-010013PRJ		30 Otis Street						Perry

						Downtown Project Authorization

		2018-007452CUA		2401 Taraval St						Pantoja

						removal and conversion of an existing dwelling unit into a child care facility

		2017-006454SHDVAR		858 Stanyan 						Ajello

						Shadow / Variance from Planning Code Sections 134 and 145.1

		2017-008396DRP-02		2515 Broadway						May

						Two-story rear horizontal addition, excavation

		2014.0376CUA 		2918 Mission Street 						Hoagland

						construct 8-story, 75 residential unit mixed use building including Density Bonus

		2011.1356TZU 		Central SoMa Plan				fr: 9/6; 9/13		Chen

						Substantive Amendments

		2018-004477PC 		Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District 				fr: 9/6; 9/13		Chen

						Substantive Amendments 

		2017-006815DRP		48 Clifford Terrace						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-003314DRP		180 Vienna Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-003846DRP		765 Vermont Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 4, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Rahaim - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-015056CUA		1101 Green Street				CONSENT		Lindsay

						Sirius XM satellite radio facility

		2018-001707CUA		400 Beale Street				CONSENT		Lindsay

						Sirius XM satellite radio facility

		2018-001876PCA		Obstructions in Required Setbacks, Yards and Open Space						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendments

		2018-006289MAPPCA		2101 Lombard Street Special Use District				fr: 7/19		Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		TBD		Liquor Stores in the North Beach						Starr

						Planning Code Amendment

		2017-001270CUAVAR		3140-3150 16th Street 				fr: 7/26		Vu

						PDR to restaurant with accessory outdoor activity area

		2015-014148CUAVARENX		1245 Folsom Street 						Jardines

						mixed-use building 

		2017-012974UA 		1690 Folsom Street						Jardines

						formula retail use (DBA Target, Starbucks, and CVS) within the Western SoMa SUD

		2018-000908CUA		2601 Van Ness Ave 						May

						Conditional Use

		2017-015669CUA		733 Taraval Street						Campbell

						amend the conditions of approval to permit change of hours (6:00am-2:00am) for a restaurant

		2018-001018CUA 		1963 Ocean Avenue						Campbell

						amend the conditions of approval to permit change of hours (6:00am-2:00am) for a tobacco

		2018-009337CUA		3939 24th Street						Pantoja

						removal of an existing grocery store use over 5,000 square feet in-size

		2017-012484DNX		150 Executive Park Blvd						Samonsky

						Executive Park Design Review Sec. 309.2

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/12		May

						Public Initiated DR

		2015-014892DRP		345 Rivera Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2015-009945DRP		1418 Diamond Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-015997DRP		1871 Green Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 11, 2018

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-008438SHD		1075 Folsom Street				to: 11/8		Durandet

						Shadow

		2017-011155CUA		3122-3128 16th Street  				CONSENT		Samonsky

						outdoor activity area 

		2018-003464CUA		2253 Market Street				CB3P		Chandler

						establish a non-active ground floor use

		2018-001361CUA		331 Clement Street				CB3P		Chandler

						Limited Restaurant to Restaurant Use

		2018-010759PCA		MAP2020 Status Update & Mission Retail Controls				fr: 9/27		Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendments

		2018-010552PCA		Prohibiting Employee Cafeterias within Office Space 						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

				1550 Evans Avenue 						Starr

						General Plan Amendment Initiation

				Inclusionary Manual 						Grob

						Planning Commission Policy

		2018-011152PCAMAP		430-29th Avenue 						Butkus

						Special Use District (Board File No. 180776)

		2015-005848DVA-02		1629 Market Street 						Sucre

						Development Agreement 

		2016-007303PCA		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)						Tuffy

						Legislative Amendment to 188(g); Convert office building for hotel use

		2016-007303DNXCUA		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)						Tuffy

						Convert existing office building for new Hotel use

				Community Stabilization and Anti-Displacement 						Nelson

						Informational

		2015-000737DRPVAR 		60 Clifford Terrace 						Horn

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-004301DRP-02		2420 Taraval Street						Campbell

						Abbreviated DR

		2017-009996DRP		434-436 20th Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 18, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Polk Pacific Design Guidelines						Winslow

						Adoption

		TBD		C3R Retail to Office Conversion 						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-010758PCA   		Flexible Retail Use						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-008862PCA 		Better Streets Plan and Curb Cut Restrictions						Chasan

						Planning Code Amendments

				Street Design Advisory Team 						Chasan

						Informational

		2017-009224CUA		601 Van Ness Avenue				fr: 6/28; 9/13		Woods

						CUA to remove movie theatre (Opera Plaza Cinema)

		2015-016243CUA 		611 Jones Street						Perry

						demo of existing single family home, and construction of building > 50 feet in RC District

		2018-000955CUA		827 Irving Street						Young

						Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. MY WIRELESS / “AT&T”) 

		2015-004717DRPVAR		11 Gladys St				fr: 8/23		Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR

		2015-011216DRP 		277 Judson Avenue						Kwiatkowska

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-015887DRP		2025 15TH AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-002953DRP		253 CHATTANOOGA ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 25, 2018 - Closed to DR's

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Designated Child Care Units 						Nickolopoulos

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-007959CUA		1011 Market Street				CB3P		Chandler

						formula retail store at 1011 Market Street (dba Supreme)

		2018-007507GPA		1650-1680 Mission Street 				fr: 9/27		Starr

						Adoption

		2018-007507MAP 		1650-1680 Mission Street 				fr: 8/23; 9.27		Starr

						Rezoning 

		2015-004297ENV		271 Upper Terrace				fr: 6/28		Callagy

						Appeal of PMND

		2013.1037CUAVAR		650 Divisadero Street				fr: 7/21; 10/20; 1/26; 3/23; 4/6; 6/15; 9/28; 12/14; 3/29; 6/21; 9/27		May

						new 6-story building with 60 dwelling units & ground floor retail 

		2015-004297CUA		271 Upper Terrace 						Townes

						CUA

		2015-009163CUA		77 Geary Street 				fr: 11/2; 2/1; 3/22; 5/17		Perry

						office use at the second and third floors 

		2016-012474MAPCUA 		118-134 Kissling Street 						Jardines

						zoning map amendment as well as a corresponding CUA

		 2014.0948ENX		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street 						Jardines

						mixed-use building with 56 units with ground floor retail 

		2013.0655CUA		1513A-F York Street 						Vu

						9 three-story buildings containing 10 dwelling units with subterranean parking 

		2017-016089CUA		1200 Irving Street 						Weissglass

						Andronico’s Community Market 

		2016-005406DRP 		42 Otis Street						Jardines

						5-story, mixed-use building; 24 SRO dwelling units and ground floor commercial

		2017-001456DRP		1100 FULTON ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009282DRP		136 PALM AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 1, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				1979 Mission Street						Vu

						Informational

				November 8, 2018

		Case No.		Rahaim - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-009951CUA		1541 Sloat Blvd				CONSENT		Hicks

						Retail to limited restaurant in Lakeshore Plaza

				1550 Evans Avenue 						Starr

						GP and ZM Amendments

				Potrero Power Station 						Schuett

						DEIR

		2016-008438SHD		1075 Folsom Street				fr: 10/11		Durandet

						Shadow

		2018-011019CUA              		400 Winston Drive						Hoagland

						CUA for retail use greater than 50,000 sf (former Macy’s site)

		2017-015810CUA     		830 Rhode Island       						Hoagland

						demo existing single-family residence and construct new 2-dwelling unit building

		2018-008620CUA		693 14th Street						Chandler

						Public Facility use at the ground floor

		2007.1347CUA		3637 Sacramento Street						Woods

						demo & new mixed-use building for public parking, retail, medical office and 18 units

		2018-006138DRP-03		2831 Pierce Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-016473DRP		11 Dolores Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2015-008351DRP-02		380 Holladay Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 15, 2018

		Case No.		Rahaim - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-012049GEN		Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines/CEQA Guidelines Update						Wietgrefe

						Informational

		2016-013551CWP		Excelsior & Outer Mission Neighborhood Strategy 						Exline

						Informational

		2017-013214DRP		3826 25th Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-007274DRP		1442 Jefferson Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2015-009733DRP		1026 Clayton Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-012929DRP		830 Olmstead Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 22, 2018 - Canceled

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				November 29, 2018 - Closed to DRs

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-002007CUA		145 Laurel Street				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility 

		2018-007888CWP		Polk Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines						Winslow 

						Adoption

		2015-014028PRJ		3333 California Street						Foster

						Informational 

		2015-014028ENV		3333 California Street						Moore

						Draft EIR 

				10 South Van Ness Avenue 						Schuett

						DEIR

		2016-005555DRP-02VAR 		1794-98 Filbert Street						Woods

						Vertical addition & rear yard Variance

		2017-010630DRP		1621 Diamond Street 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-008375DRP		453 East Buenta Vista Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009924DRP 		2601 Diamond Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 6, 2018

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-002409DRP		1973 BROADWAY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 13, 2018

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-006613DRP		610 EL CAMINO DEL MAR						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 20, 2018

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-011478DRP		463 DUNCAN ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 27, 2018 - Canceled

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				January 3, 2019 - Canceled

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner
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To:


Planning Commission


From:


Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs


Re:


Advance Calendar


All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.


September 13, 2018 - CLOSED


Case No.





SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING COMMISSION  


 
 


NOTICE 
OF  


CANCELLATION 
 
 


 
 
 


Thursday,  
September 20, 2018 


 


Regular Meeting 
 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Thursday, September 20, 2018 San Francisco Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting has been canceled. The next Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled for 
Thursday, September 27, 2018. 
 


Commissioners: 
Rich Hillis, President 


Myrna Melgar, Vice President 
Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel,  


Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards 
 


Commission Secretary: 
Jonas P. Ionin 


 
Hearing Materials are available at: 


Website: http://www.sfplanning.org 
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400 


Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422 
 
 
 
 
 


Disability and language accommodations available upon request to: 
 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance. 



http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org










SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING COMMISSION 

[image: ]



NOTICE

OF 

CANCELLATION











Thursday, 

September 20, 2018



Regular Meeting



NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Thursday, September 20, 2018 San Francisco Planning Commission Regular Meeting has been canceled. The next Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled for Thursday, September 27, 2018.



Commissioners:

Rich Hillis, President

Myrna Melgar, Vice President

Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel, 

Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin



Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422



[bookmark: _GoBack]





Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.







image1.jpeg




[bookmark: _GoBack][image: image002.jpg@01D00566]CPC Hearing Results 2018

To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20282

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0612

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



September 13, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued to October 18, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-008652PCAMAP

		Design Professional Special Use District

		Starr

		Withdrawn

		+7 -0



		

		2011.1356TZU

		Central SoMa Plan

		Chen

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-004477PCA

		Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District

		Ikezoe

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+7 -0



		M-20274

		2018-003874CUA

		2475-2481 Mission Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20275

		2018-004720CUA

		276 5th Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20276

		2018-003878CUA

		3407 California Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for August 30, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2016-015675CUA

		2990 24th Street

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent; Closing PC; and a Motion to Continue Indefinitely failed +1 -5 (Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Hillis against; Richards recused); Continued to November 8, 2018.

		+5 -1 (Melgar against; Richards recused)



		M-20277

		2018-005745CUA

		385 Eddy Street

		Adina

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20278

		2018-007741CUA

		3133 Taraval Street

		Horn

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-0608

		2016-009062DRP

		505 Grand View Avenue

		Tran

		After being pulled off of Consent; Did Not Take DR and Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20279

		2013.1535ENV

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Fordham

		Certified

		+7 -0



		M-20280

		2013.1535ENV

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -1 (Richards against)



		M-20281

		2013.1535CUA

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		Approved with Conditions as amended by staff, adding a Finding recognizing that Heritage and the PS will continue working together, and:

1. Allowing the removal of the historic façade; and 

2. A future informational item presenting the final design.

		+6 -1 (Richards against)



		

		2017-015181CUA

		412 Broadway

		Perry

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to October 25, 2018 with direction from the CPC.

		+7 -0



		

		2015-018150CUA

		137 Clayton Street

		May

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to November 15, 2018 with direction from the CPC.

		+7 -0



		DRA-0609

		2016-005406DRP

		42 Otis Street

		Jardines

		Did NOT Take DR

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		DRA-0610

		2017-015386DRP

		838 Page Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with conditions:

1. Install a 9’-9” green privacy screen wall at the property line.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Fong, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0611

		2015-013487DRP

		1267 Rhode Island Street

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)







September 6, 2018 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2012.0403W

		California Pacific Medical Center (CPMC) Annual Compliance Statement

		Purl

		None - Informational

		







September 6, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2011.1356TZU

		Central SoMa Plan

		Chen

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-004477PCA

		Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District

		Ikezoe

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-006562CUA

		50 Quint Street

		Weissglass

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes For August 23, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2018-004644CUA

		619 Divisadero Street

		Weissglass

		Adopted a Motion of Intent to Disapprove; and Continued to September 27, 2018

		



		M-20273

		2016-005870CUA

		461 Ashbury Street

		Ajello

		Disapproved

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		DRA-0606

		2016-011632DRP

		1897 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR

		+7 -0



		DRA-0607

		2017-001225DRP-02

		701 Hampshire Street

		Samonsky

		Took DR and approved with conditions:

1. Eliminate the fourth floor;

2. Ensure minimal disruption to existing tenants;

3. Work with staff on the design and livability for the ADU’s;

4. Work with staff on the streetscape improvements; and

5. Eliminate the existing curb cut and install a new curb cut on the opposite street.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)







August 30, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-015181CUA

		412 Broadway

		Perry

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2016-009062DRP

		505 Grand View Avenue

		Tran

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2017-001225DRP-02

		701 Hampshire Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to September 6, 2018

		+7 -0



		M-20266

		2018-004528CND

		7-11 Germania Street/73-77 Webster Street

		Dito

		Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20267

		2018-000751CUA

		1501 California Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2018-000751VAR

		1501 California Street

		Chandler

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		R-20268

		2018-008654GPA

		Downtown Area Plan Amendment For 175 Golden Gate Avenue

		Butkus

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after September 27, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-005411CRV

		Residential Roof Decks Policy

		May

		None – Informational

		



		M-20269

		2013.1224SHD

		807 Franklin Street

		Woods

		Adopted Findings

		+7 -0



		M-20270

		2013.1224CUA

		807 Franklin Street

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions as Amended by Staff, including the proposed material palette.

		+7 -0



		M-20271

		2017-007542CUA

		635 Fulton Street

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions as Amended by Staff, including the proposed material palette.

		+7 -0



		

		2017-007542VAR

		635 Fulton Street

		Woods

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		+7 -0



		DRA-0605

		2017-007888DRP

		2742 Buchanan Street

		Ajello

		No DR

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20272

		2017-014841CUA

		655 Alvarado Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as Amended:

1. For the replacement structure to be constructed with the exact massing of the previously legal building;

2. For a Certificate of Final Completion and Occupancy be issued; and

3. For staff to provide the CPC with an update memo and plans.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)







August 23, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-007507MAP

		1650-1680 Mission Street [Bf 180474]

		Starr

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2015-004717DRP

		11 Gladys Street

		Christensen

		Continued to October 18, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2015-004717VAR

		11 Gladys Street

		Christensen

		Acting ZA Continued to October 18, 2018

		



		

		2018-008654GPA

		Downtown Area Plan Amendment For 175 Golden Gate Avenue

		Butkus

		Continued to August 30, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		M-20255

		2018-000948CUA

		8 10th Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		M-20256

		2018-004679CUA

		711 Eddy Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		M-20257

		2018-001243CUA

		645 8th Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 12, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 19, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 26, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-010192CWP

		POTRERO POWER STATION

		Francis

		None - Informational

		



		M-20258

		2018-006786CUA

		170 9th Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2000.0875CWP

		2017 Downtown Plan Monitoring Report

		Ikezoe

		None - Informational

		



		R-20259

		2018-007507GPA

		Downtown Area Plan Amendment for 1650, 1660, and 1670 Mission Street

		Starr

		Initiated and Scheduled  a hearing on or after September 27, 2018

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Johnson absent)



		R-20260

		2015-001821GPA

		Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan

		Ocubillo

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20261

		2014-002541DVA

		India Basin (700 Innes Avenue)  Development Agreement Project

		Switzky

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20265

		2016-012030ENX

		255 Shipley Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20262

		2018-000497CUA

		350 2nd Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20263

		2018-000497ENX

		350 2nd Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20264

		2014-001400ENX

		2750 19th Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Johnson absent)



		DRA-0603

		2017-006758DRP

		1722 27th Avenue

		Samonsky

		Took DR and Approved with modifications:

1. Eliminate the front third floor roof deck;

2. Eliminate the staircase from the first to second floors (adjacent to the ADU); and

3. Continue working with staff to provide additional light and air to the ADU.

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Johnson absent)



		DRA-0604

		2016-016222DRP

		2131 41st Avenue

		Alexander

		No DR, approved as amended.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Koppel absent)







July 26, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-001243CUA

		645 8th Street

		Christensen

		Continued to August 23, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2014-002541DVA

		India Basin (700 Innes Avenue)  Development Agreement Project

		Snyder

		Continued to August 23, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2017-016476CUA

		420 Taylor Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2017-016476OFA

		420 Taylor Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2016-000378CUA

		1600 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Vu

		Continued to October 4, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Vu

		Acting ZA Continued to October 4, 2018

		



		

		2017-003299DRP-03

		1782 Quesada Avenue

		Hoagland

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2017-014841CUA

		655 Alvarado Street

		Horn

		Continued to August 30, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2009.0880DRP

		2100 Mission Street

		Jardines

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20242

		2018-006200CUA

		100 Church Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20243

		2018-008376CUA

		2011 Mission Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		R-20244

		2018-007347PCA    

		Health Services – Ocean Avenue NCTD

		Butkus

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		R-20245

		2018-006177MAP

		Abolish Legislated Setback on 19th Avenue

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications as amended, recommending no legislated setback with a bulb-out; retain the setback without a bulb-out.

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20246

		2016-004946ENX

		280 7th Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Roof hatches; and 

2. No roof decks on the Langton Street side of the development.

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2014-002541PRJ

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Snyder

		None – Informational

		



		M-20247

		2014-002541ENV

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Li

		Certified 

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		M-20248

		2014-002541ENV

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Li

		Adopted CEQA Findings

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		M-20249

		2014-002541SHD

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Snyder

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		R-20250

		2014-002541GPA

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Snyder

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		R-20251

		2014-002541PCAMAP

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Snyder

		Approved as amended by Staff

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		M-20252

		2014-002541CWP-02

		India Basin Mixed Use Project

		Snyder

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		M-20253

		2018-003300CUA

		600 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions, limiting hours of operation between 7 am and 11 pm.

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		M-20254

		2015-011274ENV

		150 Eureka Street

		Navarrete

		Certified

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		DRA-0601

		2016-015727DRP-02

		556 27th Street

		Townes

		Took DR and Approved with conditions as stipulated in the neighbor’s “Ask,” amending No. 2 by eliminating the requested third floor setback and decreasing the fourth floor setback to 13’6”; and eliminating No. 6 entirely.

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)



		DRA-0602

		2013.0847DRP

		1503 Francisco Street

		Kirby

		Took DR and Approved with modifications, including that an NSR be recorded stipulating that if the common space becomes habitable space, that it must be converted into an ADU.

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Moore absent)







July 19, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-006200CUA

		100 Church Street

		Chandler

		Continued  to July 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2013.0847DRP

		1503 Francisco Street

		Kirby

		Continued  to July 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2018-006289MAP

		2101 Lombard Street Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued  to October 4, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2018-006289PCA

		2101 Lombard Street Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued  to October 4, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2009.0880DRP

		2100 Mission Street

		Jardines

		Continued  to July 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		R-20237

		2017-014010CRV

		Fees For Certain Permit And Transportation Analysis

		Landis

		Recommended Approval

		+5 -0 (Hillis & Fong absent)



		

		2015-005525CWP

		Sea Level Rise Adaptation Program

		Wenger

		None-Informational

		



		

		2015-010013ENV

		30 Otis Street

		Moore

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20238

		2017-010891CUA

		3001 Steiner Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20239

		2016-012941CUA

		714 Rhode Island Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Moore against, Hillis absent)



		M-20240

		2017-015706CUA

		400 Winston Drive (Stonestown)

		Jonckheer

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20241

		2016-001190CUA

		4143-4145 24th Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-0599

		2017-000433DRP

		300 Darien Way

		Jonckheer

		Did Not Take DR and Approved

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-0600

		2018-004675DRP-02

		310 Montcalm Street

		Kirby

		Took DR and imposed no dormers, no off-street parking, and a proposed code-complying footprint, which meets life safety & DBI requirements 

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)







July 12, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-006289MAPPCA

		2101 Lombard Street Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to July 19, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2017-002545DRP

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to October 4, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Adina

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2009.0880DRP

		2100 Mission Street

		Jardines

		Continued to July 19, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 21, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 28, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2018-006177PCAMAP

		Abolish Legislated Setback on 19th Ave

		Butkus

		Without Hearing; Continued to July 26, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		R-20229

		2018-006287PCA

		Affordable Housing Projects on Undeveloped Lots in SALI Districts

		Butkus

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+5 -0 (Johnson recused; Fong absent)



		R-20230

		2018-007346PCA

		Permit Review Procedures for NCDS in D4 and D11

		Sanchez

		Approved with Staff Modifications as amended to include:

1. Named NC Districts to support Arts Activities; and 

2. A reporting requirement.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20231

		

		Caltrans Grant

		Abad

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-007933CWP

		Housing Needs and Trends Report and Housing Affordability Strategy

		Peterson, Pappas

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-011274ENV

		150 Eureka Street

		Navarrete

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20232

		2018-001746CUA

		3533A California Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		M-20233

		2017-008783CUA

		1 Front Street

		Perry

		Disapproved with Findings articulated by Commission Moore

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2018-003300CUA

		600 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20234

		2017-011414CUA

		232 Clipper Street

		Campbell

		Approved Option B with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Hillis against; Fong absent)



		M-20235

		2014.1459CUA

		214 States Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. To restore the structure to its original configuration; and 

2. Record an NSR that requires the entry for any future additional dwelling unit to be located along the States Street frontage.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		M-20236

		2017-001283CUA

		792 Capp Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions, plans on file and dated April 13, 2018, as amended to include a Finding acknowledging the private agreement.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		DRA-0597

		2016-008165DRP

		521 Los Palmos Drive

		Jonckheer

		No DR, Approved as Proposed

		+4 -0 (Fong, Johnson, Hillis absent)



		DRA-0598

		2017-015646DRP

		663 21ST Avenue

		Weissglass

		No DR, Approved as Proposed, adding a finding acknowledging the tree issue.

		+4 -0 (Fong, Johnson, Koppel absent)







June 28, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-006177PCAMAP

		Amend Zoning Map and Abolish Legislated Setback on 19th Avenue between Quintara and Rivera Streets  

		Butkus

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-006758DRP

		1722 27th Avenue

		Samonsky

		Continued to August 23, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Vellve

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2015-004297ENV

		271 Upper Terrace, 301-303 Upper Terrace, 4500 17th

		Callagy

		Continued to October 25, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Caltrans Grant

		Abad

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2014-001400ENX

		2750 19th Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to August 23, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001283CUA

		792 Capp Street

		Christensen

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 14, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20224

		2018-008567PCA

		Office Development Conversions [Board File No. 180613]

		Starr

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20225

		2018-006910PCA

		HOME-SF and 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Programs

		Ikezoe

		Approved with Staff Modifications as amended:

1. Eliminating modification No. 5;

2. Modifying modification No. 4 to 180 days;

3. Recommending the BoS require the TAC reconsider all rates; and

4. Include a use it or lose it provision, where sponsors must file a BPA within two years of CPC authorization.

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		R-20226

		2015-001821GPA

		Intention to Initiate Department-Sponsored General Plan Amendments Related to the Central Waterfront – Dogpatch Public Realm

		Abad

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after August 23, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-0596

		2014-001994DRP

		278 Monticello Street

		Dito

		Took DR and imposed a four bedroom, three and a half bath limit and restricting any bedroom or bathroom on the ground level.

		+7 -0



		M-20227

		2018-007182CUA

		188 Hooper, 1140 7th Street, and 1111 8th Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended, striking hour of operation from the plaque.

		+7 -0



		M-20228

		2016-001557ENX

		188 Hooper

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2013.1535ENV

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Fordham

		After a motion to Certify failed +3 -3 (Moore, Richards, Melgar against); Continued to September 13, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2013.1535ENV

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)

		



		

		2013.1535CUA

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		Continued to September 13, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)







June 21, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-001225DRP-02

		701 Hampshire Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to August 30, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2013.1037C

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		Continued to September 27, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2013.1037V

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		Acting ZA Continued to September 27, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2017-011414CUA

		232 Clipper Street

		Campbell

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		M-20211

		2018-003141CUA

		2421 Clement Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20212

		2017-013454CUA

		550B Castro Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 7, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20213

		2018-004194PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Unit Amendments [Board File No. 180268]

		Haddadan

		After a motion to Approved as Amended, eliminating staff recommended modification No. 1 and adding a finding recommending that the BoS establish a size threshold for ADU’s that require that they remain accessory was adopted +5 -1 (Moore against; Fong absent); the CPC rescinded the motion by a vote of +5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent); Approved as Amended, eliminating staff recommended modification No. 1 and adding a finding recommending that the BoS establish a size threshold for ADU’s that require that they remain accessory was adopted.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		R-20214

		2018-005553PCA

		Catering as an Accessory Use in Neighborhood Commercial Districts

		Salcedo

		Approved with Staff recommended Modifications

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2014-002541CWP

		India Basin Mixed-Use Project

		Snyder

		None - Informational

		



		R-20215

		2014-002541GPA

		India Basin Mixed-Use Project

		Snyder

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after July 26, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		M-20216

		2018-004612CND

		228-230 Clayton Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		M-20217

		2014.0231CUA

		331 Pennsylvania Street

		Kwiatkowska

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)

		



		M-20218

		2016-010185CUA

		160 Caselli Avenue

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include that the rear unit be subject to a Costa Hawkins exemption and require a flat roof for the rear portion of the proposal.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		M-20219

		2017-015611CUA

		4049 24th Street

		Horn

		Disapproved with amended findings read into the record by Staff.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		M-20220

		2017-009348CUA

		143 Corbett Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended, eliminating the roof deck and spiral stair.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-009348VAR

		143 Corbett Avenue

		Horn

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant in compliance with CPC conditions of approval.

		



		M-20221

		2017-001690ENX

		345 4th Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions as amended, adding a tree and strongly encouraging neighborhood serving ground floor uses as future tenants.

		+4 -1 (Richards against; Fong, Melgar absent)



		M-20222

		2017-001690OFA   

		345 4th Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Richards against; Fong, Melgar absent)



		M-20223

		2017-014374CUA

		460 West Portal Avenue

		Jonckheer

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0595

		2015-008252DRP

		89 Roosevelt Way

		Jonckheer

		Did NOT Take DR and approved as proposed

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)







June 14, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-001283CUA

		792 Capp Street

		Christensen

		Continued to June 28, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2014.1459CUA

		214 States Street

		Horn

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2017-003299DRP-03

		1782 Quesada Avenue

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 26, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2009.0880DRP

		2100 Mission Street

		Jardines

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2017-015181CUA

		412 Broadway

		Perry

		Continued to August 30, 2018

		+4 -3 (Koppel, Moore, Melgar against)



		

		2018-004601CWP

		SF State Campus Master Plan

		Shaw

		None - Informational

		



		M-20204

		2018-000971CUA

		2001 37TH Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		M-20205

		2015-015010CUA

		1 De Haro Street

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions as amended and read into the record by Staff.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20206

		2015-015010OFA

		1 De Haro Street

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20207

		2016-008651ENX

		600 20TH Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20208

		2018-006286PCA

		Prohibit Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in Chinatown

		Starr

		Disapproved

		+5 -2 (Moore, Richards against)



		

		2016-005617DRP

		1439-1441 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		Withdrawn

		



		R-20209

		2018-004191PCA

		Hotel Uses in North Beach

		Sanchez

		After a motion to Approve without Staff Modifications failed +3 -4 (Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Hillis against); Approved with Staff Modifications and expanding to the north side of Broadway.

		+4 -3 (Moore, Richards, Melgar against)







June 7, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-004612CND

		228-230 Clayton Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to June 21, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2016-009062DRP

		505 Grand View Avenue

		Tran

		Continued to August 30, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2015-009015DRP-03

		75, 77, 79-81 Leland Avenue

		Jardines

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2014-003160CUA

		3314 Cesar Chavez Street

		Vu

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2018-002007CUA

		318 Main Street

		Lindsay

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2014-001400ENX

		2750 19th Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to June 28, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2014.0231CUA

		331 Pennsylvania Street

		Kwiatkowska

		Continued to June 21, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 17, 2018 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 17, 2018 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 24, 2018 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20197

		2018-003260PCA

		Public Parking Lots as a Permitted Use in the Glen Park NCT District and Adjoining Locations

		Butkus

		Disapproved

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20198

		2018-004633PCA

		Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance [Board File No. 180423]

		Bintliff

		Approved as amended to include:

1. 30 day notification;

2. Implementation details to become effective after Commission Policy is adopted;

3. Review of procedures one year after it becomes effective;

4. Affordable housing projects to be built to SF Building Code standards and workers paid a SF prevailing wage;

5. Adhere to the affordable housing performance standards established by MOHCD; and 

6. Retain notification for Section 136(c)(25) pop-outs.

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		

		

		Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Tracking and Monitoring Report

		Boudreaux

		None - Informational

		



		

		2018-004194PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Unit Amendments [Board File No. 180268]

		Haddadan

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to June 21, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		

		Rail Alignment and Benefits (RAB) Study

		Gygi

		None - Informational

		



		

		2017-002943CRV

		TDM Program First-Year Monitoring Report

		Harris

		None - Informational

		



		R-20199

		2017-002943CRV

		Amendments to the TDM Program Standards

		Harris

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20200

		2016-007695CUA

		1420 Hampshire Street

		Kwiatkowska

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2016-007695VAR

		1420 Hampshire Street

		Kwiatkowska

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		R-20201

		2017-010156DES

		Mint-Mission Conservation District

		McMillen

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-20202

		2018-002775DES

		KMMS Conservation District Boundary Change

		McMillen

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-20203

		2017-010250DES

		Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District

		McMillen

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0







May 24, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-004633PCA

		Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance [Board File No. 180423]

		Bintliff

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-012941CUA

		714 Rhode Island Street

		Christensen

		Continued to July 19, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-014841CUA

		655 Alvarado Street

		Horn

		Continued to July 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-011486CUA

		1713 Yosemite Avenue

		Christensen

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-015727DRP

		556 27th Street

		Townes

		Continued to July 19, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20193

		2018-002906CUA

		3583 16th Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0593

		2017-007279DRP

		20 Elsie Street

		Speirs

		Took DR and Approved with modifications

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes For May 10, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-004612CND

		228-230 Clayton Street

		Weissglass

		After being pulled off of Consent; A motion to approve failed +3 -2 (Johnson, Melgar against; Richards absent); Continued to June 7, 2018.

		+5 -1 (Hillis against; Richards absent)



		R-20210

		2018-001876PCA

		Obstructions in Required Setbacks, Yards, and Usable Open Space

		Butkus

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after July 12, 2018.

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		

		2018-004047CWP-03

		Housing Balance Report

		Ojeda

		None - Informational

		



		M-20194

		2017-002768CUA

		984-988 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include no future roof deck or railing.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-002768VAR

		984-988 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Acting ZA closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		

		2013.0152CUA

		2390 Bush Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued Indefinitely.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20195

		2014-002033DNX

		429 Beale Street (Also 430 Main Street)

		Vu

		After a motion to Continue failed +2 -4 (Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Hillis against; Richards absent); Approved with Conditions as amended to include a 45’ wide notch at the top four floors.

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		M-20196

		2015-012729CUA

		600 Van Ness Avenue

		Bendix

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0594

		2016-001466DRP

		1776 Vallejo Street

		Bendix

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		

		2013.0847DRP

		1503 Francisco Street

		Bendix

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 19, 2018.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







May 17, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Adina

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-009163CUA

		77 Geary Street

		Perry

		Continued to October 25, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-001283CUA

		792 Capp Street

		Christensen

		Continued to June 14, 2018

		+5 -1 (Richards against; Fong absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 3, 2018

		Ionin

		Adotped

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		DRA-0591

		2017-012530DRM

		1015-1033 Van Ness Ave

		Dito

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		DRA-0592

		2009.1011DRP

		1863 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Did NOT Take DR, recognizing the private agreement.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2009.1011VAR

		1863 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Acting ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20189

		2018-003993CUA

		524 Howard Street

		Foster

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended reducing the extension to November 2019.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20190

		2018-002230PCA

		Increasing the TSF for Large Non-Residential Project Ordinance [Board File No. 180117]

		Sanchez

		Approved with modifications

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2018-004633PCA

		Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance

		Bintliff

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-000937CWP

		Civic Center Public Realm Plan

		Perry

		None - Informational

		



		M-20191

		2015-001650CUA

		3042A California Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-001650VAR

		3042A California Street

		May

		Acting ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20192

		2014.1102CUA

		555 Golden Gate Avenue

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)







May 17, 2018 Special Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion Not to Disclose

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)







May 10, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2009.1011DRP

		1863 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to May 17, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2009.1011VAR

		1863 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Acting ZA Continued to May 17, 2018

		



		

		2014-001400ENX

		2750 19th Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-010156DES

		Mint-Mission Conservation District

		McMillen

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-003299DRP-03

		1782 Quesada Avenue

		Hoagland

		Continued to June 14, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-010185CUA

		160 Caselli Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to June 21, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20180

		2018-000622CUA

		387 Arguello Boulevard

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes For April 26, 2018

		

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2014-002033DNX

		429 Beale Street (Also 430 Main Street)

		Vu

		After hearing and closing public comment; a motion to Continue to May 24, 2018 failed +3 -4 (Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore against) and a motion to Approved with Conditions as amended including a 45’ separation for top four floors failed +3 -4 (Moore, Richards, Melgar, Hillis against); Continued to May 24, 2018

		+5 -2 (Koppel, Moore against)



		M-20181

		2017-014693CUA

		2230-2234 Polk Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-0590

		2017-005392DRP

		3941 Sacramento Street

		Bendix

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved as Proposed

		+7 -0



		M-20182

		2011.1356E

		Central Soma Plan

		White

		Certified

		+7 -0



		R-20183

		2011.1356E

		Central Soma Plan

		Wertheim

		Adopted Findings

		+7 -0



		R-20184

		2011.1356M

		Central Soma Plan

		Wertheim

		Approved GP Amendments

		+7 -0



		R-20185

		2011.1356T

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption of Amendments to the Planning Code And Administrative Code

		Wertheim

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval with Modifications

		+7 -0



		R-20185

		2011.1356T

		Central Soma Community Facilities District

		Wertheim

		Adopted a Recommendation for BoS Consideration

		+7 -0



		R-20186

		2011.1356Z

		Central Soma Plan

		Wertheim

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20187

		2011.1356U

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption of the Implementation Program

		Wertheim

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-20188

		2018-004477PCA

		Central Soma Housing Sustainability District

		Ikezoe

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval with Modifications

		+7 -0







May 3, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-001283CUA

		792 Capp Street

		Christensen

		Continued to May 17, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2015-009015DRP-03

		75, 77, 79-81 Leland Avenue

		Jardines

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2018-003260PCA

		Public Parking Lots as a Permitted Use in the Glen Park NCT District and Adjoining Locations

		Butkus

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2015-015010OFA

		1 De Haro Street

		Vu

		Continued to June 14, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2015-015010CUA

		1 De Haro Street

		Vu

		Continued to June 14, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2014.1459CUA

		214 States Street

		Horn

		Continued to June 14, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2015-008252DRP

		89 Roosevelt Way

		Jonckheer

		Continued to June 21, 2018

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		M-20174

		2017-000514CUA

		2001 Market Street

		Tran

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes For April 19, 2018

		

		Adotped

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		R-20175

		2018-003257PCA

		Reauthorizing Section 210.3c concerning New Production, Distribution, and Repair Space

		Butkus

		Approved

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2018-004477PCA

		Central Soma Housing Sustainability District

		Ikezoe

		None - Informational

		



		M-20176

		2016-002728CUA

		2525 Van Ness Avenue

		Bendix

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Private penthouse stairs to be replaced with hatches;

2. Centralize and minimize bulk of mechanical equipment;

3. Pull back the railing a minimum of ten feet; and 

4. Work with Staff to further differentiate the buildings.

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2016-002728VAR

		2525 Van Ness Avenue

		Bendix

		Acting ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20177

		2015-003800CUA

		1100 Potrero Avenue

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2015-003800VAR

		1100 Potrero Avenue

		Vu

		Acting ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20178

		2015-014876CUA

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		

		2015-014876VAR

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		Acting ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20179

		2018-001389CUA

		2280 Market Street

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		DRA-0588

		2017-006654DRM

		2071 47th Avenue

		Flores

		Took DR and Approved with Staff recommended modifications and provide for independent accessibility for the ADU.

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)



		DRA-0589

		2017-003986DRP-02

		739 De Haro Street

		Alexander

		Did NOT Take DR

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Richards absent)







April 26, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2011.1356T

		Central SOMA Community Facilities District

		Wertheim

		Continued to May 10, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2018-004477PCA

		Central SOMA Housing Sustainability District

		Ikezoe

		Continued to May 10, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2014-003160CUA

		3314 Cesar Chavez Street

		Vu

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2015-000988PCA

		Mission District Non-Residential Uses

		Sanchez

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-008121CUA

		1805 Divisadero Street

		Dito

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001673CND

		557 Fillmore Street

		Weissglass

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001920DRP-02

		3747 Jackson Street

		May

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20159

		2017-011152CUA

		1222 Harrison Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20160

		2017-011149CUA

		1750 Harrison Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20161

		2018-002387CUA

		901 Bayshore Boulevard

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Minutes for April 12, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Minutes for April 12, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20162

		2007.0946GPA-02

		Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2: Development Project –General Plan Amendments

		Snyder

		Adopted  a Recommendation for Approval with Amendments

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20163

		2007.0946MAP-02

		Candlestick Point – Planning Code Map Amendment

		Snyder

		Adopted  a Recommendation for Approval with Amendments

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20164

		2007.0946GPR-03

		Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2: Development Project – General Plan Consistency Findings associated with Redevelopment Plan Amendments

		Snyder

		Adopted  Findings of Consistency

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20165

		2007.0946CWP-02

		Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2: Development Project – Amendments to the Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard design for development documents

		Snyder

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20166

		2016-001738CUA

		1140-1150 Harrison Street

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20167

		2016-000556CUA

		284 Roosevelt Way

		Jonckheer

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20168

		2017-010579CUA

		1443 Noriega Street

		Tran

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20169

		2016-007461CUA

		2 Lupine Avenue

		May

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Privacy mitigation measures (frosted glass and landscaping); and

2. No roof deck to be recorded as part of the NSR.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20170

		2016-005799CUA

		425 Mason Street

		Tuffy

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20171

		2016-016161DNX

		120 Stockton

		Tuffy

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20172

		2016-016161CUA

		120 Stockton

		Tuffy

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include a Finding acknowledging the proposed interim controls.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20173

		2016-016161OFA

		120 Stockton

		Tuffy

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Planning shall review final office square footage prior to BPA issuance; and 

2. Future tenant improvements on floors containing office (floors 6 & 7) to be routed to Planning for review.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-000378CUA

		1600 Jackson Street

		Foster

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 26, 2018

		+4 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Melgar absent)







April 19, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-002387CUA

		901 Bayshore Boulevard

		Hoagland

		Continued to April 26, 2018

		+5 -1 (Richards against; Melgar absent)



		

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Adina

		Continued to May 17, 2018

		+5 -1 (Richards against; Melgar absent)



		

		2016-011486CUA

		1713 Yosemite Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to May 24, 2018

		+5 -1 (Richards against; Melgar absent)



		

		2017-014841CUA

		655 Alvarado Street

		Horn

		Continued to May 24, 2018

		+5 -1 (Richards against; Melgar absent)



		M-20153

		2017-016147CUA

		855 Brannan Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		R-20154

		2018-000681PCA

		Hours Of Operation For Limited Nonconforming Uses

		Starr

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20155

		2018-001968PCA

		Legitimization And Re-Establishment Of Certain Self-Storage Uses

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		R-20156

		2017-014297PCA

		Planning Code Corrections Ordinance

		Brosky

		Approved as amended by Staff, including specifying “median market” for future analysis purposes.

		+7 -0



		

		1996.0013CWP

		2017 Housing Inventory Report

		Ambati

		None - Informational

		



		R-20157

		2015-018094CWP

		ConnectSF

		Johnson

		Adopted a Resolution Endorsing the Plan

		+7 -0



		

		2015-001650CUA

		3042A California Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to May 17, 2018 with direction from the Commission.

		+7 -0



		

		2015-001650VAR

		3042A  California Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Acting ZA Continued to May 17, 2018

		



		M-20158

		2017-014466CUA

		100 Church Street

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2017-001225DRP-02

		701 Hampshire Street

		Samonsky

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to June 21, 2018 with direction from the Commission.

		+7 -0







April 12, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-010185CUA

		160 Caselli Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to May 10, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		

		March 22, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		

		March 29, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20151

		2018-000811CUA

		100 Barneveld Avenue /125 Bayshore Boulevard

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2011.1356E

		Central Soma Plan – Certification Of The Final Environmental Impact Report

		White

		Continued to May 10, 2018

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2011.1356E

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption Of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings

		Wertheim

		Improperly Noticed

		



		

		2011.1356M

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption Of Amendments To The General Plan

		Wertheim

		Improperly Noticed

		



		

		2011.1356T

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption Of Amendments To The Planning Code And Administrative Code

		Wertheim

		Improperly Noticed

		



		

		2011.1356Z

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption Of Amendments To The Zoning Map

		Wertheim

		Improperly Noticed

		



		

		2011.1356U

		Central Soma Plan – Adoption Of The Implementation Program

		Wertheim

		Improperly Noticed

		







April 12, 2018 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Demolitions

		Watty

		Provided direction to staff

		



		

		

		Fraudulent Plans/Fines & Penalties

		Watty

		Provided direction to staff

		







March 29, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.1872DRP

		768 Harrison Street

		Sucre

		Withdrawn

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2016-002728CUA

		2525 Van Ness Avenue

		Bendix

		Continued to May 3, 2018

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2016-002728VAR

		2525 Van Ness Avenue

		Bendix

		Acting ZA Continued to May 3, 2018

		



		

		2013.1037C

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		Continued to June 21, 2018

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2013.1037V

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		Acting ZA Continued to June 21, 2018

		



		

		2016-004946ENX

		280 7th Street

		Samonsky

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		

		March 8, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		

		March 15, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted as Amended

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		R-20147

		2018-003109PCA

		Extending Lower Polk Alcohol Restricted Use District For Five Years [Board File No. 180190]

		Starr

		Approved with Modifications as amended replacing one year with18 mos.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2018-001189IMP

		505 Howard Street

		Foster

		Closed the Public Hearing

		



		M-20148

		2016-010340ENV

		500 Turk Street

		Poling

		Certified

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		M-20149

		2016-003836CUA

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include that any Interior modifications be routed to Preservation staff at the PIC for review of the loss of original features and determine if intake is required.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2016-003836VAR

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Acting ZA closed the public hearing and took the matter under advisement.

		



		M-20150

		2015-015203DNX

		135 Hyde Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Material palate outlined by the architect to be implemented;

2. Two total carshare spaces; and

3. Mitigate the number of nested bedrooms.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2015-015203VAR

		135 Hyde Street

		Perry

		Acting ZA closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		

		2014-002033DNX

		429 Beale Street (Also 430 Main Street)

		Vu

		After hearing and closing public comment; a motion to Approve with Conditions failed +3 -2 (Koppel, Richards against; Melgar, Moore against); Continued to May 10, 2018 to consider alternative design solutions.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		M-20152

		2017-005992CUA

		48 Saturn Street

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; rescinded their Motion of Intent to Disapprove by a vote of +5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent); and Approved with Conditions.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2016-010185CUA

		160 Caselli Avenue

		Flores

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 12, 2018.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)



		DRA-0587

		2016-000017DRP

		43 Everson Street

		Samonsky

		Took DR and approved per the mutual agreement to reduce the depth of the rear most wall four feet, preserving the notch.

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent)







March 22, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2014-003160CUA

		3314 Cesar Chavez Street

		Vu

		Continued to April 26, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-001283CUA

		792 Capp Street

		Christensen

		Continued to May 3, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-014876CUA

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		Continued to May 3, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-014876VAR

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		ZA Continued to May 3, 2018

		



		

		2015-003800CUA

		1100 Potrero Avenue

		Vu

		Continued to May 3, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-003800VAR

		1100 Potrero Avenue

		Vu

		ZA Continued to May 3, 2018

		



		

		2015-009163CUA

		77 Geary Street

		Perry

		Continued to May 17, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-005992CUA

		48 Saturn Street

		Horn

		Continued to March 29, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-012729CUA

		600 Van Ness Avenue

		Bendix

		Continued to May 24, 2018

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20140

		2017-006169CUA

		513 Valencia Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		

		March 1, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		

		Central SOMA Plan

		Wertheim

		None – Informational

		



		M-20141

		2009.0753C

		3155 Cesar Chavez Street

		Hoagland

		After being pulled off of Consent, Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		

		2009.0753V

		3155 Cesar Chavez Street

		Hoagland

		After being pulled off of Consent, acting ZA indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		

		Divisadero And Fillmore NCTS Economic Feasibility Study

		Bintliff

		None – Informational

		



		R-20142

		2016-000162CWP

		Urban Design Guidelines

		Small

		Adopted as amended

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Fong, Hillis absent)



		

		2016-003836CUA

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Continued to March 29, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		

		2016-003836VAR

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Acting ZA Continued to March 29, 2018

		



		

		2007.0946

		Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Development Project

		Snyder

		None – Informational

		



		R-20143

		2007.0946GPA-02

		Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Development Project – Initiation Of General Plan Amendments

		Snyder

		Initiated and scheduled a hearing on or after April 26, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		R-20144

		2007.0946MAP-02

		Candlestick Point – Initiation Of Planning Code Map Amendment

		Snyder

		Initiated and scheduled a hearing on or after April 26, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		M-20145

		2016-007593CUA

		229 Ellis Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Hillis absent)



		

		2016-007593VAR

		229 Ellis Street

		Foster

		Acting ZA indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20146

		2016-010348CUA

		1233 Polk Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include a six month update

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		DRA-0586

		2015-001542DRP

		2514 Balboa Street

		Vellve

		Did NOT take DR and approved as proposed

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)







March 15, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2014-001400ENX

		2750 19th Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to May 10, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-005617DRP

		1439-1441 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to June 14, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-005881PCA

		Formula Retail Grocery Store In Fulton Street Grocery Store Special Use District [Board File 170514]

		Asbagh

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-005881CUA

		555 Fulton Street

		Asbagh

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-003051DRP

		37 Sussex Street

		Jackson

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20134

		2017-010105CUA

		2901 California Street

		Vellve

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		February 8, 2018 Minutes

		Silva

		Adopted 

		



		

		

		California State Senate Bill 827

		Ikezoe

		None – Informational

		



		R-20135

		2018-001205PCA

		Massage Establishments – Union Street Neighborhood Commercial District [Board File No. 180053]

		Sanchez

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2014.1459CUA

		214 States Street

		Horn

		Continued to May 3, 2018

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Melgar absent)



		M-20136

		2017-011465CUA

		945 Market Street

		Asbagh

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20137

		2017-011465OFA

		945 Market Street

		Asbagh

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20138

		2015-000058CUA

		2500-2698 Turk Street and 222 Stanyan Street

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20139

		2017-004489CUA

		701 Valencia Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as Amended prohibiting restaurant and limited restaurant use.

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2015-009015DRP-03

		75, 77, 79-81 Leland Avenue

		Jardines

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to May 3, 2018

		+7 -0



		DRA-0583

		2016-014684DRP

		2622-2624 Greenwich Street

		May

		Took DR and Approved as Revised

		+7 -0



		DRA-0584

		2016-014004DRP

		2865 Vallejo Street

		Bendix

		Took DR and Approved with Condition to set back side wall 18”

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		DRA-0585

		2016-002865DRP

		1889-1891 Green Street

		Bendix

		Took DR and Approved with Condition to eliminate interior mudroom door for lower unit.

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Fong absent)







March 8, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-010185CUA

		160 Caselli Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to March 29, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Adina

		Continued to April 19, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2017-005992CUA

		48 Saturn Street

		Horn

		Continued to March 22, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2017-008121CUA

		1805 Divisadero Street

		Dito

		Continued to April 26, 2018

		+7 -0



		M-20124

		2017-005841CUA

		2099 Market Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20125

		2016-007531CUA

		533 Jackson Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20126

		2017-015199CUA

		531 Bayshore Boulevard

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		February 22, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20127

		2018-000681PCA

		Hours of Operation for Limited Nonconforming Uses

		DiSalvo

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after April 19, 2018

		+7 -0



		R-20128

		2017-014297PCA

		Planning Code Corrections Ordinance

		Brosky

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after April 19, 2018

		+7 -0



		R-20129

		2015-000644ENV

		Biosolids Digester Facilities Project

		Johnston

		Certified

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20130

		2016-007850ENV

		88 Broadway/735 Davis Street

		Delumo

		Upheld the PND

		+7 -0



		M-20131

		2016-014839CUA

		4093 24th Street

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20132

		2017-013609CND

		668-678 Page Street

		Weissglass

		Disapproved

		+7 -0



		M-20133

		2017-015104CUA

		201 Steiner Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2016-003836CUA

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Continued to March 22, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2016-003836VAR

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Acting ZA Continued to March 22, 2018

		



		DRA-0582

		2017-000424DRP

		2714 Broadway

		Bendix

		Took DR and Conditioned the agreement reached between parties.

		+7 -0







March 1, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-008252DRP

		89 Roosevelt Way

		Jonckheer

		Continued to May 3, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-009062DRP

		505 Grand View

		Tran

		Continued to June 7, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-008783CUA

		1 Front Street

		Perry

		Continued to July 12, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-007063DRM

		518 Brannan Street

		Christensen

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-011486CUA

		1713 Yosemite Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to April 19, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		ConnectSF

		Johnson

		None – Informational

		



		R-20119

		2011.1356M

		Central Soma Plan – Initiation of Amendments to the General Plan

		Wertheim

		Initiated and scheduled a hearing on or after March 29, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20120

		2011.1356T

		Central Soma Plan – Initiation of Amendments to the Administrative Code and the Planning Code

		Wertheim

		Scheduled a hearing on or after March 29, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20121

		2011.1356Z

		Central Soma Plan – Initiation of Amendments to the Zoning Map

		Wertheim

		Scheduled a hearing on or after March 29, 2018

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20122

		2017-008334CUA

		4230 18th Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. Limiting roof deck hours to 10:00 pm;

2. Providing three nights at the sponsor’s choosing to extend roof deck hours to midnight;

3. Minimize external air handling equipment; and 

4. Work with staff to minimize roof top appurtenances.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20123

		2016-012872CUA

		479 28th Street

		Tran

		Approved with Conditions, as proposed by the Sponsor

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Fong absent)



		DRA-0580

		2015-018225DRP

		171 Judson Avenue

		Jimenez

		Took DR and required that the Project provide a code complying ADU.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		DRA-0581

		2013.0254DRP

		56 Mason Street

		Kirby

		Took DR and approved with conditions: 

1. That original tenants offered tenancy at their previous rental rates;

2. Those tenants be served with first right of refusal; and

3. A report back to the CPC upon occupancy.

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)







February 22, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-007850ENV

		88 Broadway/735 Davis Street

		Delumo

		Continued to March 8, 2018

		+6 -0 



		

		2017-004489CUA

		701 Valencia Street

		Jardines

		Continued to March 15, 2018

		+6 -0



		

		2017-006817DRM

		1190 Bryant Street

		Christensen

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2016-010348CUA

		1233 Polk Street

		Perry

		Continued to March 22, 2018

		+6 -0



		

		2015-014876CUA

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		Continued to March 22, 2018

		+6 -0



		

		2015-014876VAR

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		Acting ZA Continued to March 22, 2018

		



		

		2015-015846DRM

		520 28th Street

		Jonckheer

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0



		

		2016-007593CUA

		229 Ellis Street

		Foster

		Continued to March 22, 2018

		+6 -0



		

		2016-007593VAR

		229 Ellis Street

		Foster

		Acting ZA Continued to March 22, 2018

		



		

		2015-015846DRP

		520 28th Street

		Jonckheer

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0



		

		2015-015846VAR

		520 28th Street

		Jonckheer

		Acting ZA Continued to February 28, 2018

		



		

		2016-009992DRP02

		586 Sanchez Street

		Flores

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0



		M-20111

		2017-007501CUA

		3629 Taraval Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20112

		2017-012457CUA

		235 Church Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20113

		2017-015083CUA

		721 Lincoln Way

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20114

		2017-010871CUA

		691 14th Street

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20115

		2015-009450CUA

		1600 Ocean Avenue

		Kwiatkowska

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		February 1, 2018 Closed Session Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		February 1, 2018  Regular Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		Residential Pipeline Dashboard

		Ojeda

		None - Informational

		



		

		

		Retail Study And Neighborhood Commercial Districts

		Butkus

		None - Informational

		



		

		

		Retail To Office Conversions Within Union Square

		Asbagh

		None - Informational

		



		M-20116

		2017-000188ENV

		Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project

		Moore

		Upheld the PMND

		+5 -1 (Richards against)



		

		2017-014841CUA

		655 Alvarado Street

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 19, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20117

		2017-014736CUA

		1327 Chestnut Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20118

		2017-004562CUA

		799 Castro Street & 3878-3880 21st Street

		Tran

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include continue working with staff on design of the building.

		+4 -1 (Hillis against; Fong absent)



		

		2008.0410V

		799 Castro Street & 3878-3880 21st Street

		Tran

		ZA Closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		DRA-0578

		2017-004562DRP

		799 Castro Street & 3878-3880 21st Street

		Tran

		Took DR and approved to include continue working with the staff on ADU.

		+4 -1 (Hillis against; Fong absent)



		DRA-0579

		2017-003039DRP

		53 Forest Side Avenue

		Adina

		Took DR and approved as amended to deal with privacy issues on north and south sides.

		+5 -0 (Fong absent)







February 8, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-008783CUA

		1 Front Street

		Perry

		Continued to March 1, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2016-003836CUA

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Continued to March 8, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2016-003836VAR

		114 Lyon Street

		Ajello

		Acting ZA Continued to March 8, 2018

		



		

		2017-014736CUA

		1327 Chestnut Street

		Ganetsos

		Continued to February 22, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-009668DRP

		2567 Mission Street

		Christensen

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20101

		2017-014433CUA

		3130 Fillmore Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20102

		2017-013406CUA

		1177 California Street, Unit 1014 and 1015

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		January 25, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20103

		2017-014010CRV

		FY 2018-2020 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20104

		2015-012994GPA

		200-214 Van Ness Avenue

		Asbagh

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20105

		2015-012994PCAMAP

		200-214 Van Ness Avenue

		Asbagh

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20106

		2015-012994DVA

		200-214 Van Ness Avenue

		Asbagh

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20107

		2015-012994DNX

		200-214 Van Ness Avenue

		Asbagh

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20108

		2015-012994CUA

		200-214 Van Ness Avenue

		Asbagh

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2014-003160CUA

		3314 Cesar Chavez Street

		Vu

		
After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 22, 2018

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)



		M-20109

		2017-010480CUA

		655 Montgomery Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)



		

		2017-010480VAR

		655 Montgomery Street

		Perry

		ZA Closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)



		M-20110

		2016-004524CUA

		900 Clement Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)



		

		2015-001542DRP

		2514 Balboa Street

		Vellve

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 22, 2018

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)



		

		2016-014684DRP

		2622-2624 Greenwich Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 15, 2018

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)



		DRA-0576

		2017-010311DRP

		217 Montana Street

		Tran

		Took DR and Approved to require frosted or obscured glass along west facade

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Hillis absent)







February 1, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-013609CND

		668-678 Page Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to March 8, 2018

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-005617DRP

		1439-1441 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to March 15, 2018

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-009163CUA

		77 Geary Street

		Perry

		Continued to March 22, 2018

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-013942DRM

		5 Leland Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20098

		2017-013413CUA

		1390 Market Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		January 11, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		January 18, 2018 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Action Item List

		Ionin

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2011.1356MTZU

		Central Soma Plan

		Wertheim

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-009450CUA

		1600 Ocean Avenue

		Kwiatkowska

		After hearing and closing public comment; Adopted a Motion of Intent to Approve with conditions, that the bank cease operations at the end of two years or when their current lease expires; and Continued the matter to February 22, 2018.

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20099

		2017-001990CUA

		863 Carolina Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Removal of the penthouse and roof deck;

2. Ensure the elevator includes a keyed entry;

3. Provide a matching lightwell;

4. Reduce the massing; and 

5. Continue working with Staff and the RDT on the façade.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20100

		2013.0531X

		2230 3rd Street

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include any tenant improvement(s) to be routed to Planning.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-009668DRP

		2567 Mission Street

		Christensen

		After a motion to NOT Take DR and approve as proposed with a 6 mos update failed +3 -3 (Richards, Moore, Melgar against; Johnson absent); Continued to February 8, 2018.

		+4 -2 (Fong, Koppel against; Johnson absent)



		DRA-0577

		2016-012089DRP

		33-35 Aladdin Terrace

		Foster

		Took DR and approved as amended without the proposed garage and with the revised roof plan.

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2016-012089VAR

		33-35 Aladdin Terrace

		Foster

		ZA Closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant

		







February 1, 2018 Closed Session Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Assert Attorney-Client Privilege

		Stacy

		Adopted a Motion to Assert Attorney Client Privelege

		+4 -0 (Richards, Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		

		Motion to Disclose

		Stacy

		Adopted a Motion to NOT disclose

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)







January 25, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-000188ENV

		Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project

		Navarrete

		Continued to February 22, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2017-002768CUA

		984-988 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Continued to May 24, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2017-014089AHB

		681 Florida Street

		Alexander

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2009.0880ENX-02

		2100 Mission Street

		Jardines

		Withdrawn

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2014.1364CUA

		1555 Union Street

		Bendix

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2014.1364VAR

		1555 Union Street

		Bendix

		ZA Continued Indefinitely

		



		

		2016-003051DRP

		37 Sussex Street

		Jackson

		Continued to March 15, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		

		December 14, 2017 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		

		December 21, 2017 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2017-014010CRV

		FY 2018-2020 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		None - Informational

		



		

		2009.3461CWP

		Area Plan Implementation Update And Inter-Department Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC Report)

		Snyder

		None - Informational

		



		

		2014-001272DVA

		Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project

		Sucre

		None - Informational

		



		M-20096

		2017-003134CUA

		72 Ellis Street

		Foster

		Approved a two-year extension

		+4 -0 (Hillis, Fong, Johnson absent)



		M-20097

		2017-003134DNX

		72 Ellis Street

		Foster

		Approved a two-year extension

		+4 -0 (Hillis, Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2017-003134

		72 Ellis Street

		Foster

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2017-013406CUA

		1177 California Street, Unit 1014 and 1015

		Adina

		Adopted a Motion of Intent to Approve with conditions:

1. That the independent defining features of the units be retained; and 

2. That upon sale of the merged unit be restored to two units;

And, Continued the matter to February 8, 2018.

		+4 -1 (Melgar against; Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2014-001400ENX

		2750 19th Street

		Samonsky

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 15, 2018.

		+4 -1 (Melgar against; Fong, Johnson absent)



		DRA-0575

		2017-004890DRP

		3600 Scott Street

		Samonsky

		Took DR and approved the project with conditions:

1. Posts be painted a neutral color (such as white); and

2. That upon sale the 42” railing is restored.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Fong, Johnson absent)







January 18, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-005617DRP

		1439-1441 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to February 1, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2014-003160CUA

		3314 Cesar Chavez Street

		Vu

		Continued to February 8, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2016-011486CUA

		1713 Yosemite Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to March 1, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2016-012872CUA

		479 28th Street

		Tran

		Continued to March 1, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2009.1011ENX

		1863 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Election Of Officers

		Ionin

		Hillis - President;

Melgar - Vice

		+7 -0



		R-20092

		2017-013096MAP

		Burnett Avenue And Burnett Avenue North

		Butkus

		Approved

		+7 -0



		

		2015-011274ENV

		150 Eureka Street

		Delumo

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2016-001557IMP

		188 Hooper Street; 1140 7th Street; And 1111 8th Street As Well As Multiple Properties Owned Or Leased By The California College Of The Arts (CCA) Located In The City And County Of San Francisco

		Jardines

		Closed the Public Hearing

		



		M-20093

		2016-004823ENX

		744 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20094

		2016-004823CUA

		744 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include that if there were to be significant design changes, the project would be reviewed by the Planning Commission.

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20095

		2015-002825CUA

		1965 Market Street

		Jonckheer

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0574

		2014.0936DRP

		590 Leland Avenue

		Jardines

		Took DR and Approved with the condition that the 598 Leland site maintain the 25’ module for consistency.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)







January 11, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-015846DRM

		520 28th Street

		Jonckheer

		Continued to February 22, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-015846DRP

		520 28th Street

		Jonckheer

		Continued to February 22, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-015846VAR

		520 28th Street

		Jonckheer

		Acting ZA Continued to February 22, 2018

		



		

		2015-018225DRP

		171 Judson Avenue

		Jimenez

		Continued to March 1, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-005881PCA

		Formula Retail Grocery Store In Fulton Street Grocery Store Special Use District [Board File 170514]

		Asbagh

		Continued to March 15, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-005881CUA

		555 Fulton Street

		Asbagh

		Continued to March 15, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20086

		2017-005067CUA

		245 Valencia Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		December 7, 2017 Minutes

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2007.0456EBKXV

		181 Fremont Street

		Foster

		None - Informational

		



		

		

		Urban Design Guidelines

		Small

		None - Informational

		



		

		2016-010340ENV

		500 Turk Street

		Poling

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20087

		2017-014892PCA

		Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendment [Board File No. 171193]

		Grob

		Approved as Amended by Staff

		+7 -0



		R-20088

		2017-013742PCA

		Jackson Square Special Use District [Board File No. 171108]

		Sanchez

		Approved as Amended by Sup. Peskin

		+6 -1 (Fong against)



		R-20089

		2015-012994PRJ

		200-214 Van Ness Avenue

		Asbagh

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after Feb. 8th, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2015-014876CUA

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to February 22, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-014876VAR

		749 27th Street

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; ZA Continued to February 22, 2018

		



		

		2017-013609CND

		668-678 Page Street

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing public comment; Adopted a Motion of Intent to Deny and Continued to February 1, 2018

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20090

		2015-005788CUA

		372 7th Avenue

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20091

		2017-009449CUA

		1974 Union Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		DRA-0573

		2016-011929DRP

		575 Belvedere Street

		Vellve

		Did NOT Take DR approved as revised

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)
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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: Save The Opera Plaza Cinemas
Date: Friday, September 14, 2018 10:54:42 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: Thursday, September 13, 2018 1:09 PM
To: Woods, Mary (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Fw: Save The 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: Peter Wong <glorycompy@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 11:51 AM
To: PIC, PLN (CPC)
Subject: Save The Opera Plaza Cinemas
 
Dear Planning Commission Members,
 
San Francisco’s film culture is one of The City’s important jewels.  It provides opportunities for
new cinematic talents to be heard and established cinematic talents to experimenting with
new creative directions if they so desire.
 
Key to our city’s film culture are venues to show first-run art house features.  However, one
such complex known as the Opera Plaza Cinemas is in danger of disappearing.  The problem

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:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


isn’t lack of interest.  Landmark Theatres, the company running this theatre, was all set to
renovate the space to upgrade its rooms.  But the owner of the Opera Plaza complex
responded by inflicting a rent hike to unaffordable levels.  Unless the Planning Commission
intervenes, the Opera Plaza Cinemas are toast.
 
The loss of the Opera Plaza Cinemas would be a disaster for local art film lovers.
 Landmark,which used to offer fourteen screens for showing art films in the City, has lost
nearly a third of its screens.  If the Opera Plaza Cinemas are lost as well, Landmark’s presence
in the city would be half of what it once was.
 
Expecting existing commercial cinema multiplexes to take up the art screen slack is not a
realistic option.  It’s true that such features as “Three Identical Strangers” and “Sorry To
Bother You” play on both art house and commercial cinema screens.  But the more
commercial cineplexes are less likely to happily show such films as “BPM” (French drama
about the activities of ACT-UP Paris in the 1990s) or “Support The Girls” (a non-exploitative
workplace comedy-drama taking place in a local Texas breastaurant).  Worthy films such as
these need more places such as the Opera Plaza Cinemas to show films whose artistic value
can outstrip their “commercial” value.
 
I have been a patron of the Opera Plaza Cinemas for many years.  My hope is that you do the
right thing and vote to save one of the few dedicated art house spaces left in this city.
 
Sincerely,
 
Peter Wong
 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad

https://overview.mail.yahoo.com/?.src=iOS


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: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION CREATING OFFICE OF SEXUAL

HARASSMENT AND ASSAULT RESPONSE PREVENTION
Date: Friday, September 14, 2018 10:54:06 AM
Attachments: 9.13.18 SHARP Office.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 1:59 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION CREATING OFFICE OF
SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND ASSAULT RESPONSE PREVENTION
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, September 13, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION CREATING

OFFICE OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND ASSAULT
RESPONSE PREVENTION

Legislation Will Create Centralized Point of Contact to Assist Survivors of Sexual Assault and
Harassment

 
San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today signed legislation creating the Office of
Sexual Harassment and Assault Response and Prevention (SHARP), which will help survivors
of sexual assault and harassment better navigate City government and advocate on their
behalf.
 
Under existing law, survivors are responsible for interacting with City offices that they believe
to be relevant to their cases. As a result, there have been numerous instances in which
survivors reported struggling to navigate City bureaucracy or being turned away from City
departments, hospitals, and police stations.
 
“Survivors who come forward to report sexual assault or harassment deserve to be treated with
respect while their cases are investigated. Instead, they often have to recount their deeply
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Thursday, September 13, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION CREATING 


OFFICE OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND ASSAULT 


RESPONSE PREVENTION 


Legislation Will Create Centralized Point of Contact to Assist Survivors of Sexual Assault and 


Harassment  


 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today signed legislation creating the Office of 


Sexual Harassment and Assault Response and Prevention (SHARP), which will help survivors of 


sexual assault and harassment better navigate City government and advocate on their behalf. 


 


Under existing law, survivors are responsible for interacting with City offices that they believe to 


be relevant to their cases. As a result, there have been numerous instances in which survivors 


reported struggling to navigate City bureaucracy or being turned away from City departments, 


hospitals, and police stations. 


 


“Survivors who come forward to report sexual assault or harassment deserve to be treated with 


respect while their cases are investigated. Instead, they often have to recount their deeply 


personal and painful experiences to multiple different authorities,” said Mayor Breed. “The 


SHARP Office will help us better support victims to ensure that they have an advocate helping 


them navigate this difficult process.” 


 


The SHARP Office will be responsible for receiving complaints from members of the public 


concerning the manner in which City departments have handled allegations of sexual assault or 


harassment, as well as assisting complainants in interacting with the City government. In 


addition, it will study and develop recommendations about the City’s overall systems in handling 


these cases. 
 


“By passing my legislation that creates a dedicated team to oversee accountability within our 


City departments when sexual violence cases are disregarded by any City department or 


employee, we are disrupting the current culture of injustice, and sending a message as a city that 


every survivor deserves respect,” said Supervisor Hillary Ronen. “I look forward to the work of 


this office to begin and for true accountability to be the new norm for all rape survivors in San 


Francisco.” 
 


The Director of the SHARP Office will be appointed by the Human Rights Commission, with 


input from a three-member advisory committee composed of a sexual assault survivor, a 


community advocate, and an academic with expertise on sexual assault and harassment. 
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 
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“The HRC is grateful for the leadership of Supervisor Ronen and the commitment of Mayor 


Breed to allocate resources to address system failures and to create opportunities for survivors to 


be heard,” said Sheryl Evans Davis, Executive Director of the San Francisco Human Rights 


Commission. “The creation of the SHARP Office is an essential step forward that will provide 


survivors the essential access to participate in developing strategies and protocols 


toward preventing attacks and supporting survivors.” 


 


### 







personal and painful experiences to multiple different authorities,” said Mayor Breed. “The
SHARP Office will help us better support victims to ensure that they have an advocate helping
them navigate this difficult process.”
 
The SHARP Office will be responsible for receiving complaints from members of the public
concerning the manner in which City departments have handled allegations of sexual assault
or harassment, as well as assisting complainants in interacting with the City government. In
addition, it will study and develop recommendations about the City’s overall systems in
handling these cases.
 
“By passing my legislation that creates a dedicated team to oversee accountability within our
City departments when sexual violence cases are disregarded by any City department or
employee, we are disrupting the current culture of injustice, and sending a message as a city
that every survivor deserves respect,” said Supervisor Hillary Ronen. “I look forward to the
work of this office to begin and for true accountability to be the new norm for all rape
survivors in San Francisco.”
 
The Director of the SHARP Office will be appointed by the Human Rights Commission, with
input from a three-member advisory committee composed of a sexual assault survivor, a
community advocate, and an academic with expertise on sexual assault and harassment.
 
“The HRC is grateful for the leadership of Supervisor Ronen and the commitment of Mayor
Breed to allocate resources to address system failures and to create opportunities for survivors
to be heard,” said Sheryl Evans Davis, Executive Director of the San Francisco Human Rights
Commission. “The creation of the SHARP Office is an essential step forward that will provide
survivors the essential access to participate in developing strategies and protocols
toward preventing attacks and supporting survivors.”
 

###
 



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, September 13, 2018 12:04:58 PM
Attachments: 2018_09_13.pdf
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Commissioners,
 
Attached, please find this week’s Board 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

               
 

mailto:aaron.starr@sfgov.org
mailto:Planning@RodneyFong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:mooreurban@aol.com
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.starr@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://www.facebook.com/sfplanning
http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning
https://twitter.com/sfplanning
http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning
http://signup.sfplanning.org/



Summary of Board Activities  
September 10-14, 2018 
Planning Commission Report: September 13, 2018 
 


             
LAND USE COMMITTEE: 


• 180490 General Plan Amendments - Central South of Market Area Plan. Sponsor: Commission. 


Staff: L. Chen. Item 1  


• 180185 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Central South of Market Special Use District] Sponsors: 


Mayor; Kim. Staff: L. Chen. Item 2  


• 180453 Business and Tax Regulations, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Housing 


Sustainability District. Sponsors: Mayor; Kim. Staff: Ikezoe. Item 3  


• 180184 Administrative, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Area Plan. Sponsors: Mayor; 


Kim. Staff: L. Chen. Item 4 


• 180612 Administrative Code - San Francisco Special Tax Financing Law - Central SoMa. 


Sponsors: Mayor; Kim. Staff: L. Chen. Item 5 


 


All Central SoMa Items were continued to October 1. 


 


• 180483 Planning Code - Health Services - Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit 


District. Sponsor: Yee. Staff: Butkus. 


 


The Committee did consider Supervisor Yee’s ordinance that would require CU authorization for 


Health Services on the ground floor in the Ocean Avenue NCT. There was no public comment 


and no significant comments from the committee members. The item passed out of committee 


with a positive recommendation.  


 


FULL BOARD: 
• 180053 Planning Code - Massage Establishments - Union Street Neighborhood Commercial 


District. Sponsor: Stefani. Staff: D. Sanchez. PASSED Second Read 


 


• 180364 Planning Code - Affordable Housing Projects on Undeveloped Lots in Service/Arts/Light 


Industrial Districts. Sponsor: Kim. Staff: Butkus. Continued to 9/18/18 in order to further refine the 


language in the ordinance.  


 


• 180651 Hearing - Appeal of Final Environmental Impact Report Certification - Central SoMa Plan. 


Staff: White 


 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3506286&GUID=458A3C47-A93C-4E55-ACF9-A14383C25D5E

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3360008&GUID=D61A3FEE-7E88-4EA6-87C3-44188A19A45D

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3494385&GUID=3B6FB028-B639-4A92-A84A-2BF417E819C1

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3360007&GUID=6E6999CC-B3CD-45F5-8681-1288E0C6F856

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3523422&GUID=5D91133F-B47C-42CF-AF7A-D3412C2CA8B1

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3500303&GUID=12BBE5CE-4926-4AA1-A7DD-012332DC1CF4

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3309763&GUID=4EBEC0B6-6285-4A88-8B0D-D671A59796FC

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3476141&GUID=D4DAC37A-FD44-45AE-8FD2-D56BBDCC3003

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3532607&GUID=A0DAB8AC-0163-46A5-9FF2-2CE0FB107705





Summary of Board Activities  
September 10-14, 2018 
Planning Commission Report: September 13, 2018 
 


Continued to September 25, 2018. At the hearing, Supervisor Kim noted that this extra time is 


necessary to continue the negotiations with the appellants. 


 


• 180584 Planning Code - Fees for Certain Permits and Transportation Analysis. Sponsor: Mayor. 


Staff: Landis. Passed First Read 


 


 


 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3523411&GUID=8B07C6D8-7FFD-403A-A191-E1211A0F4C08
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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); Adina, Seema (CPC)
Subject: FW: 385 Eddy Street - Revised Motion
Date: Thursday, September 13, 2018 10:53:45 AM
Attachments: Draft Motion 385 Eddy Street Correct (ID 1027483).docx
Importance: High

Commissioners,
Attached is a revised motion to correct findings in the original. This item is on your Consent Calendar.
Hardcopies will be provided to you at the hearing. There is no known opposition.
 
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: Adina, Seema (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 10:46 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)
Subject: 385 Eddy Street - Revised Motion
 
Hi Jonas,
 
Please see attached revised motion redlined as discussed, omitting the unit not subject to 317. 
 
Thank you,
 
Seema Adina, AICP, Planner
Northeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8722 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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Draft Motion CASE NO. 2018-005745UA 
385 Eddy Street



September 13, 2018





Planning Commission Draft Motion

hearing date: SEPTEMBER 13, 2018



Case No.:	2018-005745CUA

Project Address:	385 EDDY STREET

Zoning:	RC-4 (Residential- Commercial, High Density Zoning District)

	80-T Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot:	0338/018

Project Sponsor:	Genise Choy

	Chinatown Community Development Center

	1515 Vallejo Street, 4th Floor

	San Francisco, CA 94109

Property Owner:	Hamlin Hotel, L.P.

	1525 Grant Avenue

	San Francisco, CA 94133

Staff Contact:	Seema Adina– (415) 575-8722

	Seema.Adina@sfgov.org



ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 209.3, 303, AND 317 TO ALLOW THE CONVERSION OF AN EXISTING RESIDENTIAL AND MANAGER’S UNIT TO AN INSTITUTIONAL USE THAT PROVIDES SOCIAL SERVICES FOR BUILDING RESIDENTS AT 385 EDDY STREET LOCATED IN THE RC-4 (RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL, HIGH DENSITY) ZONING DISTRICT AND 80-T HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.



Preamble

On April 16, 2018, Genise Choy (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed Application No. 2018-005745CUA (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for a Conditional Use Authorization for the conversion of one existing residential unit and manager’s unit at the subject property to a social service use (hereinafter “Project”) at 385 Eddy Street, Block 0338, Lot 018 (hereinafter “Project Site”).  



The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Case No. 2018-005745CUA is located at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California.



On September 13, 2018, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 2018-005745CUA 



On August 30, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination contained in the Planning Department files for this Project.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other interested parties.



MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization as requested in Application No. 2018-005745CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following findings:



Findings

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:



1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.



2. Project Description.  The Project proposes to legalize a change of use from an existing 490-square-foot (sf) SRO unit (Unit 103) and manager’s unit (Unit 101) to an accessory institutional use – social service facility, for building residents. The project includes minor interior improvements. No exterior modifications are proposed at this time. 



3. Site Description and Present Use.  The 4,156 sf subject property is located on the south side of Eddy Street, between Leavenworth and Jones Streets, on Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 0338.  The subject property is located within the Residential-Commercial, High-Density Zoning District and the 80-T Height and Bulk District and is developed with a six story building containing 68 SRO units and one manager’s unit.  While there are 69 existing legal residential units on the Project Site, according to the Project Sponsor, the SRO unit and the manager’s unit hasve never been rented. The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Housing Assistance Payments Program contract with the building owner also indicates there are 67 rental units at the site.  Unit 101 and Unit 103 hasve not been occupied and have operated as an accessory space for resident services since at least 2003.



4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The Project Site is located within the Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood. The property directly abuts a residential hotel to the west and an apartment building to the east, with several residential buildings in the vicinity.  The Project Site is well-served by transit; the Van Ness Muni line and Civic Center BART station are within walking distance, with several MUNI lines within close proximity on Van Ness Avenue.  Other zoning districts in the vicinity of the project site include: C-3-G (Downtown-General) and P (Public) Zoning Districts.



5. Public Outreach and Comments.  To date, the Department has not received any public correspondence regarding the proposal. 



6. Planning Code Compliance.  The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:



A. Parking. Section 151 of the Planning Code does not require parking.  Up to one space for every two units is principally permitted, and up to three spaces for every four units are permitted with Conditional Use Authorization. 



The Project Site does not have available off-street parking.  The Project does not add any additional dwelling units nor does it propose additional off-street parking.

  

B. Land Use. Section 209.3 of the Planning Code requires Conditional Use Authorization for some Institutional Uses. 



The Project includes a Social Service Facility, which is a conditionally permitted Institutional Use in the RC-4 Zoning District. The criteria for that is discussed in #8 below. 



7. Dwelling Unit Conversion. Planning Code Section 317 provides five criteria for Planning Commission consideration in the case of a dwelling unit conversion.



a. Whether the conversion eliminates only owner‐occupied housing, and if so, for how long the unit(s) were occupied;



The Project Sponsor has indicated that the manager’s units hasve never been owner-occupied or occupied by a tenant, and has been used for social services for the residents since at least 2003.  The subject parcel has been owned by the Hamlin Hotel since 1998, while the subject building was constructed in 1909.



Based upon documentation furnished by the Project Sponsor, there is ample information that indicates the 68th SRO unit and manager’s unit wasere never considered rental housing available to the public. A 2003 memorandum from the Mayor’s Office of Housing requested a reduction in interest rates for a 67-unit SRO building. In addition, the HUD Housing Assistance Payments Program document 67 units being funded on the subject property as well.  There is no history that units 101 and 103 wasere occupied. 





b. Whether conversion of the unit(s) would provide desirable new non‐residential use(s) appropriate for the neighborhood and adjoining district(s);



An Institutional use (Social Service Facility and its associated functions) is permitted within the RC-4 Zoning District with a Conditional Use Authorization (see item #8 for Conditional Use Authorization findings. Aside from meeting the Conditional Use findings, the proposed use is appropriate in that it will connect seniors to programs both within the building and throughout the community for healthy living, independence, and social interaction.  The institutional use proposed for the building is low impact and has no significant negative effect on the residential and commercial uses in the vicinity. No significant internal alterations are proposed; the SRO unit and manager’s unit can easily be converted back to residential use in the future. 



c. Whether conversion of the unit(s) will bring the building closer into conformance with the prevailing character of its immediate area and in the same zoning district;



[bookmark: _GoBack]The conversion from residential use to institutional use is permitted as a conditional use in the RC-4 zoning district. The proposal does not include any exterior physical changes to the building, and thus remains consistent with the existing character of the building and the zoning district. The immediate area includes several residential buildings as well as mixed-use buildings with ground-floor commercial spaces. 



d. Whether conversion of the unit(s) will be detrimental to the Cityʹs housing stock;



The SRO and manager’s unit hasve never been occupied, and there are no significant alterations proposed. As such, there is no effect to the City’s housing stock and the unit can be converted back to residential use very easily.



e. Whether conversion of the unit(s) is necessary to eliminate design, functional, or habitability deficiencies that cannot otherwise be corrected.



The conversion of the SRO unit and manager’s unit is not necessary to eliminate design, functional, or habitability deficiencies that cannot otherwise be corrected.



8. Conditional Use Findings. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization.  On balance, the project complies with said criteria in that:



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



The proposed unit conversion would provide a social service facility for critical resident services to the 67 low-income households within the building.  This service connects residents to programs both within the building and throughout the community that supports their healthy living, independence, and provides social interaction. There is no physical change to the exterior of the building, and the lack of any structural changes to the interior greatly increases the opportunity for the units to be converted back to residential use in the future.  In addition, the project is desirable because it would provide critical services to a vulnerable population and thus help retain that population within the City. 



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

(1) Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and arrangement of structures; 



The height, massing and bulk of the existing building will remain the same and the proposed use will not alter the existing appearance of the project vicinity.  The proposed work will not affect the building envelope and the institutional use of the unit will not result in a noticeable change in character. 

(2) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading; 



The Project does not seek to add off-street parking.  The services provided are for residents of the building only, thus there will be no increase in traffic from persons or vehicles to and around the site. 

(3) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust and odor; 



No noxious or offensive emissions will be associated with the institutional use of the site.

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



The existing landscaping and open space would be retained. No new parking, loading areas, service areas, or lighting is proposed.  



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



The Project will help preserve the neighborhood’s character, diverse economic base, and allow long-time residents to remain in the community by offering supportive services that are critical to the 67, on-site low income households.  The services connect residents to the community, enhance longevity, and offer vital programs that encourage social interaction.  The building has always operated as 67 units, utilizing HUD Section 8 rental vouchers.  There is no change proposed to the total number of affordable rental units available to the public.  



D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District.



The Project does not fall in a Neighborhood Commercial District.



9. General Plan Compliance.  The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:



housing element

Objectives and Policies



OBJECTIVE 11:

IN INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING, PURSUE PLACE MAKING AND NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES TO MAINTAIN SAN FRANCISCOʹS DESIRABLE URBAN FABRIC AND ENHANCE LIVABILITY IN ALL NEIGHBORHOODS.



Policy 11.3:

Encourage appropriate neighborhood‐serving commercial activities in residential areas, without causing affordable housing displacement.



Policy 11.4:

Avoid or minimize disruption caused by expansion of institutions, large‐scale uses and auto-oriented development into residential areas.



OBJECTIVE 7:

ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCOʹS POSITION AS A NATIONAL AND REGIONAL CENTER FOR

GOVERNMENTAL, HEALTH, AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES.



Policy 7.2:

Encourage the extension of needed health and educational services, but manage expansion to avoid or minimize disruption of adjacent residential areas.



Policy 7.3:

Promote the provision of adequate health and educational services to all geographical districts and cultural groups in the city. 



The proposed use will have minimal impact on the neighboring residential area due to its location within the existing building. The SRO and manager’s unit converted to institutional use is not designated affordable housing.  The institutional use provides necessary and desirable health and social services for a vulnerable community within the building. On balance, the Project is consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan.



10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of permits for consistency with said policies.  On balance, the project complies with said policies in that: 



A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced. 



The proposal will not add or remove any neighborhood‐serving retail uses.



B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.



According to the Project Sponsor, there is no known documentation that the SRO unit or manager’s unit was ever occupied by the tenant.  The conversion of the residential use will not change the visual character of the structure or the character of the neighborhood.



C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced, 



The City’s supply of affordable housing will remain unchanged.  While the SRO unit is subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, Section 41.4 of the San Francisco Administrative Code indicates ”a change in the use of a residential hotel unit into a non-commercial use which serves only the needs of the permanent residents, such as a resident’s lounge, community kitchen, or common area, shall not constitute a residential conversion.”  Additionally, the institutional use will provide essential services to on-site, low-income seniors, thus enhancing the viability of the building’s affordable housing stock. 



D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking. 



The institutional use will have three employees which will have no significant impact on transit service to the site or overburden neighborhood streets or parking.  



E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.



The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment. The Project will not affect industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or service sector businesses will not be affected by this project.



F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an earthquake.



The Project is within an existing building designed and constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety requirements of the Building Code.  This proposal will not impact the property’s ability to withstand an earthquake.



G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 



Currently, the Project Site does not contain any City Landmarks or historic buildings.



H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 



The Project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces. 



11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. 



12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.




DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 2018-005745CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated July 30, 2018 and stamped “EXHIBIT F”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.



APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion.  The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors.  For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.



Protest of Fee or Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.  



If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.



I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 13, 2018.





Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary





AYES:	 



NAYS:		



ABSENT:	 



ADOPTED:	



EXHIBIT A

AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a conversion from one residential unit to an institutional use – social service facility located at 385 Eddy Street, Block 0338, and Lot 018 pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3, 303, and 317 within the RC-4 District and an 80-T Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated July 30, 2018, and stamped “EXHIBIT G” included in the docket for Case No. 2018-005745CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on September 13, 2018 under Motion No XXXXX.  This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.



recordation of conditions of approval

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property.  This Notice shall state that the project is subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on September 13, 2018 under Motion No XXXXX.



printing of conditions of approval on plans

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXX shall be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the site or building permit application for the Project.  The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.   



severability

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements.  If any clause, sentence, section or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions.  This decision conveys no right to construct, or to receive a building permit.  “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party.



Changes and Modifications  

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.  Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new Conditional Use authorization.






Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting

PERFORMANCE

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within this three-year period.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org



2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued validity of the Authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org



3. Diligent pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was approved.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org



4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org



5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time of such approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org



6. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years from the date that the Planning Code text amendment(s) and/or Zoning Map amendment(s) become effective. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within this three-year period.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org



7. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued validity of the Authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org



8. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since the date that the Planning Code text amendment(s) and/or Zoning Map amendment(s) became effective. 

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org



9. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org



10. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time of such approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org



MONITORING - after entitlement

11. Enforcement.  Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1.  The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org 



12. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions.  Should implementation of this Project result in complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org



OPERATION

13. Community Liaison.  Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties.  The Project Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator and all registered neighborhood groups for the area with written notice of the name, business address, and telephone number of the community liaison.  Should the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator and registered neighborhood groups shall be made aware of such change.  The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor.  

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org



www.sfplanning.org
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Memo 

 

DATE:  20 September 2018 

TO:  City Planning Commission 

FROM:  Teresa Ojeda, Manager 

Information and Analysis Group, Citywide Policy Planning 

(415) 558 6251 

RE:  CURRENT PIPELINE 

 

Attached, please find a visual summary of the housing development pipeline as of the second 

quarter of 2018 (Q2). This informational flyer also illustrates a ten‐year housing production 

trend covering the third quarter of 2008 (Q3) through the second quarter of 2018 (Q2). 

 Of the 28,050 net new units built in ten‐year reporting period, 2,150 net new units were 

built in the first two quarters of 2018. 

At the end of the second quarter of 2018, there were some 69,620 net new units in the pipe‐

line.  

 There are some 7,100 net units under construction. An additional 6,560 net units have 

building permits to start construction and building permit applications have been filed 

for projects with about 5,030 units. 

 Of projects that have received Planning entitlement, there are 26,560 net new units in 

major, multi‐phased projects. 

 About 20,890 net new units are under review. These are in projects that have filed for 

Planning entitlement or for building permits that have yet to receive Planning Depart‐

ment approval. 

Not shown in the information flyer are the following progress worth noting in the develop‐

ment pipeline: 

 There are about 2,050 net new units in projects that were filed in the first two quar‐

ters of 2018 and are under review with the Planning Department. This includes 1,300 

units in the Balboa Reservoir development project. 

 Applications for planning approvals were also filed in January 2018 for permits to 

build 730 units in four buildings in the Executive Park development project. Please note 

that these applications were not included in the count of new filings with Planning 

cited above. 

 Building permits have been filed for over 1,010 net new units in Parkmerced. 

 Building permits have been filed for over 1,390 net new units in Candlestick Point.  



10 Year Housing Production 

Housing Development Pipeline 

28,050
net new units

69,620
net new units

TOTAL NEW 
CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL PIPELINE 
UNITS

AFFORDABLE 
UNITS*

AFFORDABLE 
UNITS **

6,900
net new units

11,750
net new units

25%
Affordable

17%
Affordable

Entitled Units

           Under Construction  7,100 

           Building Permits    
           Approved  6,560 

           Building Permits  
           Filed  5,030 

           Building Permits 
           Not Yet Filed  3,500 

           Major Multi-Phased 
           Projects  26,560 

Under Review

           Under Review  20,890 

Candlestick Point
9,110

Parkmerced
4,670

HopeSF
1,520

Treasure Island
7,800

Pier 70
2,150

Schlage Lock
1,680

2008 Q3 - 2018 Q2

2018 Q2

*This figure only accounts for net new addition to the affordable housing stock. It does not include existing units 
preserved under the rehab and acquisition program, Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) units, or units acquired 
under the small site acquisition program.

**Includes only units in projects that have already determined its affordability options (typically at entitlement) and in 
projects that are 100% affordable. Twenty percent of entitled projects are affordable.

UPDATED AUGUST 2018

10%

9%

7%

5%

38%

30%
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Memo 

 

DATE:  20 September 2018 

TO:  City Planning Commission 

FROM:  John Rahaim,  Director of Planning 

RE:  HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No. 7 

  1 July 2008 – 30 June 2018 

 

STAFF CONTACT:     Teresa Ojeda, 415 558 6251 

 

 

SUMMARY 

This report is submitted in compliance with Ordinance No. 53‐15 requiring the Planning 

Department to monitor and report on the housing balance between new market rate and new 

affordable housing production. One of the stated purposes of the Housing Balance is “to 

ensure that data on meeting affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods 

informs the approval process for new housing development.” This report is the seventh in the 

series and covers the ten‐year period from 1 July 2008 through 30 June 2018. 

The “Housing Balance” is defined as the proportion of all new affordable housing units to the 

total number of all new housing units for a 10‐year “Housing Balance Period.” In addition, a 

calculation of “Projected Housing Balance” which includes residential projects that have 

received approvals from the Planning Commission or Planning Department but have not yet 

received permits to commence construction will be included. 

In the 2008 Q3 ‐2018 Q2 Housing Balance Period, about 24% of net new housing produced 

was affordable.  By comparison, the expanded Citywide Cumulative Housing Balance is 26%, 

although this varies by districts. Distribution of the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance 

over the 11 Board of Supervisor Districts ranges from –277% (District 4) to 72% (District 5). 

This variation, especially with negative housing balances, is due to the larger number of units 

permanently withdrawn from rent control protection relative to the number of total net new 

units and net affordable units built in those districts.  

The Projected Housing Balance Citywide is 16%. Three major development projects were 

identified in the ordinance for exclusion in the projected housing balance calculations until site 

permits are obtained. Remaining phases for these three projects will add up to over 21,570 net 

units, including some 4,920 affordable units; this would increase the projected housing balance to 

20% if included in the calculations. 
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BACKGROUND 

On 21 April 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 53‐15 amending the Planning 

Code to include a new Section 103 requiring the Planning Department to monitor and report on 

the Housing Balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing production. 

The Housing Balance Report will be submitted bi‐annually by April 1 and October 1 of each year 

and will also be published on a visible and accessible page on the Planning Department’s 

website. Planning Code Section 103 also requires an annual hearing at the Board of Supervisors on 

strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with the 

City’s housing production goals. (See Appendix A for complete text of Ordinance No. 53‐15.) 

The stated purposes for the Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting are: a) to maintain a 

balance between new affordable and market rate housing Citywide and within neighborhoods; b) 

to make housing available for all income levels and housing need types; c) to preserve the mixed‐

income character of the City and its neighborhoods; d) to offset the withdrawal of existing 

housing units from rent stabilization and the loss of single‐room occupancy hotel units; e) to 

ensure the availability of land and encourage the deployment of resources to provide sufficient 

housing affordable to households of very low, low, and moderate incomes; f) to ensure adequate 

housing for families, seniors and the disabled communities; g) to ensure that data on meeting 

affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods informs the approval process for 

new housing development; and h) to enable public participation in determining the appropriate 

mix of new housing approvals. 

Specifically, the Housing Balance Report will supplement tracking performance toward meeting 

the goals set by the City’s Housing Element and Proposition K. Housing production targets in the 

City’s Housing Element, adopted in April 2015, calls for 28,870 new units built between 2015 and 

2022, 57%1 of which should be affordable.  As mandated by law, the City provides the State 

Department of Housing and Community Development an annual progress report.2  In November 

2014, San Francisco’s voters endorsed Proposition K, which set as city policy a goal to help 

construct or rehabilitate at least 30,000 homes by 2020, at least 33% of which will be affordable to 

low‐ and moderate‐income households. In addition, Mayor Ed Lee set a similar goal of creating 

30,000 new and rehabilitated homes by 2020, pledging at least 30% of these to be permanently 

affordable to low‐income families as well as working, middle income families. 3 

This Housing Balance Report was prepared from data gathered from previously published sources 

including the Planning Department’s annual Housing Inventory and quarterly Pipeline Report data, 

                                                 
1 The Ordinance inaccurately stated that “22% of new housing demands to be affordable to households of 

moderate means”; San Francisco’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation for moderate in‐

come households is 19% of total production goals. 
2 Printed annual progress reports submitted by all California jurisdictions can be accessed here –  
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community‐development/housing‐element/annual‐progress‐reports/index.php .‐‐ or 

by calling HCD at 916‐263‐2911 for the latest reports as many jurisdictions now file reports online. 
3 For more information on and tracking of 30K by 2020, see http://sfmayor.org/housing‐for‐residents .  
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San Francisco Rent Board data, and the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 

Development’s Weekly Dashboard. 

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE CALCULATION 

Planning Code Section 103 calls for the Housing Balance “be expressed as a percentage, obtained 

by dividing the cumulative total of extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income 

affordable housing (all units 0‐120% AMI) minus the lost protected units, by the total number of 

net new housing units within the Housing Balance Period.” The ordinance requires that the 

“Cumulative Housing   Balance” be provided using two calculations: a) one consisting of net 

housing built within a 10 year Housing Balance period, less units withdrawn from protected 

status, plus net units in projects that have received both approvals from the Planning 

Commission or Planning Department and site permits from the Department of Building 

Inspection, and b) the addition of net units gained through acquisition and rehabilitation of 

affordable units, HOPE SF and RAD units. “Protected units” include units that are subject to rent 

control under the City’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. Additional 

elements that figure into the Housing Balance include completed HOPE SF and RAD public 

housing replacement, substantially rehabilitated units, and single‐room occupancy hotel units 

(SROs). The equation below shows the second, expanded calculation of the Cumulative Housing 

Balance. 

 
[Net New Affordable Housing  +  

Completed Acquisitions & Rehabs  +  Completed 
HOPE SF  +  RAD Public Housing Replacement  + 

Entitled & Permitted Affordable Units] 
 –  [Units Removed from Protected Status] 

 
 
 

=

 
 

CUMULATIVE 
HOUSING 
BALANCE  

[Net New Housing Built  +  Net Entitled & Permitted Units] 

 

The first “Housing Balance Period” is a ten‐year period starting with the first quarter of 2005 

through the last quarter of 2014. Subsequent housing balance reports will cover the 10 years 

preceding the most recent quarter. This report covers July 2008 (Q3) through June 2018 (Q2). 
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Table 1A below shows the Cumulative Housing Balance for 10‐year reporting period (2008 Q3 – 

2018 Q2) is 18% Citywide. With the addition of RAD units, the expanded Cumulative Housing 

Balance is 26% (Table 1B). In 2016, the Board of Supervisors revised the ordinance to include 

Owner Move‐Ins (OMIs) in the Housing Balance calculation. Although OMIs were not 

specifically called out by in the original Ordinance in the calculation of the Housing Balance, 

these were included in earlier reports because this type of no‐fault eviction results in the loss of 

rent controlled units either permanently or for a period of time.  

 

Table 1A 
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2008 Q3 – 2018 Q2 

BoS Districts

Net New 

Affordable 

Housing 

Built

Acquisitions 

& Rehabs 

and Small 

Sites 

Completed

Units 

Removed 

from 

Protected 

Status

Total 

Entitled 

Affordable 

Units 

Permitted

Total Net 

New Units 

Built

Total 

Entitled 

Units

Cumulative 

Housing 

Balance

BoS District 1 170            5                  (527)           4                  336            155            ‐70.9%

BoS District 2 45               24                (319)           2                  875            189            ‐23.3%

BoS District 3 209            6                  (313)           6                  931            244            ‐7.8%

BoS District 4 ‐             ‐              (462)           7                  28               136            ‐277.4%

BoS District 5 601            293             (359)           162             1,443         646            33.4%

BoS District 6 3,406         1,137          (146)           1,122          16,613      6,260         24.1%

BoS District 7 99               ‐              (236)           ‐              553            1,101         ‐8.3%

BoS District 8 244            28                (605)           90               1,413         328            ‐14.0%

BoS District 9 210            406             (606)           406             948            919            22.3%

BoS District 10 1,565         ‐              (295)           1,351          4,694         3,341         32.6%

BoS District 11 28               21                (395)           9                  161            317            ‐70.5%

TOTALS 6,577         1,920          (4,263)       3,159          27,995      13,636      17.8%
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Table 1B below shows the Expanded Cumulative Housing Balances for Board of Supervisor 

Districts ranging from ‐277% (District 4) to 72% (District 5).  Negative balances in Districts 1 

(‐42%), 7 (‐2%), and 11 (‐77%) resulted from the larger numbers of units removed from protected 

status relative to the net new affordable housing and net new housing units built in those 

districts. 

 
 

Table 1B 
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2008 Q3 – 2018 Q2 

BoS Districts

Net New 

Affordable 

Housing 

Built

Acquisitions 

& Rehabs 

and Small 

Sites 

Completed

RAD Program 

and Hope SF 

Replacement 

Units

Units 

Removed 

from 

Protected 

Status

Total 

Entitled 

Affordable 

Units 

Permitted

Total Net 

New Units 

Built

Total 

Entitled 

Units

Expanded 

Cumulative 

Housing 

Balance

BoS District 1 170            5                    144                  (527)           4                  336            155            ‐41.5%

BoS District 2 45               24                 251                  (319)           2                  875            189            0.3%

BoS District 3 209            6                    577                  (313)           6                  931            244            41.3%

BoS District 4 ‐             ‐                ‐                  (462)           7                  28               136            ‐277.4%

BoS District 5 601            293               806                  (359)           162             1,443         646            71.9%

BoS District 6 3,406         1,137           561                  (146)           1,122          16,613      6,260         26.6%

BoS District 7 99               ‐                110                  (236)           ‐              553            1,101         ‐1.6%

BoS District 8 244            28                 330                  (605)           90               1,413         328            5.0%

BoS District 9 210            406               268                  (606)           406             948            919            36.6%

BoS District 10 1,565         ‐                436                  (295)           1,351          4,694         3,341         38.0%

BoS District 11 28               21                 ‐                  (395)           9                  161            317            ‐70.5%

TOTALS 6,577         1,920           3,483              (4,263)       3,159          27,995      13,636      26.1%
 

 

 

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE 

Table 2 below summarizes residential projects that have received entitlements from the Planning 

Commission or the Planning Department but have not yet received a site or building permit. 

Overall projected housing balance at the end of the second quarter of 2018 is 16%. This balance is 

expected to change as several major projects have yet to declare how their affordable housing 

requirements will be met. In addition, three entitled major development projects – Treasure 

Island, ParkMerced, and Hunters Point – are not included in the accounting until applications for 

building permits are filed or issued as specified in the ordinance. Remaining phases from these 

three projects will yield an additional 21,570 net new units; 23% (or 4,920 units) would be 

affordable to low and moderate income households. 
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The Projected Housing Balance also does not account for affordable housing units that 

will be produced as a result of the Inclusionary Housing Fee paid in a given reporting cy‐

cle.  Those affordable housing units are produced several years after the fee is collected. 

Units produced through the Fee typically serve lower income households than do the in‐

clusionary units, including special needs populations requiring services, such as seniors, 

transitional aged youth, families, and veterans. 

 

Table 2 
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2018 Q2 

BoS District
Very Low 

Income

Low 

Income
Moderate TBD

Total 

Affordable 

Units

Net New 

Units

Total Affordable 

Units as % of 

Net New Units

BoS District 1 ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            3                0.0%

BoS District 2 ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            40              0.0%

BoS District 3 ‐            ‐            8                178           186           267           69.7%

BoS District 4 ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            2                0.0%

BoS District 5 ‐            ‐            12              3                15              479           3.1%

BoS District 6 ‐            179           98              47              324           3,030        10.7%

BoS District 7 ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            40              0.0%

BoS District 8 ‐            ‐            3                ‐            3                44              6.8%

BoS District 9 ‐            ‐            46              6                52              382           13.6%

BoS District 10 ‐            718           79              810           1,607        9,234        17.4%

BoS District 11 ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            0.0%

TOTALS ‐            897           246           1,044        2,187        13,521     16.2%
 

 

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE ELEMENTS 

Because the scope covered by the Housing Balance calculation is broad, each element – or group 

of elements – will be discussed separately. The body of this report will account for figures at the 

Board of Supervisor district level. The breakdown of each element using the Planning 

Department District geographies, as required by Section 103, is provided separately in an 

Appendix B. This is to ensure simple and uncluttered tables in the main body of the report. 

 

Affordable Housing and Net New Housing Production 

Table 3 below shows housing production between 2008 Q3 and 2018 Q2. This ten‐year period 

resulted in a net addition of almost 28,000 units to the City’s housing stock, including almost 

6,580 affordable units (or about 24%). A majority (59%) of net new housing units and affordable 
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units built in the ten‐year reporting period were in District 6 (over 16,310 and 3,400 respectively). 

District 10 follows with over 4,690 net new units, including 1,565 affordable units.  

The table below also shows that almost 24% of net new units built between 2008 Q3 and 2018 Q2 

were affordable units, mostly (52%) in District 6. While District 1 saw modest gains in net new 

units built, half of these were affordable (51%). 

 

Table 3  
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2008 Q3 – 2018 Q2 

BoS District Very Low Low Moderate Middle

Total 

Affordable 

Units

Total Net 

Units

Affordable Units 

as % of Total 

Net Units

BoS District 1 170            ‐             ‐             ‐             170            336            50.6%

BoS District 2 ‐             ‐             45               ‐             45               875            5.1%

BoS District 3 161            2                 46               ‐             209            931            22.4%

BoS District 4 ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             28               0.0%

BoS District 5 335            183            83               ‐             601            1,443         41.6%

BoS District 6 1,620         1,258         505            23               3,406         16,613      20.5%

BoS District 7 70               29               ‐             ‐             99               553            17.9%

BoS District 8 131            92               21               ‐             244            1,413         17.3%

BoS District 9 138            40               32               ‐             210            948            22.2%

BoS District 10 671            559            335            ‐             1,565         4,694         33.3%

BoS District 11 ‐             7                 21               ‐             28               161            17.4%

TOTAL 3,296         2,170         1,088         23               6,577         27,995      23.5%  

 

It should be noted that units affordable to Extremely Very Low Income (EVLI) households are 

included under the Very Low Income (VLI) category because certain projects that benefit 

homeless individuals and families – groups considered as EVLI – have income eligibility caps at 

the VLI level. 
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Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing Units 

Table 4a below lists the number of units that have been rehabilitated and/or acquired between 

2008 Q3 and 2018 Q2 to ensure permanent affordability. These are mostly single‐room occupancy 

hotel units that are affordable to extremely very low and very low income households.  

 

Table 4a 
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2008 Q3 – 2017 Q2 

BoS District
No. of 

Buildings

No. of 

Units

BoS District 2 1               24            

BoS District 5 2               290         

BoS District 6 12             1,085      

BoS District 9 2               319         

TOTALS 17             1,718        

 

 

Small Sites Program 

The San Francisco Small Sites Program (SSP) is an initiative of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and 

Community Development (MOHCD) to acquire small rent‐controlled buildings (with four to 25 

units) where tenants are at risk of eviction through the Ellis Act or owner move‐ins. Since its 

inception in 2014, some 26 buildings with 202 units have been acquired, as shown in Table 4b. 

Table 4b 
Small Sites Program, 2014‐2018 Q2 

BoS District
No. of 

Buildings

No. of 

Units

BoS District 1                1                 5 

Bos District 3 1               6              

BoS District 5 1               3              

BoS District 6 4               52            

BoS District 8 6               28            

BoS District 9 12             87            

BoS District 11 1               21            

TOTALS 26             202           
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RAD Program 

The San Francisco Housing Authority’s Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program 

preserves at risk public and assisted housing projects. According to the Mayor’s Office, RAD 

Phase I transferred 1,425 units to developers in December 2015.  An additional 2,058 units were 

transferred as Phase II in 2016. 

 
 

Table 5 
RAD Affordable Units, 2015‐2018 Q2 

BoS District
No of

Buildings

No of

Units

BoS District 1 2                 144           

BoS District 2 3                 251           

BoS District 3 4                 577           

BoS District 5 7                 806           

BoS District 6 4                 561           

BoS District 7 1                 110           

BoS District 8 4                 330           

BoS District 9 2                 268           

BoS District 10 2                 436           

BoS District 11 ‐             ‐            

TOTALS 29               3,483        
 

 

 

 

Units Removed From Protected Status 

San Francisco’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance protects tenants and 

preserves affordability of about 175,000 rental units by limiting annual rent increases. Landlords 

can, however, terminate tenants’ leases through no‐fault evictions including condo conversion, 

owner move‐in, Ellis Act, demolition, and other reasons that are not the tenants’ fault. The 

Housing Balance calculation takes into account units permanently withdrawn from rent 

stabilization as loss of affordable housing. The following no‐fault evictions affect the supply of 

rent controlled units by removing units from the rental market: condo conversion, demolition, 

Ellis Act, and owner move‐ins (OMIs). It should be noted that initially, OMIs were not 

specifically called out by the Ordinance to be included in the calculation. However, because 

owner move‐ins have the effect of the losing rent controlled units either permanently or for a 

substantial period of time, these numbers are included in the Housing Balance calculation as 

intended by the legislation’s sponsors. Some of these OMI units may return to being rentals and 

will still fall under the rent control ordinance. On 14 November 2016, the Board of Supervisors 

amended Planning Code Section 103 to include OMIs as part of the housing balance calculation. 
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Table 6 below shows the distribution of no‐fault eviction notices issued between July 2008 and 

June 2018. Eviction notices have been commonly used as proxy for evictions. Owner Move‐In and 

Ellis Out notices made up the majority of no fault evictions (59% and 30% respectively). 

Distribution of these no‐fault eviction notices is almost evenly dispersed, with Districts 9 and 8 

leading (both with 14%). 

 

Table 6 
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2008 Q3 – 2018 Q2 

BoS District
Condo 

Conversion
Demolition Ellis Out

Owner

Move‐In

Units Removed 

from Protected 

Status

BoS District 1 2                   22                 152               351               527                     

BoS District 2 18                 10                 89                 202               319                     

BoS District 3 7                   10                 176               120               313                     

BoS District 4 ‐               74                 81                 307               462                     

BoS District 5 15                 16                 97                 231               359                     

BoS District 6 1                   75                 57                 13                 146                     

BoS District 7 ‐               31                 56                 149               236                     

BoS District 8 21                 31                 228               325               605                     

BoS District 9 5                   50                 213               338               606                     

BoS District 10 2                   26                 52                 215               295                     

BoS District 11 68                 56                 271               395                     

TOTALS 71                 413               1,257           2,522           4,263                   

 

 

Entitled and Permitted Units 
Table 7 lists the number of units that have received entitlements from the Planning Commission 

or the Planning Department. These pipeline projects have also received site permits from the 

Department of Building Inspection and most are under construction as of the final quarter of 

2017. Over half of these units are being built in or will be built in District 6 (52%). Twenty percent 

of units that have received Planning entitlements and site permits from the DBI will be 

affordable. 
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Table 7 
Permitted Units, 2018 Q2 

BoS District
Very Low 

Income

Low 

Income
Moderate TBD

Total 

Affordable 

Units

Net New 

Units

Total Affordable 

Units as % of 

Net New Units

BoS District 1 ‐             ‐             4                 ‐             4                 155           2.6%

BoS District 2 ‐             2                 ‐             ‐             2                 189           1.1%

BoS District 3 ‐             ‐             6                 ‐             6                 244           2.5%

BoS District 4 ‐             ‐             7                 ‐             7                 136           5.1%

BoS District 5 ‐             112            50              ‐             162            646           25.1%

BoS District 6 ‐             793            244            85              1,122         6,260        17.9%

BoS District 7 ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             1,101        0.0%

BoS District 8 ‐             85              5                 ‐             90              328           27.4%

BoS District 9 ‐             378            28              ‐             406            919           44.2%

BoS District 10 ‐             670            681            ‐             1,351         3,341        40.4%

BoS District 11 ‐             ‐             9                 ‐             9                 317           2.8%

TOTALS ‐             2,040         1,034         85              3,159         13,636      23.2%
 

 

 

PERIODIC REPORTING AND ONLINE ACCESS 

This report complies with Planning Code Section 103 requirement that the Planning Department 

publish and update the Housing Balance Report bi‐annually on April 1 and October 1 of each year. 

Housing Balance Reports are available and accessible online, as mandated by the ordinance, by 

going to this link:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=4222 . 

 

 

ANNUAL HEARING 

An annual hearing on the Housing Balance before the Board of Supervisors will be scheduled by 

April 1 of each year.  The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, the Mayor’s 

Office of Economic and Workforce Development, the Rent Stabilization Board, the Department of 

Building Inspection, and the City Economist will present strategies for achieving and maintaining 

a housing balance consistent with the City’s housing goals at this annual hearing. The ordinance 

also requires that MOHCD will determine the amount of funding needed to bring the City into 

the required minimum 33% should the cumulative housing balance fall below that threshold. 
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APPENDIX A 

Ordinance 53‐15 
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APPENDIX B 

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No 7 TABLES BY PLANNING DISTRICTS 

 

Table 1A 
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2008 Q3 – 2018 Q2 

Planning Districts

New 

Affordable 

Housing 

Built

Acquisitions  

& Rehabs  

and Small  

Sites  

Completed

Units  

Removed 

from 

Protected 

Status

Total  

Entitled 

Affordable 

Units  

Permitted

Total  Net 

New Units 

Built

Total  

Entitled 

Permitted 

Units

Cumulative 

Housing 

Balance

1 Richmond 219            5                    (599)           4                  567            166            ‐50.6%

2 Marina 1                 24                 (186)           ‐              215            141            ‐45.2%

3 Northeast 197            6                    (330)           2                  783            200            ‐12.7%

4 Downtown 1,685         851               (120)           371             5,996         2,561         32.6%

5 Western Addition 513            293               (182)           136             1,513         374            40.3%

6 Buena Vista 199            5                    (225)           111             1,028         413            6.2%

7 Central 110            ‐                (340)           5                  430            125            ‐40.5%

8 Mission 344            403               (543)           559             1,527         2,204         20.5%

9 South of Market 2,091         262               (134)           1,376          13,110      4,749         20.1%

10 South Bayshore 1,091         ‐                (104)           579             1,966         1,069         51.6%

11 Bernal Heights ‐             50                 (187)           ‐              51               45               ‐142.7%

12 South Central 11               21                 (466)           9                  135            324            ‐92.6%

13 Ingleside 116            ‐                (198)           ‐             551            1,089         ‐5.0%

14 Inner Sunset ‐             ‐                (188)           ‐             98               42               ‐134.3%

15 Outer Sunset ‐             ‐                (461)           7                 25               134            ‐285.5%

TOTALS 6,577         1,920           (4,263)       3,159         27,995      13,636      17.8%
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Table 1B 
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2008 Q3 – 2018 Q2 

Planning Districts

New 

Affordable 

Housing 

Built

Acquisitions  

& Rehabs  

and Small  

Sites  

Completed

RAD 

Program & 

HopeSF 

Replacement 

Units

Units  

Removed 

from 

Protected 

Status

Total  

Entitled 

Affordable 

Units  

Permitted

Total  Net 

New Units  

Built

Total  

Entitled 

Permitted 

Units

Expanded 

Cumulative 

Housing 

Balance

1 Richmond 219            5                    144               (599)           4                  567            166            ‐31.0%

2 Marina 1                 24                 138               (186)           ‐              215            141            ‐6.5%

3 Northeast 197            6                    577               (330)           2                  783            200            46.0%

4 Downtown 1,685         851               285               (120)           371             5,996         2,561         35.9%

5 Western Addition 513            293               919               (182)           136             1,513         374            89.0%

6 Buena Vista 199            5                    132               (225)           111             1,028         413            15.4%

7 Central 110            ‐                107               (340)           5                  430            125            ‐21.3%

8 Mission 344            403               91                 (543)           559             1,527         2,204         22.9%

9 South of Market 2,091         262               276               (134)           1,376          13,110      4,749         21.7%

10 South Bayshore 1,091         ‐                436               (104)           579             1,966         1,069         66.0%

11 Bernal Heights ‐             50                 268               (187)           ‐              51               45               136.5%

12 South Central 11               21                 ‐                (466)           9                  135            324            ‐92.6%

13 Ingleside 116            ‐                ‐                (198)           ‐             551            1089 ‐5.0%

14 Inner Sunset ‐             ‐                110               (188)           ‐             98               42 ‐55.7%

15 Outer Sunset ‐             ‐                ‐                (461)           7                 25               134 ‐285.5%

TOTALS 6,577         1,920           3,483           (4,263)       3,159         27,995      13,636      26.1%
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Table 2 
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2018 Q2 

BoS District
Very Low 

Income

Low 

Income
Moderate TBD

Total 

Affordable 

Units

Net New 

Units

Total Affordable 

Units as % of 

Net New Units

1 Richmond ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             3                 0.0%

2 Marina ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             36               0.0%

3 Northeast ‐             ‐             8                 178             186             265             70.2%

4 Downtown ‐             60               73               ‐             133             1,578         8.4%

5 Western Addition ‐             ‐             ‐             3                 3                 264             1.1%

6 Buena Vista ‐             ‐             15               ‐             15               242             6.2%

7 Central ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             12               0.0%

8 Mission ‐             107             46               6                 159             968             16.4%

9 South of Market ‐             423             32               689             1,144         4,565         25.1%

10 South Bayshore ‐             ‐             72               168             240             4,935         4.9%

11 Bernal Heights ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             2                 0.0%

12 South Central ‐             307             ‐             ‐             307             608             50.5%

13 Ingleside ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             8                 0.0%

14 Inner Sunset ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             33               0.0%

15 Outer Sunset ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             2                 0.0%

TOTALS ‐             897             246             1,044         2,187         13,521       16.2%
 

 

 

Table 3 
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2008 Q3 – 2018 Q2 

Planning Districts Very Low Low Moderate
Middle

Income

Total 

Affordable 

Units

Total Net 

Units

Affordable Units 

as % of Total 

Net Units

1 Richmond 207            12               ‐             ‐             219            567            38.6%

2 Marina ‐             ‐             1                 ‐             1                 215            0.5%

3 Northeast 161            2                 34               ‐             197            783            25.2%

4 Downtown 954            481            227            23               1,685         5,996         28.1%

5 Western Addition 266            171            76               ‐             513            1,513         33.9%

6 Buena Vista 71               74               54               ‐             199            1,028         19.4%

7 Central 92               18               ‐             ‐             110            430            25.6%

8 Mission 214            62               68               ‐             344            1,527         22.5%

9 South of Market 590            1,000         501            ‐             2,091         13,110      15.9%

10 South Bayshore 671            314            106            ‐             1,091         1,966         55.5%

11 Bernal Heights ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             51               0.0%

12 South Central ‐             7                 4                 ‐             11               135            8.1%

13 Ingleside 70               29               17               ‐             116            551            21.1%

14 Inner Sunset ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             98               0.0%

15 Outer Sunset ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             25               0.0%

TOTALS 3,296         2,170         1,088         23               6,577         27,995      23.5%  
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Table 4a 
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of 
Affordable Housing, 2008 Q3 – 2018 Q2 

Planning District
No. of 

Buildings

No. of 

Units

2 Marina 1               24            

4 Downtown 6               826         

5 Western Addition 2               290         

8 Mission 2               319         

9 South of Market 6               259         

TOTALS 17             1,718        

 

 

 

Table 4b 
Small Sites Program Acquisitions, 2014 Q1 – 2018 Q2 

Planning District
No. of 

Buildings

No. of 

Units

1 Richmond 1               5              

3 Northeast 1               6              

4 Downtown 2               25            

5 Western Addition 1               3              

6 Buena Vista 1               5              

8 Mission 11             84            

9 South of Market 1               3              

11 Bernal Heights 2               50            

12 South Central 1               21            

TOTALS 21             202           
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Table 5 
RAD Affordable Units, 2015 Q1 – 2018 Q2 

Planning District
No of

Buildings

No of

Units

1 Richmond 2                 144           

2 Marina 2                 138           

3 Northeast 4                 577           

4 Downtown 3                 285           

5 Western Addition 8                 919           

6 Buena Vista 2                 132           

7 Central 1                 107           

8 Mission 1                 91              

9 South of Market 1                 276           

10 South Bayshore 2                 436           

11 Bernal Heights 2                 268           

12 South Central ‐             ‐            

13 Ingleside ‐             ‐            

14 Inner Sunset 1                 110           

15 Outer Sunset ‐             ‐            

TOTALS 29               3,483        
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Table 6 

Units Removed from Protected Status, 2008 Q3 – 2018 Q2 

Planning District
Condo 

Conversion
Demolition Ellis Out

Owner

Move‐In

Total Units 

Permanently 

Lost

1 Richmond 4                   26                 187               382               599                

2 Marina 11                 4                   38                 133               186                

3 Northeast 12                 11                 175               132               330                

4 Downtown ‐               68                 48                 4                   120                

5 Western Addition 7                   9                   34                 132               182                

6 Buena Vista 4                   5                   91                 125               225                

7 Central 18                 17                 95                 210               340                

8 Mission 2                   30                 260               251               543                

9 South of Market 3                   18                 36                 77                 134                

10 South Bayshore ‐               11                 12                 81                 104                

11 Bernal Heights 5                   24                 53                 105               187                

12 South Central ‐               64                 58                 344               466                

13 Ingleside ‐               37                 32                 129               198                

14 Inner Sunset 5                   15                 57                 111               188                

15 Outer Sunset ‐               74                 81                 306               461                

Totals 71                 413               1,257           2,522           4,263               
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Table 7 
Entitled and Permitted Units, 2018 Q2 

BoS District
Very Low 

Income

Low 

Income
Moderate TBD

Total 

Affordable 

Units

Net New 

Units

Total Affordable 

Units as % of 

Net New Units

1 Richmond ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             3                 0.0%

2 Marina ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             36               0.0%

3 Northeast ‐             ‐             8                 178             186             265             70.2%

4 Downtown ‐             60               73               ‐             133             1,578         8.4%

5 Western Addition ‐             ‐             ‐             3                 3                 264             1.1%

6 Buena Vista ‐             ‐             15               ‐             15               242             6.2%

7 Central ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             12               0.0%

8 Mission ‐             107             46               6                 159             968             16.4%

9 South of Market ‐             423             32               689             1,144         4,565         25.1%

10 South Bayshore ‐             ‐             72               168             240             4,935         4.9%

11 Bernal Heights ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             2                 0.0%

12 South Central ‐             307             ‐             ‐             307             608             50.5%

13 Ingleside ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             8                 0.0%

14 Inner Sunset ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             33               0.0%

15 Outer Sunset ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             2                 0.0%

TOTALS ‐             897             246             1,044         2,187         13,521       16.2%
 

 



RECEIVED

September 15, 2018
SEP 2 1 701

Subject: 2515 Broadway -Permit Application No. 2017.06.26.0318. CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CPC/HPC

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

I am the property owner that lives directly behind the Applicant at 2515 Broadway,
San Francisco. My address is 2650 Pacific Avenue.

I would like to express my concern about the needless disappearance of Mid-Block
Open Space that this project would produce. Because the Applicant proposes to
eliminate the cut-out in the rear wall of his house, we in the neighborhood lose a
va:~ab:e c~rr:rr~unity resource that is important to us all. I would ask hat an;~
proposed expansion continue to include the existing cut-out at the rear of the house.

I am also concerned that the extensive demolition shown in the plans indicate that

this is really a demolition permit application rather than what was submitted, an

alteration permit. This should not be allowed. The planning process should respect a
definition of "demolition" that is meaningful and understood by all. Otherwise the
planning process itself is meaningless.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, ~;J ~ e

C̀ ~~L ~ ~~e~~- ~

Carol G. Costigan
2650 Pacific Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94115

'" ~~` ~ G~--r, .l 9 ~ f1~~ ,,rte-~~ ~~'

~y~ V



~~cElvEo

SEp 18 2018
Cheryl Lea Hogan, M.A.

415-572-8231
clhogan3@gmail.com

CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CPC/HPC

September 13, 2018

To: The San Francisco Department of Public Works,
The San Francisco Planning Commission, the Board of Supervisors, and
The Mayor of San Francisco. London Breed.

RE: Permit # 18WR-0171, applicant is Verizon Wireless for a microwave
cell tower at 3529 Sacramento Street, San Francisco, California.

Good Morning. I have come before you today to speak about the unwise
decision to install amicrowave/cell tower outside the window so close
to where I live, and on the tree and SFPUC pole outside the window
where I live.

I implore you to listen to scientific advice from professors and scientists
not funded by large corporations about microwave towers. It would
behoove you to listen to these scientists rather than to funded research
from Verizon or other cell phone carriers. It would also behoove you to
not make decisions from antiquated building codes that were written
before the Communication Age. I am not protesting the aesthetics of
these microwave devices. I will be presenting to you scientific journal
articles about the health effects of microwaves. I would hope that after
hearing and reading these articles that you will then take guidance from
the wonderful town of Mill Valley, who has banned these new 5G
towers.

In this letter, I am not referring to the aesthetics of the cell tower nor am
I referring to whether the cell tower will fall. It very well might fall in
the wind and then have its microwaves redirected. I am referring only
to the health effects of the microwaves on the populace of the citizens of
San Francisco. I urge you here today to be an example for the rest of the
nation in your vote and in your decision as to whether or not a
microwave cell tower should be installed so near to a building where



people live. From my research, I have read that these cell towers should
not be closer than 300 meters from buildings where people live and
work.
After presenting my thoughts, I will provide you with copies of my
current research on this subject of microwaves so that you can better
make an informed scientific decision.

I assure you, I am not against scientific progress and the furtherance of
the recent wonderful communication devices that we use today in this
awesome era of the "New Communication Age." Much that was invented
in the mid-twentieth century is now available to the larger public. Bell
Laboratories was the hotbed of invention in the early to mid twentieth
century.

About now, you are probably wondering what qualifies me to present to
you today. My education is that I have a Bachelor of Science degree from
the University of Arizona, and I also have a Master of Arts degree. I am
the mother of two sons who live and work in San Francisco and the Bay
Area. One of my sons is a San Francisco Firefighter and my other son is a
jet pilot. Their health and safety is of utmost concern, as is the health
and safety of the other citizens here in San Francisco. I understand from
my research that these microwave/cell towers are forbidden on the
roofs of fire stations here in San Francisco. My most recent job was
doing backup research for a worker's compensation applicant doctor
concerning injuries in the workplace.

I am also the daughter of the late Clarence Lester Hogan, Ph.D. who was
an early scientist at Bell Laboratories. Dr. Hogan was inventing the
microwave gyrator, isolator, and circulator at Bell Laboratories during
the same years that William Shockley was inventing the transistor down
the hall at Bell Laboratories. Many of these inventions at Bell
Laboratories in the mid twentieth century would later open an entire
new era for the Computer Age and the Communication Age. Silicon
Valley was then born from the manufacture of these transistors,
communication devices, computers, cell phone, and microwave
communication devices. Everyone benefits from scientific progress,
both personally and economically. Dr. William Shockley went on to
receive the Nobel prize and Dr. Hogan went on to receive the Philips
award, the Pioneer award and he was honored by the IET in London.



Other scientists to receive this prestigious award from the IET were
Alexander Graham Bell, Thomas Edison, and Michael Faraday. The early
Silicon Valley was born here in California with several "startups" by six
very talented men, many who escaped from Europe during the second
world war. The future of the Communication Age was in its infancy.

I mention these two scientists for you to get a perspective about how
academia, science, and corporations in Silicon Valley are very much
intertwined. The corporations fund the universities, and then the
students when they graduate go on to work at some of these very same
corporations. There is a long history in the Bay Area of the very
important financial agreements of the corporations and the academic
institutions. I do not refer to skewed research. I refer to pure research
without the "the bureaucratic supervision that rides herd over the
government sponsored research in America's universities." (Clarence
Lester Hogan, PH.D. 1984),I do not refer to research that is paid for or
funded by corporations to put them in a better light to the public. I
speak about free research where the professors and students can
present their findings in a true and scientific way. Students who were
and are talented can benefit from the economic advantages of the
corporations funding their education. No one benefits if the
corporations and government demand a certain outcome in this
scientific research.
Along came the government. The government began only funding
research that agreed with the political powers to be. The corporations
began using their lobbying efforts to influence government. What
happened to pure research of independent voices and independent
universities needing funding too?
Dr. Hogan was instrumental in the early Silicon Valley when he had
CEO's from Silicon Valley over to his house and he seated these Titans of
Industry next to Berkeley, and Stanford professors. They spoke during
these dinners and Voila! The professor got their needed funding,
without strings attached. Dr. Hogan, having been a Harvard professor,
really understood the financial needs of an underpaid professor and he
also understood the need for funding of critical research at the
universities. He was and had been Vice President of Motorola (a grand
communication corporation and fabricator of transistors) and he was
also President of Fairchild Camera Inc.



Now, you are thinking why am I telling you this. I am telling you this for
you to know that in the past there was a very healthy agreement
between scientific endeavors at the universities, and the corporate
funding of this research. What happened later when the corporations
only funded or published research that skewed the truth, or put their
corporations in a better light to the public? What happened when the
corporations lobbied Congress and coerced them to only give grants
that would agree with the corporations' views? What happened when
the Congress members and Senators voted according to their agenda
and did not make decisions based on the pure research of science.?

I now give you a quote. On August 27, 1984 Dr. C. Lester Hogan, along
with many other colleagues testified before the Joint Economic
Committee of Congress, 98t'~ Congress, Second Session, when many
Congress members came to Silicon Valley in Cupertino to gain advice
from the then Presidents of Intel, Ask Computers, AMD, National,
Fairchild and other prominent corporations. I urge you to read this
document as it is very relevant now in this age, for advice on
immigration, foreign worker status, business, economics, law, science,
inventions and other issues that are still debated now.
"So, if Congress is truly interested in strengthening the scientific base
upon which our technology is founded, then I suggest one of the most
useful things you can do is remove some of the bureaucratic supervision
that rides herd over the government sponsored research in America's
universities". C. Lester Hogan, Ph.D.

Now, let's get back to the permit in question: Permit number
18WR-0171. The pole upon which the microwave/cell tower is
tentatively to be built is owned by San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission. I was told by the Department of Public Works that the
pole is actually on the property line of 3529 and 3533/3535 Sacramento
Street.

I understand that Verizon has a tentative permit. Construction of
insertion of a fiber optic cable was, to my knowledge started on August
23, 2018. My dog woke me up barking when she heard the workers on
the sidewalk at 11 p.m. at night. Are there rules about starting a project
before a final permit is issued? Are there rules about working noisily
and with bright lights on the street or sidewalk in neighborhoods after



regular working hours.... Way past 10 p.m.? The worker, Rob Hamilton
of Pinnacle that night told me that the city would not allow their
company to work during the day because of traffic. I didn't see any
traffic on the sidewalk, nor do I see traffic on the sidewalk during the
day. Rob Hamilton said that he and the workers were installing fiber
optic cables that would later connect to the microwave cell tower. I
asked to see a permit. He was unable to produce a permit. Rob
Hamilton's supervisor was also unable to produce a permit. Rob
Hamilton's supervisor also said he didn't have a business card. The
license plate on the truck was from out of state. Included here is a photo
of one of the license plates of the various trucks. I was then told that
Extranet hired Pinnacle to do this nightly work and that Verizon had
hired Extranet. On another day more workers came to work on this
project on the sidewalk. Some policemen were called the night of August
23, 2018 to investigate and said that the workers had "permission". I
asked to see the permit that the workers might have shown a police
officer. No worker at Pinnacle could find a referral to a permit on their
computers.

I subsequently called the Department of Public Works on another day
and spoke to Leo Palacios and asked him who owned the pole upon
which this microwave cell tower was to be installed. He said he didn't
know and suggested that I call the applicant, Verizon. I did not call
Verizon. I then refrained my question and asked Mr. Palacios if I were to
fly a balloon on the pole and perhaps needed a permit to do so, how
would I find out who owned the pole so that I would know who to pay
for the rental of the pole. He said he would get back to me. He did get
back to me and then he told me that SFPUC owned the pole. Thus, I am
supposing that Verizon is paying SFPUC for the rental of the pole.
Correct me if I am wrong.

Now, let's get on with the research surrounding and published about
microwave/cell towers. I will start with explaining exactly what a cell
phone is. It is a small microwave two- way radio. The cell phone
transmits and receives a signal to and from the microwave/cell tower.
Some communication devices transmit and receive signals from earth to
a satellite.



In recent years, Verizon and other communication carriers have been
installing microwave towers in urban areas on apartment building
roofs, rooftops of schools, and other buildings in the cities. Landlords of
these buildings and schools are paid thousands of dollars a month from
the various communication corporations for the right to install these
devices on the various rooftops. I am sure you are aware of this as you
at the building and planning, and public works departments also have to
agree to these installations as you provide the building permits.

I include for you now in the stack of research presented with this essay:
"Exposure Limits: The underestimation of absorbed cell phone
radiation, especially in children". Electromagnetic Biology and Medicine:
Vo131, No.1.

I also include for your reading: Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields:
Mild hyperthermia and safety standards. Science Direct.

I include here also an article entitled the "Dangers of Living near cell
phone towers Raised", printed by the East county Magazine.

For the next article, I include an article from the Wall Street Journal.
"WSJ reports one in 10 cell phone towers violate radiation safety rules."
The authors found at the time of writing the article 300,000 cell phone
tower locations and "one in ten violates the rules. "

I also include here Cell Tower Health Risks. This article mentions the
effects of lower milk production in cows that lived near the cell tower.
The cows were moved away from the cell tower and milk production
increased. The cows were moved back near the cell tower and milk
production again decreased. The residents of an apartment in London
who lived on the top floor of where a cell tower was installed on the
roof, experienced 10 times the national average for cancer.

One of the articles that I read indicated that these cell phone towers
should not be within 300 meters of buildings where people live and
work.

For those of you inclined to read about the Federal Communications
Commission, I suggest the book:



Alster, Norm. "Captured Agency: How the Federal Communications
Commission is dominated by the industries it presumably regulates."
Cambridge, MA: Edmund J. Safra Center for Ethics, Harvard University,
2015. "

"In all CTIA, Verizon, AT&T, T Mobile USA, and Sprint spent roughly
145 million dollars in lobbying in 2013."
"Overall, the communication/electronics sector is one of Washington's
super heavy weight lobbyists, spending nearly 800 million dollars in
2013-14 according to CRP data."

"As a result, consumer safety, health and privacy, along with
consumer wallets have all been overlooked, sacrificed, or raided
due to unchecked industry influence.... Most insidious of all, the
wireless industry has been allowed to grow unchecked and
virtually unregulated, with fundamental questions on public health
impact routinely ignored. Industry control, in the case of wireless
health issues, extends beyond Congress and Regulators to basic
scientific research. And in an obvious echo of the hardball tactics of
the tobacco industry, the wireless industry has backed up its
economic and political power by stonewalling on public relations
and bullying potential threats into submission with its huge
standing army of lawyers. In this way, a coddled wireless industry
intimidated and silenced the City of San Francisco, while running
roughshod over local opponents of its expansionary
infrastructure."

We all know about the government cutting of funding to credible
scientists if they don't agree with the current government's viewpoint.
This is well known in the scientific community.

Let me digress here a moment and tell a little story about when I was a
young teenager and studying civics. I came home and discussed this
with my father and told him what I had learned in school and that there
were these people in Washington called Senators and Congress people
and that my teacher had told me that these people in Washington wrote
the laws. My father's response was this. " My dear young daughter let



me explain something to you. The corporations give money to those
people in Washington and those people in Washington then write the
laws accordingly." I, a young inquisitive daughter then replied. "Well
then, Dad, how do you know who to give the money to? I mean which
political party?" He then replied, "That's easy. Whoever is in power at
the time. That's who we give the money to. We want to sell our
transistors." He never mentioned the word "lobby" but he did explain
the concept very well. Being a bit of an upstart, I suppose I went back to
school and explained this alternate idea to my teacher. Has anything
changed? Has everything gotten worse? By now, I suppose you might be
shocked at explaining such bluntness to a young person, or by now you
may be thinking No, No , No , not my god, not my Republican or
Democrat god. Yes, yours, I am sad to say. You are now thinking, "for
sure my party is loyal to me and wouldn't lead me astray." Yes, I am sad
to say, they would. What's that old song, "Money, money, money, makes
the world go ̀round."
As a scientist, C. Lester Hogan, PH.D. honored the facts and scientific
research. As a vice president and later CEO of another Silicon Valley
company he knew how the game was played with the politicians. His
obituary in the New York Times actually headlined, "Harvard Professor
who fought Motorola and won, has died."

Back to the research.... I have made copies for you all and underlined,
scored or starred various paragraphs for your ease and speed of
"digesting" all this in a timely fashion. I have only been given about 10
days notice about the upcoming meeting to discuss these matters. I
really don't know how long Verizon has known about the September 24
meeting at City Hall. Do you know when Verizon was notified of the
Sept. 24 meeting so that their lawyers could get all their "ducks in a
row"? None of the neighbors met with Verizon for a meeting about this.
I understand that in your Public Works Codes that Verizon was
supposed to meet with the neighbors. A small notice was tacked onto a
tree near 3529 and 3499 Sacramento. One of the neighbors didn't read
it as the print was so small. He thought it might have been a private
notice or just a lost dog notice. Or maybe is was just a building permit
for a personal building? I do not know who received letters from
Verizon here on Sacramento Street.

Back to the research articles:



"Top House and Senate recipients of cellular industry campaign
contributions."
"It all begins with passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
legislation once described.... As "the most lobbied bill in history." Late
lobbying won the wireless industry enormous concessions from
lawmakers, many of them major recipients of industry hard and soft
dollar contributions. Congressional staffers who helped lobbyists write
the new law did not go unrewarded. Thirteen of fifteen staffers later
became lobbyists themselves."

"In preempting local zoning authority-along with the public's right to
guard its own safety and health-Congress unleashed an orgy of
infrastructure build-out. Emboldened by the government green light
and the vast consumer appetite for wireless technology, industry has
had a free hand in installing more than 300,000 sites. Church steeples,
schoolyards, school rooftops, even trees can house these facilities.

"One RF engineer who has worked on more than 3,000 rooftop sites
found vast evidence of non-compliance. Marvin Wessel estimates that
"10-20%exceed allowed radiation standards." "With 30,000 rooftop
antenna sites across the U.S. that would mean that as many as 6,000 are
emitting radiation in violation of FCC standards." Often, these emissions
can be 600% or more of allowed exposure levels, according to Wessel.

A 2013 study by the Indian scientists S. Sivani and D. Sudarsanam
reports. "Based on current available literature, it is justified to conclude
that RF-EMF (electromagnetic fields) radiation exposure can change
neurotransmitter functions, blood-brain barrier, morphology,
electrophysiology, cellular metabolism, calcium efflux, and gene and
protein expression in certain types of cells even at lower intensities."

"Cell phone Towers are the Largest Contributor to Environmental
Radiofrequency Radiation." (article included here in this document)

Berkeley Cell Phone "Right to Know" Ordinance: Media Coverage.
http: //bit.ly/berkeleycellordinance

Industry-funded Scientists Undermine Cell Phone Radiation Science



"How Big Wireless Made Us Think That Cell Phones Are Safe: A Special
Investigation"
The disinformation campaign-and massive radiation increase-behind
the 5G rollout.
Mark Hertsgaard and Mark Dowie, THE NATION, March 29, 2018.

Epidemiological Evidence for a Health risk from Mobile Phone Base
Stations: International Journal of Occupational and Environmental
Health: Vol. 16, No. 3 "Human populations are increasingly exposed
to microwave/radiofrequency (RF) emissions from wireless
communication technology, including mobile phones and their
base stations. By searching PubMed, we identified a total of 10
epidemiological studies that assessed for putative health effects of
mobile phone base stations. Seven of these studies explored the
association between base station proximity and neurobehavioral
effects and three investigated cancer. We found that eight of the 10
studies reported increased prevalence of adverse neurobehavioral
symptoms or cancer in populations living at distances < 500
meters from base stations. None of the studies reported exposure
above accepted international guidelines, suggesting that current
guidelines maybe inadequate in protecting the health of human
populations. We believe that comprehensive epidemiological
studies of long term mobile phone base station exposure are
urgently required to more definitely understand its health impact."

Health Effects of living near mobile phone base transceiver station
(BTS)antennae: a report from Isfahan, Iran: Electromagnetic
Biology and Medicine: Vol. 33, No. 3. "Background: In recent years,
by tremendous use of mobile phone telecommunication, agrowing
concern about the possible health hazards has increased greatly
among public and scientists. The mobile phone exposure has been
shown to have many effects upon the immune functions,
stimulating hormones, mammalian brain, sperm motility and
morphology, and neurological pathologies syndrome. The aim of
this study was to find out the psychological and psychobiological
reactions of the people who are living near mobile phone base
transceiver station (BTS) antenna, in Isfahan, Iran.
Results: The results showed that most of the symptoms such as
nausea, headache, dizziness, irritability, discomfort, nervousness,



depression, sleep disturbance, memory loss and lowering of libido
were statistically significant in the inhabitants living near the BTS
antenna (<300m distances) compared to those living far from the
BTS antenna (>300 m). Conclusion: It is suggested that cellular
phone BTS antenna should not be sited closer than 300 m to
populations to minimize exposure of the neighbors."

" Reassessment of Federal Communications Commission
Radiofrequency Exposure Limits and Policies: (Proceeding Number 13-
84) Part 1: The FCC's obsolete RF exposure limits are twenty years old.
The current request for public input is four years old. The FCC is not
likely to act on the current submissions until it addresses a similar
request issued in 2003. " "Last year a Harvard publication exposed how
industry captured the FCC. "As a captured agency, the FCC is a prime
example of institutional corruption. Officials in such institutions do not
need to receive envelopes bulging with cash. But even their most well-
intentioned efforts are often overwhelmed by a system that favors
powerful private influences, typically at the expense of public interest."

Please refer to "Cell Tower Health Effects" April 30, 2018. There is an
extensive list of review papers and an extensive bibliography. "Federal
regulations protect the public only from the thermal (i. e. heating) risk
due to short-term exposure to high intensity, cell tower radiation. The
Federal regulations ignore the hundreds of studies that find harmful
bio-effects from long-term exposure to non-thermal levels of cell phone
radiation."
"The Telecommunications Act of 1996 does not allow communities
to stop the siting of cell towers for health reasons. Nevertheless,
landlords maybe liable for any harm caused by cell phone
radiation emitted by towers situated on their property. "

April 26, 2018. Scientists and Doctors Demand Moratorium on 5G.
"International Society of Doctors for the Environment Support 5G
Moratorium" (See attached printout)

I implore you now to make the correct and most ethical decision with
the knowledge that you now have and vote for the safety of the citizens
of San Francisco and set an example, as the town of Mill Valley has, to



the rest of the Nation as San Francisco has been known to do in other
matters for the welfare of the people living here in this great city. Do not
succumb to any promises of money or false statements from any
corporate entity. That maybe difficult for any of you who are wishing
for a large campaign contribution. I hope you have heard me here today.

Let's not have this be a Millenium Tower disaster where digging to the
"bedrock" of the issue wasn't done. You now have been given some
scientific facts. Read them, use them, be influenced by them. After all,
this is the "Grand Communication Age and Information Age." Don't be
accused later of having to say, "Oops, we just didn't know. We didn't
have the facts. We weren't told or warned by the doctors, physicists,
engineers, and scientific community about microwaves." I urge you to
call a physicist, scientist, or professor that is not paid by industry.
I have started an important conversation with you today. Do read and
listen to the scientific research that I have presented to you today.

Maybe all we say today doesn't matter. I just received an email today
stating that the FCC is trying to take your decision making powers away
and to take my rights away as they will make all these decisions. The
deadline to protest against the FCC was last week.

Regards,
~,

~~ 
. ,

Cheryl Lea Hogan,. .A.
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 cer$ification process

has beep approved by the Federal Commu~oica~sohs C
orr~rnissioh (FCC) Gaut

is not employed ~o certify cell phones. In the Unified S
tates, the FCC

dete~rrriines maximum allowed expos~~es. zany co~arnt
ries, especially

European Uhion rrr~embers, ease the "guidelines" of I~n
t~~ha$ional

Comrmission o~n ~lon-Ionizing Radiation P~-otec~ion 
(IC~91RP), a ion

governmental agency. Radiofr~quency (RF) exposur
e to a head srnalle~

tharn SANi will absorb a relatively high~rr SAR. Also, S
AM uses a fluid

having the average electrical properrties of the head 
that canho~ indicate

differential absorption of specific [orai~ tissue, nor 
absorption in childreh
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Bruce Kushnick is fhe 6cecutiva Director of New Nety✓orks Ins6fufe (NNI), which was established in 1992, and a
 founding

member of the IRREGULATORS, and has been a 
telecommunications analyst and visionary forover35 ye

ars. During his career

he has predicted That the addition of new technolog
ies and networks would change the way we used th

e phone netwod~s and he

helped launch numerous interactive informaEion mark
ets and services that have now becrom2 commonpla

ce.

http://netiare i~^rc r Ew. comla bout-b ru ce-kushni c;J
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Captured agency: Doer✓ f6se ~Es~~P~l Cmc~sm~nica~eons Coene~ei~~6o~ 6s ~9oeavaaa~C~d ~y f
h~

in~fu~~~i~~ if presu~a~Py~ r~gula~~s

Alster, Nonn. C~p4ur~=d agency: Hot^r 4he Fe~°2ra! Comm
unicafivns Commission is dominated by the in

dust,irs it

presumably regula4es. Cambridge, MA: Edmund J. 
Safra Center for Ethics, Harvard University. 2015.

PDF: htt~:libit.lylFCCc~ptured (free)

Kindle: h(tp:l/arnzn.to/1S~ThCU ($0.99 —check out 
the book reviews)

FCC filing: ht+p:/lbit.lylFCCcagturedagenc;

Inteoduc4ion

This expose provides insight into how the FCC became
 a victim of regulatory capture by industry and the 

implications of these

cortupting influences for our health and safety, our 
privacy, and our wallets.

This book concludes with a series of recommendati
ons by its author, Norm Alster, an investigative journ

alist, who has wrttten for

the New York Timas, Forbes, Business Week, and 
Investors Business Daily. He wrote this book while 

serving as a journalism

fellow with the investigafive Journalism Project at H
arvard University.

Following are some excerpts that pertain to the wire
less radiation industry and its corrupting influences 

on the FCC. 1 encourage

you to read Mr. Alsters entire treatise.

c' , Joel FA. fRosF:a:~ 'tz, t~i~.D.

Director
Centerfor Family and Community Health

School of Puhlic Healh

~,~ lJniversity of California, Qariceley
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A detailed look st FCC aciions—and non uc~ions—shows that over fhe years the 
FCC has granted tha v~ireless industry pretty

much what it has ~;~an4ed.

Money—and lots of it—h2s played a part ... In a!I, CTIA, Verizon, ATRT, T-Mobile
 USA, and Sprint spent roughly X45 million

lobbying in 2013.Overall, the Comrnunicztions/ElecJonics sector is one of Washin
gton's super hea+n~weight lobbyis4s, spenliing

nearly $800 million in 2013-2014, according to CRP data.

As a result, consumer safety, health, and pm~acy, along with consumer wallets, ha
ve all been o~:•erlooked, sacrificed, or.aided

due to unchec!ced industry influence .... ti,ost insidious of all, the wireless industry
 has been alloeved to grow unchecked and

virtually unregulated, with fundamental questions on public health impact routinel
y ignored. Industry control, in the Case of

wireless health issues, extends beyond Congress and regulators to basic scientifi
c research. And in an obvious echo of the

hardball tactics of the tobacco industry, the vrireless industry has backed up its ec
onomic and political power by sioneeralling on

public relations and bullying potential threats into submission with its huge standin
g army of lau+r~ers. In this way, a coddled

wireless industry intimidated and silenced the City of San Francisco, while runnin
g roughshod o~~er local opponents of its

expansionary infrastn:cture.

... Currently presiding over the FCC is Tom W~~~efzr, a man who has led Fhe two
 most posv2riul industry lobbying Groups: C i IA

and NCTA. It is ̀ h~neeler~aho once supervised a $25 million industr/-funded rese
arch e~fort on •.+tireless health e~recis. f3ui ~.v~~en

handpicked research leader George Carlo concluded that wireless radiation c+id 
raise the risE< of brain tumors, N.'heele~s CTIA

allegedly rushed to muNle the message. "You do the science. I'll taI<e care of 
the politics," Carlo recalls Wheeler saying.

~sznt~ic: Ting s~vo;vi9i~ door tt~~vr 3s~ lire [~C~ ant3 inc~~sdry

Tom ~Ni~eeler, former Head c'f CTIa ~ NCTA, is now FCC Chzir.

~vierediih Ah•;cil Barer, iorm~r FCC Cenmissioner, is no^~ head or CTIA.

~Uiich~el Poar~ll, former FCC Chair, is no~ri head of NCTA.

Jonathan AdeEsiein, former FCC Commissioner, is nova head of PCIA, the V
~Irreless Infrastructure Association.

Gc~~.~ics: iQa'r~ouse and 3c~aL, reci~i~sau of c~llu!ae inclr~s~iy ca~p;o
ign eortrohuYsors

It all begins with massage of the Telecommunications Act of 1990, legislatio
n once described ... as'Yhe most lobbied bill in

history." La[e lobbying won the wireless industry enormous concessions from law
makers, many of them mzjor recipiznfs of

industry hard and soft dollar contributions. Congressional staffers who helped 
lobbyists write the new law did not go unrewarded.

Thirteen of fifteen staffers later became lobbyists themselves.

In preempting local zoning authority—along with the public's right to guard its 
own safety and health--Congress unleashed an

orgy of infrastructure build-out. Emboldened by the government green light 
and the vast consumer appetite for wireless

technology, industry has had a free hand in installing more than 300,000 si
tes. Church steeples, schoolyards, school rooftops,

even trees can house these facilities.

Ina 2010 review of research on the biological effects of exposure to radiation from
 cell tower base stations, B. 6!a(c~ Levitt end

Henry Lai found that "some research does exist to warrant caution in infrastructu
re siting" ....

Beyond epidemiological studies, research on a wide range of living things raises 
further red flags. A 2013 study by the Indian

scientists S. Sivani and D. Sudarsanam reports: "Based on current availabl
e literature, it is justified to conGude that RF-EMF

[electromagnetic fields] radiation exposure can change neurotransmitter fu
mctions, blood-brain barrier, morphology,

electrophysiology, cellular metabolism, calcium efflux, and gene and protein 
expression in certain types of cells even at lower

intensities."

... Citing other studies~ften industry-funded—that fail to establish health 
effects, the wireless industry has dismissed such

concerns. The FCC has typically echoed that position.

... since the passage of the 1996 law, the very opposite has occurted. Again and
 again both Congress and the FCC have opted

to stiffen—rather than loosen—federal preemption over local zoning authority ....

.., would consumers` embrace of cell phones and Wi-~i be quite so ardent if the 
wireless industry, enabled by its Washington

errand boys, hadn't so consistently stonewalled on evidence and substitut
ed Iegal intimidation for honest inquiry?

The FCC in 1997 sent the message it has implicitly endorsed and conveyed ever
 since: study health effects all you want. It

doesn't matter what you find. The build-out of wireless cannot be blocked o
r slowed by fiealth issues.

... federal preemption is granted to pretty much any wireless outfit onjust o
ne simple wndition: its installations must comply with

FCC radiation emission standards. In view of this generous carte blanche t
o move radiation equipment into neighborhoods,

schoolyards and home rooftops, one would thinkthe FCC would at the very leas
t diligently enforce its own emission standards.

But that does not appear to be the case.

Indeed, one RF engineer who has wori<ed on more than 3,000 rooftop sites foun
d vast evidence ofnon-compliance. Marvin

Wessel estimates that "10 to 20%exceed allowed radiation standards." With
 30,000 rooftop antenna sites across the U.S. that

would mean that as many as 6,000 are emitting radiation in violation of FCC stan
dards. Often, these emissions can be 600% or

more of allowed exposure levels, according to Wessel.

The best ally of industry and the FCC on this (and other) issues may be pu
blic ignorance

An online poll conducted for this project asked 202 respondents to rate the
 likelihood of a series of statements ... there was one

statement of indisputable fact: "The U.S. Congress forbids local communities fro
m considering health effects when deciding

whether to issue zoning permits for v+ireless antennae," the statement said.

Though this is a stone cold fact that the wireless industry, the FCC and the 
courts have all turned into harcl and inesppable

reality for local authorities, just 1.5% of all poll respondents replied that it was 
"definitely true."
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., -, ~' ~;~_ ~ _ The Federal Communications Commission estimates ghat millions of these

wireless transmitters will be built in our rights-of-way, directly in front of 
our homes.

~~ ; , i ~.,_ - ; :; _: --• ~- ~., - _ ~ ~ 5G will not only utilize current 3G and 4G wireless

frequencies already in use but also add higher frequency — submil
limeter and millimeter waves — in order to transmit data at

superfast speeds.

~. _ . . . Communities are being stripped of their right to make decisions about this new

technology. "Streamlining" means almost automatic approval. Publ
ic notice and public hearings are being eliminated. Bven if

every homeowner on the block opposes the antennas on their street, 
the opposition will be disregarded.

r i_1~ - - _ r' ~ Over 200 scientists and doctors issued a declaration calling

for amoratorium onthe increase of 5G cell antennas citing human hea
lth effects and impacts to wildlife.

~ ~ ,.
t ~ ,

-- ~~ ~ ~ a Peer reviewed, published science indicates
... 

£ i3J.. _. ... ~.. ,_ ... ..

that exposures to wireless radiation can increase cancer risk, alter bra
in development and damage sperm. Most people

are unaware that wireless technology was never tested for long-term 
safety, that children are more vulnerable and that the

accumulated scientific evidence shows harm.

~'v~~r~.as~ci "f~o~.~:~' y ~,t~'=?~ s~.: Studies show property values drop up to
 20% on homes near cell towers. Would you buy a home

withaminicelltowerintheyard?P~ t~;r~s~ s~,~ ~ :ir,~~- ru+;~~ ~ i~,~ • ~, ~

- • ;-. ~t '~ ~ ~ :;• ̀ . ~~ _~esx s~°ve,~~ ;:r~~ ~ ~~~ , ~ _ ~~r . . Unions have already filed comments

that workers were injured, unaware they were working near transm
itting antennas. How will HVAC workers, window washers,

and tree cutters be protected? The heavy large equipment cabinets mo
unted on poles along our sidewalks also present new

hazards. Cars run into utility poles, often, what then? - i ±. < ~ , ,

f:i ~ r ":. ~ ~i[ _. ~. Worldwide, many regions are investing in wired fiberoptic connections w
hich are are safer,

faster, more reliable, provide greater capacity, and are more cyber-
secure. Read ' _

;~ ' ' by the National Institute for Science, Law &Public Policy

CnVGn~nlo~11~~~N~~o~lJ ~~

-. ,. ~ ~ ~ .:~ ~ •- ' _ Wireless antennas emit microwaves —non-ionizing racliofrequency ~ adiation

— and essentially function as cell lowers. Each insiallaiioi3 can Iiav~ over
 a ihousa~~d aniennas iha~ ale ~:rans,nitciag

simultaneously.



Physicists found that the higher millimeter frequencies intended for 5G use are

preferential~y absorbed into the sweat duct at much higher rates than other organ

tissues. Read two published studies ' '. .; t ̀  - • ~ ~i' i
~. ~ ~ ~ <

~~6~e _ .. ~ .:'~,.

Millimeter frequencies have the capacity to cause a severe burning sensation in the

skin and are used by the U.S. Department of Defense in c ~•o~ 'cry. lr~~l ~. •~ ~ called

.-`:dive i.c,~ :' ~~r~ie ~ .

t

The NTP ;' male rats exposed for two years to cell phone radiation

developed significantly increased gliomas (brain cancer) and schwann cell tumors,

the very same types of tumors increased inlong-term human cell phone users. P~IH/

NTP results states "eJcposure to RFR has the potential to induce

measurable DNA damage under certain exposure conditions:' ':~ , ~ ,

A published study compared pzople living close and far From cell antennas and found

people living closer to cellular antennas had changes in blood that predicts cancer

development. Read ~:; ~ ~.. _ ~ . Read a C'+_ ~ i ~,~. • ~r+ .~

_ . _ _ - ~t_ , .-...

Scientific literature documents evidence of nonthermal cellular damage from wireless

radiation used in telecommunicarions to DNA integrity, cellular membranes, gene

e~cpression, protein synthesis, neuronal function, the blood brain barrier, melatonin

production, sperm damage and immune dysfunction. €t{~ r "•

Published research finds the frequencies alter bird navigation and disturb honeyUee

colonies. R ~•~ h e,{i ~. ~r i ,

G ~~~U1 @CC~~S

~ ~
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C;3it~~t~.t IOC , state and federal elected officials in person.

Slza~•e this information with your friends, family and community.

f~s1~ for government policy that reduces RFR exposure to the public.

Citizens in all states must organize and take action to halt

legislation that increases cell antennas in neighborhoods.

,;~ .~, K.nory

Street lights
Trashcans
Utilitypoles

o Bus stops
Sides of buildings

t: - -
Increased radiation near homes
Refrigerator-sized equipment cabinet
Drop in property values
Taller poles
Futures weigh hundreds oFpounds

_, ~_~ ~ -

"Ifradiofrequency emissions from wireless handsets

or equipment on our wireless infrastructure are

demonstrated to cause negative health effects, potential

future claims could adversely affect our operations,

costs or revenues... We currently do not maintain any

significant insurance with respect to these matters:'

horn Crown Castle, Verizon and other

v~ireless companies.

'An Egyptian study confirmed concerns that living

nearby mobile phone base stations increased the risk for

developing:
Headaches

J Memory problems
a Dizziness
Depression

o Sleep problems"

AAP on - i ;

"There is a substantial body of evidence

that this technology is harmful to humans and the

environment. The 5G millimeter wave is lmown to heat

the eyes, skin and testes... Of particular concern are the

most wlnerableamong us —the unborn, children, the

infirm, the elderly and the disabled. It is also e~cpected that

populations of bees and birds will drastically decline:'

~ ._ . .: LeitE:.

a Headaches
Sperm damage

o Altered brain development
Depression

• Neurological symptoms
• Hormone changes
• Memory problems
• Sleep problems
a Cancer
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Bruce Kushnick, HuffPost, Nov 9, 2017 (Part 1 of 2)

https:l/v~nvw.hu~ngtonpost.comlentry/ihe-corporate-t2keover-of-the-trump-fco-is-in-full_us_5a0h1 fb3s <b055de8o03Sab0

Yh~ ~rurnp-ACC-~,~&T~~~ ~+8. Ps~n: the I~asadiou~ "~Fae~l off Mir-~oe~a~n~„

Bruce Kushnicic, HuffPost, Nov 10, 2017 (Part 2 of 2)

https:!!vr,^Nd.hu~?inatonposLcom/entrylthe-trump-fcc-att-et-ai-plan-the-insidious-wheel_us_5aQ55a13e ;b0ee$ec3694D81

Bruce fCushnick is the Executive Director of New Networks Institute (NNI), which was established in 1992, and a founding

member of the IRREGULATORS, and has been a telecommunications analyst and visionary for over 35 years. During his career

he has predicted that the addition of new technologies and networks would change the way we used the phone ~ehvorics and 
he

helped launch numerous interactive information markets and services that have now become commonplace.

hitp: Unevmeta~rc r;s. c;o m!c bout-bru ce-kushnicRl

June 26, 2015

J Ca~fur~d ac~earcy: 6~9oir✓ ghe ~~~e~~! Coav'ae~unic~gimaas Cmartmis~eon 6s afoev~i~e~~~d &~y ~Gv~

1~ iet~usf~ies 6g pre~eeorea&~ly v~~eeP~ges

Alster, Norm. CapWred agency: Hour the Fedesal Communications Commission is dominaQed by the industries i1

presumablyregula4es. Cambridge, MA: Edmund J. Safra Center for Ethics, Harvard University. 2015.

PDF: http:!/biLI /FCCcapfured (free)

Kindle: hfip://amz~.to/1SQThCU ($0.99 —check out the book reviews)

FCC filing: hltp:i/6it.Iy/FCCcapturedayency

Introduction

This expose provides insight into how the FCC became a victim of regulatory capture by industry and the implications of th
ese

corrupting influences for our health and safety, our privacy, and our wallets.

This book concludes with a series of recommendations by its author, N, corm Alstelr,an investigafivejoumalist, who has written for

the New York Times, Forbes, Business Week, and Investor's Business Daily. He wrote this book while serving as a journalism

fellow with the Investigative Journalism Project at Harvard University.

Following are some excerpts that pertain to the wireless radiation industry and its corrupting influences on the FCC. I encou
rage

you to read Mr. Alsters entire treatise.

,~<a Jeel CJI. C°osEiOlYY2, F°ki.D.
," Director

Cenierfor Family and Community Health
;, 4 School of Puolic Health

University of California, f3erkeiey
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A detailed loofc 2t FCC sc4ions—and non-uCions—shows that over tfie years the FCC has granted the ~.direless industry ~re~ly

much whit it has ~.vanted.

Money—and lo,s of it has played a hart ... In all, CTIA, Verizon, AT& I , T-talobile USA, and Sprint spent roughly X45 million

lobbying in 2013.Overall, the Communications/Electronics sector is one of Washington's super heavyweight lobbyists, sp2rtcJing

nearly $800 million in 2013-2014, according to CRP data.

As a result, wnsumer safety, health, and privacy, Tong with consumerwallets, have all been o~•erlooi:ed, sacrinc~d, Qr raided

due to unchecked industry influence .... Nlost insidious of all, the wireless industry has been allowed to grow unchzcked snd

virtually unregulated, vrith fundamental questions on public health impact routinely ignored. Indusiry control, in the case of

wireless health issues, e:dends beyond Congress and regulators to basic scientific research. And in an obvious echo of the

hardball tactics of the tobacco industry, the ~=rirelass industry has backed up its economic and political pourer by stonewalling on

public relations and bullying potential threats into submission with its huge standing arny of la•.vyers. In this way, a coddled

wireless industry intimidated and silenced the Ci~j of San Francisco, ~vnile running roughshod over local opponents of its

e;:pansionary infr4structure.

... Currently presiding over the FCC is Tom V~~~eefer, a man who has led the tv:o most pov+erful industry lobbying groups: CTIA ̂ ~

and NCTA. It is ̀A'heel~r vvho once supervised a $25 million industry-fi;n~led research eiori on wireless heal,h eii,=cts. Eut vrhen

handpicked research leader George Carlo concluded that v✓fireless r&diction did raise the risk of brain tumors, ~Mteefefis CTIA

allegedly rushed fo muffle the message. '^(ou do the science. I'll take cFre of ih~ politics," Carb recalls Wheeler saying.

~+_~

c~~~~}~~~~: ; ~-,~ E~~~:oh,'fiiC~j C~ODr' ~~ ,_ _ : 7 chi? {=~c ~~d ~~,c!<<s~;,,

Tom V~.7laeler, fomzr Heed of CTIA ~ hCTA, is nosv FCC Chair.

~isr~ditn A~::all Ba::er, former FCC Cormissione~, is ncvl head of CTIA.

Michael Posv211, former FCC Chair, is nori head of NCTA.

Jonathan Adel,tein, former FCC Commissioner, is now head of PCIA, the Wireless Infras4rucfure Assoc;a€ion.

G~a~iSi~es: Yap t•7o~ss2 and Sena€e r~cig~ienis of cel6ulas i~cl~s~y ca;i~aign cosatvif~~iio~.~

It all begins r✓ith passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1936, legislation once described ... ~s'Yhe most lobbied bill in

history." Late lobbying vfon the wireless industry enormous concessions from lawma!<ers, many of them major reapients of

industry hard and soft dollar contributions. Congressional staffers vrho helped lobbyists write the new law did not yo unrev✓arded.

Thirteen of fifteen staffers later became lobbyists themselves. "'

In preempting local zoning authority—along with the public's right to guard its own safety and health—Congress unleashed an

orgy of infrastructure build-out. Emboldened by the government green light and the vast consumer appetite for vriraless

technology, industry has had a free hand in installing more than 300,000 sites. Church steeples, schoolyards, school rooftops,

even trees can house these facilities. i

Ina 2010 review of research on the biological effects of exposure to radiation from cell tower base stations, B. Blatce Levitt and

Henry Lai found that "some research does east to warrant caution in infrasWcture siting" ....

,---- 9

Be and e idemiolo ical studies, research on a vride ran e of livin thin s raises further red fla s. A 2013 stud b the Indian L~"~
Y P 9 9 9 9 9 Y y ~,d~

scientists S. Sivani and D. Sudarsanam reports: "Based on current available literature, it is justified to conGude that RF-EMF ~~~"~

[electromagnetic fields] radiation exposure can change neurotransmitterfunctions, blood-brain barrier, morphology,

electrophysiology, cellular metabolism, calcium efflux, and gene and protein expression in certain types of cells even at lower

intensities."

... Citing other studies—often industry-funded—that fail to establish health effects, the wireless industry has dismissed such

concerns. The FCC has typically echoed that position.

... since the passage of the 1936 law, the very opposite has occurred. Again and again both Congress and the FCC have opted

to stiffen—rather than loosen—federal preemption over local zoning authority ....

... would consumers' embrace of cell phones and Wi-Fi be quite so ardent if the wireless industry, enabled by its Washington

errand boys, hadn't so consistently stonewalled on evidence and substituted legal intimidation for honest inquiry?

The FCC in 1997 sent the message it has impliatly endorsed and conveyed ever since: study health effects all you want. It

doesn`t matter what you find. The build-out of wireless cannot be blocked or slowed by health issues.

.., federal preemption is granted to pretty much any wireless outfit on just one simple condition: its installations must comply with ~_.~
~"~ "'~FCC radiation emission standards. In view of t~9is generous carte blanche to move radiation equipment into neighborhoods,

schoolyards and home rooftops, one would think the FCC would at the very least diligently enforce its own emission standards. '~~

~~y.But that does not appear to be the case. '~

Indeed, one RF engineer who has worked on more than 3,000 rooftop sites found vast evidence of non-compliance. Manrin
i
~~

Wessel estimates that "10 to 20% exceed allowed radiation standards "With 30,00 rooftop antenna sites across the U.S. that
v

would mean that as many as 6,000 are emitting radiation in violation of FCC standards. Often, these emissions can b~ 600% or = ~~

more of allowed e~osure levels, according to Wessel.

The best ally of industry and the FCC on this (and other) issues may be public ignorance.

An online poll conducted for this project asked 202 respondents to rate tfie likelihood of a series of statements ... there evas one

statement of indisputable fact: "The U.S. Congress fori~ids local communities from considering health effects when deciding

whether to issue zoning permits for wireless antennae," the statement said.

Though this is a stone cold fact that the K~reless industry, the FCC and the courts have all fumed into hard and inescapable

reality for focal authorities, just 1.5% of all poll respondents replied that it was "definitely true."



... many responder~fs claim they would ch2nge behavior—reduce wireless use, restore landline service, p
rot?ct t;ieir children—if

claims on healiii daggers of wireless are fnie. ,*

... i~. May 2015, more thin 200 scientists boasting over 2,000 public2tions on wireless effecis cal
led on glob~J insfituiions io 33 ~;1 ~~

address the health risks posed by this technology. 
,~~

Some have suggested that the health situa~ion v~fh wireless is analogous to that of tobzcco before court decisions
 finally forced . ̀'.~~

Big Tobacco to admit guilt and pay up. 
s~`

It seems significant that tfie responses of vrireless and its captured agency—the FCG--fe2ture the same 
obtuse refusal to

e>;amine the et~dence. The wireless indus`~ry re2clion features stone~tialling public relations and hyper aggressive 
fegzl acFion. It p:~*'`~'"'

can also involve undermining the credibility and cuFting off the funding for researchers who do not endorse cellula
r safety. It is / ~'

these hardball tactics that look a to IifCe ~Oih century Big Tobacco tactics. It is these hardbail'tactics-along urith consistently r

supportive FCC policies—that heighten suspicion t5e wireless industry doss indeed have something io hide.

So hove does the FCC handle a scientific split that seems fo suggest bias in industry-sponsored research?

(n a posting on ~s'Neb site that reads like it ~.^.gas s.mtten by ~rrireless lobbyists, the FCC chooses strikingly pa
tronizing language

to slight and trilialize the many scientists and health 2nd safety ex~~rls ~~:~ho`ve found cause ̀rQr conc. m.
 In a i~~vo gage 11~.'e~ post

titled "Wireless Devices and Health Concams," the FCC four times ref rs to either "some health and safet
y interest groups,'

"some psrties;' or "some consumers" 6afore in each case rebutting their presumably grouncJfess concern
s shout c,4reless ris!c.

Additionally, the FCC rile references the V!odd Health Organization as among those organ~za(ions who've found t
i7at uie ::•eight

of scientific evidence' has not lin!:ed e::pes~re to radiofrequency from mabile deviczs ~n,ith "an/ kno~.vn health prot
iens.'

Yes, it's true that the ~Norld Health organization remains bitterly divided on the subject. 6uf it`s also true that a 30 
~i~e~6er unit of

the WHO called the Intemalional Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) cics near unanimous in ~~ronouncii~g cal
l ~'ilio~~es

"possibly carcinogenic" in 2011. Hoof; can the FCC omit any reference to such a pronouncement? Even if
 it finds reason to side

with pro-industry/ scientists, shouldn't this government agency also mention that cell phones are currently in the sam
e potential

carcinogen class ~s lead paint?

Cell phones are not the only wireless suspects. Asked what he would do if he had policy-making authority,
 Dr. Hardell scriftly

replied that he ~^✓ould "ban ~•rireless use in schools and pre-schools. You don`t need Wi-Fi," he noted.

So what is the FCC doing in response to what at the very least is a troubling chain of clues to cel
lular danger? As it has done

with wireless infrastructure, the FCC has to this point largely relied on industry "self-regulation:' Though it set 
standards for

devicV radiation emissions back in 1996, the zgenc/doesn't generally test devices itself. Despite its responsibility 
iorthe safety

of cell phones, the FCC relies on manufacturers' good-faith efforts to lest them. Critics contend that this has al
lov:2d

manufacturers undue latitude in testing their devices.

The EPA, notably, was once a hub of research on RF effects, employing as many as 35 scientists. However, the r
esearch

program e^gas cut off in the late SOs during the Regan presidency. [Former EPA Scientist, Cari] Blackman says he 
was personally

'Yorbidden" to study health effects by his "supervisory stn~cture."

Blackman is cautious in imputing motives 4o the high government officials who wanted his work at EPA st
opped. But he does say

that political pressure has been a factor at both the EPA and FCC: 'The FCC people were quite responsi
ve to the biological point

of view. But there are also pressures on the FCC from industry." The FCC, he suggests, may not just be 
loo{cing at the scientific

evidence, 'The FCC's position—like the EPA's--is influenced by political considerations as well."

Still, the FCC has ultimate regulatory responsibility and cannot indefinitely pass the buck on an issue of f
undamental public

health. Remarkably, it has not changed course despite the IARC Gasification of cell phones as possibly
 carcinogenic, despite

the recent studies showing triple the glioma risk for heavy users, despite the ~loodtide of research showin
g biological effects, and

despite even the recent defection of core industry booster Alex Lerchl. It is the refusal of both industry and
 the FCC to even

acknowledge this cascade of warning signs that seems most incriminating.

This is a very rich industry that does not hesitate to outspend and bully challengers into submission. Mean
while, amidst the legal

smoke and medical canfusion, the industry has managed to make the entire world dependent on its prod
ucts. Even tobacco

never had so many hooked users.

Such sustained success in the face of medical doubt has required industry to keep a lid on critics and det
ractors. Many scientists

who've found real or potential risk from the sort of microwave radiation emanating from wireless devices 
have Teamed there is a

price to be paid for standing up to the industry juggernaut. A few prominent examples ...

The FCC's network of cortuption doesn`tjust shield industry from needed scrutiny and regulation on matt
ers of public health and

safety. Sometimes itjust puts its hand directly into the public pocket and redistributes that cash to indust
ry supplicants ...

The General Accounting Office (GAO) has issued several reports citing fraud, waste and mismanagement
, along with

inadequate FCC oversight of the subsidy program. Bribery, kickbacks and false documentation can perh
aps be expected in a

handout program mandated by Congress and only indirectly supervised by the FCC.

(the "subsidy program," the Universal Service Fund, subsidizes various technology programs at public co
st.]

Fraud—as pervasive and troubling as it has been—is just one of the problems with the programs of 
universal service. It may not

even be the fundamental problem. More fundamental issues concern the very aim, logic and e~ciency o
f programs io extend

broadband and vrireless technology at public expense. Though the aims of extending service to distant i
mpoverished areas

seem worthy on the surFace, there are many seasons to think the major beneficiaries of these programs 
are the technology

companies that win the contracts.

... the FCC, prodded by an industry ever on the lookout for incremental growth opportunities, is ignoring the
 health of youngsters

to promote expanded Wi-Fi subsidies in schools across the U.S.



As a captured ac~enay, the FCC is a prime e::ample of institutional corruplien. O~cials in su
ch institutions do not need to receive

envelopes bulging with cash. But even (heir mast well-intentioned effor?s are often overw
helmed by a system Heat favors

p6wer(ui private inflawn~s, typically 4t tiffs expanse of public interest.

... U;e auctions of electromagnetic spectrum, used by all wireless communications bomp
anies to send their signals, hav$ yielded

nearly $100 billion in recent years. The most recent auc!ion to wireless providers produced the u
ne:cpectedly high total of y43

billion. No mafler that the sale of spectrum is conhi6uting to a pea soup of electromagnetic "smo
g" whose health consequences

are largely unknosm. Tfie gos~emment needs money and Congress shores its appreciation with c
onsistently pro ~.viretess policies.

Science is often the catalyst for meaningful regulalion. But what happens v:hen scientists are dependen
t on industry fee research

funding? Under pressure from budget cutters and deregulators, government funding for researc
h on RF health ef~ecEs has dried

up. The EPA, vrhich once had 35 investiga4ors in the area, has long since abandoned its efforts.85 
Numerous scienfists have

told me there`s simply no independent research funding in the U.S. They are left with a simple choice: w
ork on industry-

sponsored research or abandon tfie field.

... an FCC with public interest commissioners is an idea vlorth consideration, It would at least require p
arty apologists to defend

how they so consistently champion the moneyed interests that have purchased disproportionate 
access and power in

Washington.
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~G~o~ ~~ ~~.~~rr~9u~~ ~~ .~ u;c ~~oo~~r~~~Us e~~~ ~~a~~roo~~~9 ~r~~rr~ t~Go~~u ~ 9~D~~ ~~i~~~

~~Uor~~ ~~u~~y ~Mo9oi~~ V~~r cc~~r~ro~~r~ ~~~9 ~~~~0 ~r~~~~~o~~~~o~~o~~, ~~~9~~~u:.n~-u~~

~ro~~p~rr ~~b~~~y ~a~~s~ o~u ~~G~~ r~u~r~~~ss ~o~~r~~r ~~v:~v~~r@~ ZG~~L ~~r~~~~i~:~ ~a~c~r~e~v~~~

~r~~9o~uo~~ $o yo~~r ~~~~ ~c~G~~r~~,

A~ a ~~~e whe~a ~G~e h~al~h ~~~ec~s ou ~~80 ~F~o~~ ~~~o~{~u~r~ ~~r~ P~~a~u~

d~~a~ed world—vuude, the ~l@/S.J ~a~~o~~~rs ~i~a~~ ~~9~ $~~v~~ ~~~r~a~~s a~~ ~~~

~~i~g G~~Id accoa~~~abl~ for ~~e 6~ealtG~ ~rusGc c~us~d ~~ ~~s~~~ ~e19 ~~G~~~~

~owe~ o~sYalla~io~n. The FCC Faas iss~a~o1 jest two ci~~~o~~s ~o~ sa~~~y

viol~~~o~s since ado~ti~ng ~h~ ~r~9~s o~ ~.~~6. 36~~ V~~c~: ~~~~ u~ S~~E~s

~~so~~~~s to ~o~a~o~ e~~h ~~a~~ra~~,

"1~9J EI~~~ tl E~VI~G~ (ll S~'1.~~ IIAl1I~ ~Itl~ ~O
 ~~~Y~`~y99 s~u~ ~/li~~ru~ Ql~l~ss~n, ~~o

~~gs~~err ~F~o Gras au~aged ~ao~e ~ha~u 3,~~0 sides ~~~1 ~r~e~W~l o~~ o~ 1~ ~~~t~

o~ ~o~`olianc~.

Thy ew~o~~e~~ w~~~ as ~a~ ~s s~aowo~g gEae ~o~~a~~Eus~ ~u~r~~i Go~~o~9 P~~w

co~~oa~~o9ac~ a~ o~ ~~ find ~~IS ~~aorue ~c~~v~~s ~~~r~~tor~~ ~~~U~~ U~s~dl~~~~ ~~t

pis@c f~a~m wi~~l~ss U~dia~ion.

N~~, ~/~ss~8 s~~roll~o7 ~E~~~a~~h ~ ~~sid~~~u~l ~i~~a~ s~~~U ~~i~~ ~'~~y~~u ~a~UCm ~~d

s~o~~.~d 9~w~ ~h~i~rs h~a~U ~ T—R/dobil~ ~~~0 ~~o~~ ~~tr~~~~ ~~~u~~~~ ~U~~~ too

~a~~h ~ fence. ~Bis ~radia~io~ u~n~t~~ shoved ~~nissio~u~ ~rv~~r~ ~v~El a8~ov~

~ra~uo ~~-~g~ae~cy ~r~oliatioh s~f~~y limas,

After ~~ing ale~~~~9 by Thy efE/~ill S~rre~~.~ou~r~al, T—Vu~o~oDe ~~~1~d ~va~~~aA~g

sighs and ~op~~ ~~~ a pa~c~ urn f~roht o~ ~F~~ a~$~~~~ ~s~F~ a cF~ao~. "l~~O~
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~~~~~~~~~~~~u,
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~~~ ~~o~, ~~~r~ro~~~~0~ ~~u~~u~~ ~~~a~U~~i~~ ~~udJ ~~~~~~U~~ ~it~Uu~u~~ ~~~9 ~L~~U

G~~~~~~ u~s~,~~~s,

T~~ ~~~u~~~~ 9~~s~o~~tr.~ ~~~ ~~~~~~a~~~~~oa0 ~~~~~y ~~~I G~~~9~1~ C~~~~~ ~~a~~9~o~~

~G~~~ ~~~s~ro~~ a~V~i~~r ~P~~ Cl~/~U~~9 9--fl~~~~G~ ~Uu~a~r~u~~~tu~w u~o ~~1~~1 ~~~:~~oUu~~~9 E~V~

U~~7u~~e~~-u ~~ ~ ~m~~~oPol~ ~aU~a~u~~~~, P~~~~~9 ~~ ~~~~~U~cG~ Pmt ~~r~~ ~~

~~o~~~o~~s, ~~0~9 ~~U~~~U~ ~ ~fr~9 ~~~ ~r~~~ f~~ ~~c~o~U~ ir~~r ~9u~~~ia ~~~9 i~G~~

h~9~~~o~r~~~ a ~x~~~0~~~ C~~~~r~.~r~ a~ ~Gu~~ ~9a~~oo~u~8 ~~~trot~~tr.~~ ~7~ D 3~~~~~G~ ~~

~~a ~_~~ ~~a~~9or~~ ~~o~~~~ ~d~~~ ~G~~ r~~~~ ;~~U~ ~~9~Lm~~~~ r~~~e~ 5~a~~9e~~

~~~~ve~~ 
LL ~r~9~~av~~~ 9~eN 9~v~Os99 of ~fF ~r~~9ua~o~~ ~~~ ~a~~~~ 6G~~Ui~au~a ~cG~~r~~~s

a~ ~~~ o~~uu~u~ ~ys~~~, w~~rosogoca9 ~f~~~u.~, ~~~~vu~~a~~ ~~~~~~s
99, ~w~l ~~G~~~

G~~~@i~~ ~ssu~~, s~~saadi~g ~~~uc~~.

I~su~~~rs ~~~ ~eco~ning ~~~nc~~~a~d, a~~ ~~~y weSB r~~~ o~s~~rr~ ~~au~s~ G~~~B~E~

~es~c ~~o~ cell ~ho~n~ ~adia~io~. a-Ba~-~~~~~9 ~o~n~~ci~9 S~~a~es ~~ou~ 0~~. ~~~

A.V . 6~s~ Co., ~G~~ a~s~a~a~c~—~ra~i~g a~g~~~a~s, have Ud~~~~~1 u~F ~adi~~~oo~o

as ~~a e~a~ae~rgi~g ~isC<. Theg~ wro~~ i~ ~ 203 ~e~Oo~~ ~G~a~~t o~ ~~ ~~diaYso~a as

9i~Gced to health ~robl~ms u~ "~m~ald ~S$u~raa~e➢y B~a~~ ~~ 0~~~~ ~oss~s.,,

~v~a~~ ~~c~ t~G~~ c~G~~r~~~~ t~f~~~ ~r~c~ ~i~ ~G~~~~ ~~~~~~ ~~00 ~P~~r~c~ ~~~~rr~ u~

~~c~~~s~uwc~ ~/~~~ ceGu~O~Jrr~r~ ~~ G~~~~rr~c~~s~ ~c~~r~~~ off rra~~lu~t~u~r~~'

MoU~ g~robable ~~a~rn you think acco~c~i~a~ ~o ~alla~ ~~~l~~~r~~9~~a~ S~G~oo~

Dis~Uo~~, l"he Dallas ISD currehtly has 7l7 ~~ases wi~G~ ~~~8~9~U

cornm~a~ication cornpahies who pay to ~s~ the p~ro~~~~~e ~o~~~~~ ~~ ~G~~s~

an$eh~a~s are currently on campuses whe~~ school ~~o~~1rr~~ s~e~d ~~a~Gu ~~r

their day.

Some of the school campuses already exposing the ~P~oU~IU~~ ~o ~~9~ ~~~v~~

radiataoh include Lincoln High School (jtas~ outsi~~ ~G~~ C~~s~dli~g), ~i~d ~Go
~

footb~~~ field light $over at Hillcrest High School. @I~/e~"a ~i~i~~ Hogh S~Fa~o~

will also be getting an antennae in ~~~ ~~~~ future. ~~0~ ~~o~$~ac~s ~~o~g s~

revenue for DISD —nearly $400,000 ~~~ y~~~'.

But is i~ worth risking the health of our children Cc~aowi~a~ 1 i~ 10 ~~~~'~
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A near study measuring radiofrequency electromagnetic fields sh~cvs considerable variability in exposure in sin

countries. Cell phone tov✓era are the most dominant contributor

(Los Angeles, CA, March 9, 2018) Today the journal, Environment /ntemafional, published online asix-nation study of outdoor

exposures to radiofrequency electromagnetic fields (RF-EMF).

Wireless devices and infrastructure emit RF-EMF. However, little is known about how this affects environmental exposures

ground file wurld. fn file present study, P.F-EPdIF measurements were taken in locations in Australia, Ethiopia, Nepat, South

Africa, Switrerland and the United States by means of portable measurement devices. The devices considered exposure from

cell phone towers, N and FM radio broadcast antennas, cell phone handsets and Wi-Fi.

According to Dr. Martin Roosli, Associate Professor at the Swiss Tropical and Public Health Institute and senior author of the

paper, "The study demonstrates that total RF-EMF exposure levels in the environment vary widely between different areas. Cell

phone tower radiation is the dominant contributor in most outdoor areas."

Los Angeles was 4he s4udy site in Qhe United States.

Compared to the other five countries, the US had high exposure levels ranging from 1.4 milliwatts per square meter (mW/m~) in

a non-central residential area of-Los Angeles to 6.8 mW/m' in a rural center of the city. The median total exposure to RF-EMF

across all eight outdoor microenvironments in Los Angeles was 3.4 mWlm~.

Today's outdoor RF-EMF levels in Los Angeles are about 70 times greater than what the EFTA estimated for4y years ago.

The last time RF-EMF exposure was systematically measured in Los Angeles was in the late 1970's as part of a 12-city study

conducted by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (Tell and Mantiply, 1982). The EPA assessed RF-EMF in 38 outdoor

locations in Los Angeles and found that the median population-weighted exposure was 0.05 mW/m2. At that that time television

and FM radio broadcast antennas were the most important contributors. Hence, since the 1990's, the implementation of cell

phone tower networks has resulted in substantial increase in RF-EMF.

Although this measurement study demonstrates that environmental exposure levels are substantially below regulatory limits,

there are still uncertainties about whether the strong increase of RF-EMF in the environment in recent years poses a health risk.

Switzerland has implemented precautionary limits for RF-EMF and indeed exposure levels were lowest among all countries

participating in the study.

Roosli and his colleagues emphasize that this measurement study contributes to a better understanding of the exposure

situation of the general population all over the world and foster the design of future health studies.

Sanjay Sagar, the first author of the paper, and Martin Roosli, are with the Swiss Tropical and Public Health Institute in Basel,

Switrerland. Co-authors from the U.S. include Michael Jewett and Tony Kuo with the UCLA Fielding School of Public Health,

Michael Brunjes and Lisa Arangua with the Los Angeles County Health Department, and Joel Moskowitz with the UC Beri<eley

School of Public Health.
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Sagar S, Adem SM, Struchen B, Loughran SP, Brunjes ME, Arangua L, Dalvie MA, Croft RJ, Jewett M, Moskowitz JM, Kuo T,

Roosli M. Comparison of radiofrequency electromagnetic field exposure levels in different everyday microenvironments in an

international content. Environment lntemational, 114: 297-306. Published online ahead of print, March 9, 2018.



Highlights

We measured RF-EMF in 94 matched microenvironments in sixcounfries.

a We applied a common protocol fordirectcomparison of RF-EMf.

Downiinic and broadcasting exposure was most relevant in outdoor microenvironmenfs.

a Uplink is only relevant in publictransport with the highest in Switzerland.

Exposure in urban areas tended to be higher.

Abstract

Background: Tfie aim of Phis study was to quantify RF-EMF exposure applying a tested protocol of RF-EMF exposure
measurements using portable devices with a high sampling rate in different microenvironments of Switzerland, Ethiopia, Nepal,
South Africa, Australia and the United States of America.

Method: We used portabiz measurement devices for assessing RF-EMF exposure in 94 oufdoor microenvironments and 18
public transport vehicles. The measurements were taken either by walking with a backpack v~ith the devices at the height of the
head and a distance of 20-30 cm from the body, or driving a car v~ith the devices mounted on its roof, which was 170-180 cm
above the ground. The measu~ments were taken for about 30 min vahile walking and about 15-20 min while driving in each
microenvironment, witfi a sampling rate of once every 4 s (Export-RF) and 5 s (EME Spy 201).

Results: Mean total RF-ENiF exposure in various outdoor microenvironments varied between 023 V/m (noncentral residential
area in Switzerland) and 1.85 V/m (universi4y area in Australia), and across modes of public transport between 0.32 V/m (bus in
rural area in Switzerland) and 0.86 V/m (Auto ricicsfiaw in urban area in Nepal). For most outdoor areas the major exposure
contribution was from mobile phone base stations. Othe~wrise broadcasting was dominant. Uplink from mobile phone handsets
was generally very small, except in Swiss trains and some Swiss buses.

Conclusions: This study demonstrates higfi RF-EMF variability between the 94 selected microenvironments from ail over the
world. Exposure levels tended to increase with increasing urbanity.

Open Access Paper (available until Apri127, 2018}: hEtp://bit.lyl6nationRFsfudy

Supplemental Material: http://bit.ly/6nationsupplement

Tell and Mantiply. Population exposure to VHF and UHF broadcast radiation in the United States. Radio Science. 17(5S):39S-
47S. 1982. http:/lonlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi114.1029/RS017i05Sp~039S/epdf

Available for interview:

Joel Moskowitz, Ph.D., School of Public Health, University of California, Berkeley; jmm@bar'Reley.edu

Prof. Martin RotSsli, PhA., Swiss Tropical and Public Health Institute, Basel; martin.roosfi@srrrisstph.ch,
h4tps:tMnvwr.swisstp h. chlen/staff/profile/people/martin-roeoesli/

Sanjay Sagar, Ph.D., Swiss Tropical and Public Health Institute, Basel; sanjay.sagar@swisstph.ch

~k
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Updates on fhe
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Berke:ey cell phone "right to hnoe!' ordinance: 
" `

h ttp://bit.ly/be rkeleycel~orc~i narca.

Since July, 2014, more than 200 news stories have been published regarding the cull ~iho~
e "sight b knos^P' o; c~i~a~o~ that

tie Berkeley City Council unanirnously adopted on Nlay 12, 2015.

An Associated E~eess (AP) story published on June 11, 2015 appeared on more tha
n 100 web sites throughout the U.S.

including the {VeEv York Times, the V'✓ashiagYan Post, and AEG C~fe<<rs. An AP story published on September 22, 2015

appeared on mare than 155 new sites in the U.S. and Canada.

News stories about the ordinance have appeared in thirteen other nations: Australia, Cana
da, China, India, Indonesia, Iran,

Kenya, Lithuania, New Zealand, Switzerland, Taiv✓an, United Kingdom, and Vietnam.

For regular updates about the status of the ordinance and the lawsuit filed by the CTIA-The
 Wireless Association in the

industry's effort to kill this landmark consumer disclosure law see http:/ibit.lylberkeleycellor
din~nce.

Following are links to news media coverage (Updated 9/5/2018)

ABA Journal (Sep 22, 2015)

ABC 7 News (San Francisco) (Jul 15, 2014)

ABC 7 News (San Francisco) (Aug 20, 2015)

ABC 7 News (San Francisco) (Sep 13, 2016)

Apple Daily (Taiwan) (Mar 23, 2016

Apple Daily (Taiwan) (Mar 23, 2016)

Ars Technics (Jun 9, 2015)

Ars Technics (Aug 20, 2015)

Ars Technics (Sep 21, 2015)

Ars Technics (Jan 28, 2016)

Ars Technics (Sep 13, 2016)

Ars Technics (Apr21, 2017)

Associated Press (Jun 11, 2015) -published on more than 100 news sites

Fssociated Press (Sep 22, 2015) -published on more than 155 news sites in US &Canada

Associated Press (Jan 28, 2016)

Australian Mobile Telecommunications Association (Nov 13, 2014)

BannedBook.org (in Mandarin) (July 15, 2014)

Bay City News (Sep 22, 2015)

Bayvoice.net (in Mandarin) (July 14, 2014)

Berkeley Daily Pianet (Sep 21, 2015)

Berkeley Daily Planet (Sep 13, 2016)

Bericeiey Daity Planet (Oct 11, 2017)

Berkeley High Jacket (Dec 20, 2014)

Berkeley Patch (Bay City News) (Sep 13, 2016)

Berkeleyside Op-Ed (Oct 17, 2014)

Berkeleyside (Nov 18, 2014)

Berkeleyside (Nov 26, 2014)

Berkeleyside Op-Ed (May 5, 2015)

Berkeieyside (May 13, 2015)

Berkeleyside (Jun'8, 2015)

Berkeleyside (Aug 21, 2015)

Berkeleyside (Sep 22, 2015)

Berkeleyside (Jan 29, 2016)

Bloomberg News Radio (mp3: 0:06:55 - 0:08:35) (Jul 15, 2014)

Bloomberg Politics (Nov 26, 2014)

Bloomberg BP!A (Sep 22, 2015)

Bloomberg BPdA (Oct 20, 2016)

Breitbart News (Jul 15, 2014)

Breitbart News (Jun 10, 2015)

Business Insider (Jul 75, 2014)

Business Insider Australia (Jul 16, 2014)

Business Insider India (Jul 15, 2014)
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California City Nsws (Dec 1, 2014)

Califon pia Health~ina (Jul 16, 2014)

California HeelYh'in : (Sep 23, 2015)

California Magazine (Aug 1S, 201A)

Canadian 6road~•sting Corporation (CBC)--The Naiio~al (Mar 23, 2017)

CBC S:~aekoEEsiae~ (Mar 24, 2017) (22 minute video)

CBS News (May 12, 2015)

CBS News (May 13, 2015)

CBS News (Jun 8, 2015)

CBS Sacxamen#o (Jan 28, 2016)

CBS S~ Bay Area (Aug 22, 2014)

CBS SF Bay Area (Jul 16, 2014)

CBS SF Bay Area (May 13, 2015)

CBS SF Bay Area (May 20, 2015)

C8S SF Bay Area (Jun 8, 2015)

CBS SF Bay Area (Jul 27, 2015)

CI3S This Morning (Jul 27, 2015)

CBS SF Bay Area (Sep 13, 2016)

CBFi SF Bay Area (Oct 11, 2017)

Channel One Adews (May 17, 2017)

Chico Enterprise-Record (Nov 21, 2014)

c~net (Jun 28, 2018)

CNN (Jul 28, 2015)

CIO India (Jun 9, 2015)

Camputerworid (Jun 8, 2015)

Compute~worid Australia (Jun 8, 2015)

Compulenvorid i~aw Zealand (Jun 8, 2015)

Consumer Report; (Sep 24, 2015)

Contra Costa Times (Nov 21, 2014) (Oakland Tribune, Nov 24, 2014)

Contra Costa Time^ (Oct 7, 2015)

Confra Costa Times (Jan 28, 2016)

Contra Costa Tifnes (Mar 8, 2016)

Courthouse Ne+n~s Service (Jun 9, 2015)

Courthouse News Service (Aug 20, 2015)

Courthouse Nevrs Service (Sep 22, 2015)

Courthouse Neti^rs Service (Jan 22, 2076)

Courthouse news Service (Jan 28, 2016)

Courthouse News Service (Sep 13, 2016)

Courthouse Ne= ~s Service (Apr 27, 201

Courthouse Nevrs Serrice (Oct 71, 2017)

CN News video (Canada) (May 17, 2015)

ClV News story {Canada) May 17, 2015)

Daily Beast (May 13, 2015)

Daily Californian (Jul 16, 2014)

Daily Californian (Nov 19, 2014)

Daily Californian (Jun 9, 2015)

Daily Californian (Sep 22, 2015)

Daily Californian (Feb 1, 2016)

Daily Californian (Sep 14, 2016)

Daily Californian (Apr 25, 2017)

Daily Online Examiner (May 12, 2017)

Davis Enterprise (Jul 22, 2014)

Delft Sveikata (Lithuania) (May 21, 2015)

Digital News Daity (Oct 11, 2017)

Digital Trends (Aug 1, 2015)

Discovery News (May 20, 2015)

East Bay Express (Jul 15, 2014)

East Bay Times (Apr 22, 2077)

East Bay Times (Oct 12, 2017)

East Bay Times (Jan 17, 2018)

ECN Magazine (Jun 10, 201

Ecosalon (Jul 18, 2014)

Epoch Times (May 12, 2015)

FaiNVaming (Ju111, 2018)

FairWarning (Sep 4, 2018)

Fierce Wireless (Jun 9, 2015)

Fierce Wireless (Sep 22, 2015)

FirdLaw (Apr 26, 2017)

First Wodd Neevs Channel (Sep 13, 2016)

Forbes (Oct 13, 2015)

Fo:< Business (Sep 22, 2015)

Fusion (May 3, 2016)

GSMA (wireless industry assn.) (Nov 24, 2014)

GSMA (May 25, 2015)

GSMA (Jul 13, 2015)

GSt~1A (Oct 29, 2015)

The Guardian (London, U{~ May 15, 2015)

Headlines and Global News (Jul 17, 2014)

Healthcare Global (Dec 1, 2014)

Tfie Hill (Jun 5, 2015)

The Hill (Sep 22, 2015)



Hufring4on ?os4 (haul Brodeur), (Ju127, 2015)

inside To~~ers (Seo 30, 2016)

International Busir:ss Times UK (Jun 1Q 2015)

Journal offhe Rn?arrzn ~~iedit~i Association (Aug 1, 201 G)

Journal of Ih~ American Uedicat Association (Oct 18, 201 G)

Jus~ia US ! atv (Anr 21, 2017)

Kachwanya(Kenya)(Aug 6,2015)

KALW Crosscurrents (audio -Sep 24, 2014)

PtALW (audio) (Oct 8, 2015)

KFtJ+B (CB58, San Diego), Sep 27, 2016

ItGO 810 Radio News (San Francisco) (Jul 15, 2094)

I<im Komando podcast (Apr 8, 2017)

KIMT (Iowa, Minnesota) (May 78, 2015)

The Kirk Show

KKSF A41 Talk 919 (S~n Francisco) (audio) (Jul 15, 2014)

KPAX (Missoula, MT, CBS News8) (May 12, 2015)

KPFA Radio (May 13, 2015)

KPFA Pacifica Evening News (42:13 - 44:30)(Sep 30, 2016)

14QED Forum (Lav,~rence Lessig interview: 48:00 - 50:00) (Jan 8, 2075)

KQED Forum (Joel titoskowitr Q Allan Balmain, 9.30 -10 A(~7) (May t8, 2015)

KROiJA (Sep 22, 2015)

KRON4 (Sep 13, 2016)

ItTVU (Fox hews) ({41ay 13, 2015)

k<TVU (Fox Dle4vs) Sep 13, 2016)

Lew 360 (Jun 9, 2015)

La~v 3i;9 (Sep 22, 2016)

Lao•J 360 (Jan 23, 2016)

La~~a 360 (Mar 2, 2016)

Law 360 (Apr 5, 2016)

law 360 (A~r 2G, 2016)

Laev 3G0 (May 10, 2016)

Laa+r 360 (May 13, 2016)

La~v 360 (Aug 72, 2016)

Lavr 360 (Aug 29, 2016)

Law 360 (Sep 13, 2016)

Lax 360 (Apr 21, 2017)

Legal Reeder (Sep 24, 2015)

Lexology (Apr 28, 2017)

Litigation Update -State Bar of California (Nov, 2017)

Los Angeles Times (Jun 9, 2015)

PdcClatchy Washington ~!ews Bureau (Jul 11, 2018)

Mobile Commemz yews (Aug 7, 2015)

Mobile Today (fran) (Sep 13, 2016)

Mother Jones (May 11, 2015)

Mother Jones (May 13, 2015)

N6C Bay Area (Mar 28, 2015)

NBC Bay Area (May 12, 2015)

NBC Bay Area (Jun 8, 2015)

N8C Bay area (Aug 20, 2015)

NBC Bay area (Mar 21, 2016)

ABC Bay Area (Sep 13, 2016)

{4BC Sacramento/SF Gate (Apr 8, 2017)

Newser (Jun 10, 2015)

News Inferno (Jul 16, 2014)

Newsweek (Nov 3, 2076)

Newsweek en Espanol (Nov 4, 2016)

Mew York Magazine (Jul 24, 2015)

fa~ew York Times (Jun 17, 2015) - AP article

New York limes (Jul 21, 2015) (my comments on NYT article)

Northern California Record (Oct 22, 2016}

PAN Suriss Newsroom

PC Advisor (U{() (Jun 8, 2015)

PC Worfd (Jun 8, 2015)

PC World (JuI 10, 2015)

Public Health Watchdog (Jul 17, 2014)

Public Knowledge (May 25, 2016)

Public News Service (Aug 20, 2015)

Public News Service (Sep 29, 2016)

RCR Wireless r .'ews (Jun 9, 2015)

RCR Wireless News (Jun 11, 2015)

The Recorder (Jun 8, 2015)

The Recorder (Aug 20, 2015)

The Recorder (Aug 21, 2015)

The Recorder (Sep 21,2015)

The Recorder (Sep 13,2016)

The Retarder (Apr 21, 2017)

The Recorder (Oct 11, 2017)

Reuters (Apr 24, 2017)

RT (May 12, 2015)

RT (Ju131, 2015)

RYOT News (May 14, 2015)



Sacramento Bee (Apr 6, 2017)

San Fru,icisco r1np~ ~i (Sep 21, 2015)

San Francisco Chronicf~ (Jui 15, 2014)

San Francivco Chro~u~~ (Sep 25, 2015)
San Francisco Cirroizicte (Mar 2, 2017)

San Francisco Ghron°Ge (Jun 28, 2018)

San Jose Mercury News (May 13, 2015)

San Jose Mercu~; Mews (Jun 9, 2015)

fan Jose tiierc~ry ~evrs (Sep 22, 2015)

San Jose PJisra~ry Nevas (Oct 7, 2015)

San Jose Ar~ercury i~tews (Jan 17, 2018)
Science i imes (May 13, 2015)

Seattle Times (Jul 14, 2014)
SF Gate / SF Cfironicte (Jun 8, 2015)

SF Gate (Aug 20, 2015)

8F Gate (Sep 21, 2015)
SF Gata (Jan 28, 2076)
5F Gate (Mar 23, 2016)
SF Gatfl (Sep 13, 2016]
sr= Gate (Apr 27, 2017)

SoundofNope.org (13zi}ing; in tvt2ndarin) (Jul 15, 2014)
Sputnik Intemafional (Ju131, 2015)
Spufnil: P7e4vs (May 17, 2015)
ieieco~nmuris~zirns ReposCs (Jul 13, 2018)

'Thinl:~rogrss (Jul 22, 2015)
TIME Marjazine (May 12, 2015)
i r~eAngi4 (Indonesia) (Sep 23, 2015)
"fuoi Tre (Vietnam) (Iviar 23, 2016)

UK Progressive k1~~~gazine (May 19, 2015)
Voice of Aane,:ca (Jun 5, 2015)
~Vafl Str~~t Joe.;nat (Sep 22, 2015)
bVCN News (CB52, Tallahassee, FL) (May 12, 2015)

WCVB ~ler~s (ADC5, Bastan) (Jul 15, 2014)
WDN News (CBS5, West Urginia) (May 12, 2015)

WFMY News (CB52, Greensboro, NC) (May 12, 2015)
WIVB News (CBS4, Buffalo, Nl~ (May 13, 2015)

WKBN Nevfs (Youngstown, OH) (May 12, 2015)

WREQ Ne~xs (CBS3 Memphis,TN) (May 12, 2015)

WfSP Rlerrs (CBS10, Tampa Bay, FL) (May 72, 2015)
Yahoo! Finance (Sep 27, 2016)

Yahoo! Nevrs (CBS) (Jul 16, 2014)
Yahoo! News (CBS) (May 12, 2015)
YourLawyeccem (Jul 17, 2014)

~; •i
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"~•!oc•r [3ig !fJo~a!ess C9ar~s Us 7hFnf< i hat Celi f~hones lire Safo: ~15~zecial im✓escination"

Tite u'isirriorar~:tion campasr.r,—and rrtassiv~ ra~iacion increase—fa~f~irrd the ~G ro
!!ou<:

Liark Hertsgaard and iv~arlc Dotvi2, THE NnTIOtJ, P~~1arch 29, 2018

i ~i~3://iii i; i(31~~'v'i P~??cSa

J~nt r~ 30, ?c797

In the following post, Dr. Leszczynski, one of fhe world's leading EfJF scientists, was ce
nsored by STUK, [he

Finnish government radiation research agency ~n~hom he worked for, when he wrote abo
ut scientific misconduct in the WHO-

sponsored Interphone study in 2011.

Uncensored version of bicg posd on Interphone, first published in 2011 and r¢-Publishe
d fog 4he frst

ume no~~...Dariusz Leszczynski, Behveen a Rock and a Hard Place, Jan 30, 201
7. tzt;p://bit.ly!2j~v4Bg:va

March 7, 2015

In his February 12 biog post, Dr. Dariusz Leszczyns{ci discussed how industry-funded sc
ientists undermined his cutting~dge

research on cell phone radiation biologic effects which he conducted for the Finni
sh government for more than a decade. The

Wireless Industry, following Big Tobacco's playbool<, co-opts scientists to do low quality
 research and uses them to manufacture

doubt about high quality science. Dr, Leszcrynski provides some insight about ho
w industry-funded scientists undermined his

government-funded, state-of-the-art scientific research.

Dr. Leszczynski was one of 31 experts selected to review the cancer risks of radio frequency 
(RF) radiation in 2011 by the

WHO's International Agency for Research on Cancer. The panel declared that RF r
adiation is "possibly carcinogenic to humans"

(Group 2B). Dr. Leszcrynsl<i reported in a subsequent blog post that he and several 
other experts wanted RF radiation to be

classified as "probably carcinogenic to humans" (Group 2A), but a majority of the
 panel would not support this designation.

Since 2011, we have considerably more biologic and epidemiologic data to support the
 Group 2A classification for RF radiation.

Science and Conflict of Interest in Bioetectromagnetics

~ariusz Leszcrynski, Between a Rocl< and a Hard Place, March 7, 2015

Key-note presentation of Dariusz Leszczynski at the it:~;: _~::r:~;~,~aiaa:,at~~ ~.;sz ~ : .'- of the Swiss

association ~:S~;~i?e pry, celebrating its 15th anniversary, Thalvil (near Zurich) on March 7
, 2015.

Vdeo recording of the presentation will 6e made avaiiabte shortly.

The GameChanger: eevision of dosimefry fay Schmid & Koster

Dariusz Leszczynski, Between a Rock and a Hard Place, Feb 12, 2015

<SNIP>

r~` Joel F<7. ~.losko~ra's9z, f~ii.D.
~~~' Director

Cenferfor Family and Community Health

School of Public Heallh

,A :, University of California, Berkeley
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"The general trend of exposing cells at 2.0 SAR was strongly advocated and propagated by the scientists from the

telecom industry. It was a strong peer pressure from, among others, Mays Swi
cord, Joe Elder and C-K Chou of

Motorola, USA, and Sakari Lang and Jafar Keshvari of Nokia, Finland, that caused lack
 of in vitro studies at SAR

higher than 2.0. These five scientists mentioned above were the most active in exerci
sing peer pressure.lt was a



nortnai occurrence at the scientific mesYings, and I attended really a lot of Them, that whenever scien4is4 reported

biological effects at SAR over 2,0, 4he above mentioned industry scientists, singularly or as a group, jumped up to

the micropi~one to condemn and to discredit the results. The argument was always the same —safety standards

are set at 2.0 and examining effects above it is futile. Furthermore, any study with SAR above 2.0 was suggested

to be caused by thermal effect. It meant, according to these industry scientists 4hat the obtained biological data

were irrelevant.lt was the continuous and relentlessly executed peer pressure from tfie industry scientists that

discouraged, and in the end prevented, scientists from the academia to do freely research at SAR higher than 2.0,

even when the exposure chamber fiad cooling system."

<SNIP>

"Therefore, with the extreme delight I read the recent paper in 6ioelectromagnetics "The ~iscre~ancy Between

t~taximum to Vitro Exposure Levels and Realistic Canservativa Exposure levels of f~lobiie Phones Oparaiing at

900/1800 MHz" by Gernot Schmid and Niels Kusier.

Here area few quotes from this came-ci~anginc~ paper by Schmid and Kuster:"

<SNIP>

hii~:l~bit.ty/i FDwk :~S

Iii vitro sfuci3es ~f GSF.9 cell phone eadinYioe~ ~houlcl Ge redono using hi~~he~ SA[2 levels fo L~t~o~ simu{a:o re. l-6voeid

con~ifiQns

Here is the abstract for the "game-changing" paper by Schmid and Kuster. The results of this analysis suggest that 
most in vitro

studies of GSM cell phone bioeYects tested e;:posures Yhat are too low io simulate real-world e~cposures, especially fo cells

contained in stein and blood. According to the authors, these studies should to be redone using SAR's that greatly e::ceed 2

watts per kilogram so the results can be generalized to real-world exposures.

Gemot Schmid, Niels Kuster. The discrepancy between ma;dmum in vitro exposure levels and realistic

conservafiive exposure levels of mobile phones operating at 900!1800 ~biHz. Bioelectromac~netics. 36(2):133-148.

2015. Prttns:/!v {.ncbi.ntni.nih.c~ovla~.~i~~zicd12~6tiA546

Abstrace

The objective of this paper is to compare realistic maximum electromagnetic exposure of human tissues generated

6y mobile phones with electromagnetic exposures applied during in vitro experiments to assess potentially adverse

effects of electromagnetic exposure in the radiofrequency range.

We reviewed 80 in vitro studies published between 2002 and present that concern possible adverse effects of

exposure to mobile phones operating in the 900 and 1800 MHz bands. We found that the highest exposure level

averaged over the cell medium that includes evaluated cells (monolayer or suspension) used in 51 of the SO

studies coResponds to 2 Wlkg or less, a level below the limit defined for the general public. That does not take into

account any exposure non-uniformity. For comparison, we estimated, by numerical means using dipoles and a

commercial mobile phone model, the maximum conservative e~osure of supe~cial 8ssues from sources

operated in the 900 and 1800 MHz bands.

The analysis demonstrated that exposure of stein, blood, and muscle tissues may well exceed 40 W/kg at the cell

level. Consequently, in vitro studies reporting minimal or no effects in response to maximum exposure of 2 W/kg or

Tess averaged over the cell media, which includes the cells, maybe of only limited value for analyzing risk from

realistic mobile phone exposure.

We, therefore, recommend future in vitro experiments use specific absorption rate levels that reflect macimum

er.~osures and that additional temperature control groups be included to acwunt for sample heating.

Keywords:SAR; GSM; cell; compliance; radiofrequency
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LaHsfs: biologic xifiec[s, canwr, call phons radiation, (ndu~lry influence, Leszczynski, h9ark Dowie, oxida':ive stres
s, SF.ti, stress proteins, The Nation
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Htarnah populations are i~creasing8y exposed to

microan~av~/~radsofrequ~~cy (RF) e~nissao~s ~~rom wi~~l~ss co~mt~~iea~~~~a

techhology, including mobile ~ohohes a~~l $h~i~ F~as~ s$~~iohs. ~y se~U~~o~g

Pubi~ed, w~ id~~n$ifie~ a ~~~al of 10 ~p~de~iologic~G s~~d~~s ~ha~ ~ss~ss~d

for putative health effects of mobile ~ho~e base s~atio~as. S~veh o~ ~Fo~s~

studies explored ~h~ assoc'sa~ion b~~wee~ base s$atao~ p~~oximity ~~d

neurobehavioral effects and three i~~estigatedl car~c~~. ~fV~ found ~~uat

eight of the 10 studies ~-epor~ed ihc~~as~d preva9e~c~ of adverse

neurobehavioral sy~npto~ns o~ cancer a~ po~u9atao~os @avi~g ~~ dista~nc~s

500 meters f~ro~n base stations. Rlone of the studies reported exposure

above aceepted in$~rhational guidelines, suggesting ghat c~arr~ht

guidelines may 6~e ihad~quate i~ ~rog~cti~ng the h~al$9~ o~ h~ar~nan

populations. We believe that cornpreh~nsive epidemiological studies of

lor~gte~~n mobile phone bass station expos~a~e are ur~e~n~By ~equir~d ~o

more definitively understand its h~al~h i~~ac~.
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Sent~Aessaae_--
r_C'~1g ~,-l-,~- -_ mobile phony base trance

station ( TS) antennae: report
fr 9
~ac~~grou~d: Ih ~~c~~~ years, ~y ~rerrr~~~~o~as use of mo~ese ~~o~~

t~lecorr~rnunicatio~, a growing conc~~-~a about the possi~6e health haza~~ds

has i~creas~d ~rea~ly among public and scientists. T ae ~oPoile phone

exposure has bash s~aown to have rma~~ effects ~apor~ ~h~ i~rraune

functions, stim~ala~i~ng hor~rno~es, mam~aalian brains, sperm rvao~iBity a~~

morphology, and neurological pathologies synd~o~ra~. TP~e airn of this

shady was to find out the psychologAcal and psycho~~oEogical reactions o~

the people who are living hear mobile phone base ~r~nsc~iver stations

(BTS) antehha, in Isfahan, I~a~n. Materials and rnethads: A cross-s~ctio~al

study on 250 randomly selected inhabi$a~ts (133 ~o~n~n and 117 mph)

was p~rforrried in October 2012 till i~overr~ber 2012. Thy inha~Oi~a~ats mere

requested to corn p~le~e a standardized gaaestionhaire ~~a$ focaasec~ on the

relevant psychological and psychobiological reactiohs pa~arneters. A

computer program (SPSS ve~sion16.0, Chicago, IL) was used for statistical



~~~~~~~~ ~:~a~~ ~~f~~ ~~~6—~o~a~~~~ ~:~~~~ ~~u~G~ e~~a:e~ ~~~6-~~ru~r~o e~8~ ~C~~ ~~~~ A~~a~~~4.

~~:~~~~~1 ~~~o~~ ~ ~~~ui~~~u~~u ~~~~9 ~~~ l~ _x,05. R~.sa~~~~~: TG~c~ rr~~~~~~~5 ~G~~~~~~9 ~~G~~~i~.

d~~~tr. ~u~ ~~~ ~y~~~t~~rr~~ ~~~G~ ~s ~~~a~~~, Ga~ao1~~G~~, ~9u~~ur~~~~, ~~rru~~Pmu~ufie9~

des~~~~o~~:, n~rv~~,~~~~~sy ~~~O~~~D~tl lly ~~~~~ ~1es~u~U~ma~~~~9 rr~e~uo~y ~~~~ ~~u~9

D~w~rri~g o~ lif~Ao9~ ~rv~~~ s~~~i~~A~al9v ~u~~u~o~~~~ o~ $~~ o~Gua~~mu~~.~~~ Bae~a~u~

r~~~~r ~~~ ~T~ ~~~e~u~~ ~~300 ors ~9ost~~~~~y ~~~~~U~~9 ~~ ~Go~s~ ~u~o~u~ ~~~r

~r~r~~ru ~Gu~ ~ r S ~~~.~~~~ ~>300 ).~C"~s~~l~.~a~~: Est as ~~~~~s~~~ ~iG~~~ ~~~~~D~U_.z .__~.,~._. ~___.
~~o~e 6~~~~~~~~~~~i s~~~8d ~c~~ Poi seri~~l ~~~~~~r nGo~~ ~~~ rrr~ ~~ ~~~m~~~uu~~~

~o ~a~e~iz~ ~x~os~U~ o~ ~a~ighf~o~se

5e~f ePd~rn ~y sPhon~

--- -;.: I ^~~':~ly_~o a'! ~ `car_~r=~rd ~ F~ria.t ~ I?~[rfi~ ~ Sf_o~v er~inu(

,. ; ' ; :: ;<clhog~n3@gmail.com>

Ion 
_ `` , ~_' :;~rn>_ _ ,_

Eiep~ ~ ~t ep,~+,~to all ~ For~;rard ~ ~'ri~it ~ peieYe ~ Siic;rr original

Shou~.~ ~uc~tea text -

~llllO~G~ (i~~~~~`y'

~~: ~Cylee 6Ul~rfin <kyrn~r~84 ~a icloud.corn>

Send ? i Save Draft i~ Include quoted text wifih reply

Weol, ~~~0 '12, 20'i8 a~ 'i2:3~ ~IVa

More Reply Options i

___ _
a~ of Go~r~~P~~1~ '_ '.

'•_ .__~,~ More Actions... i Go _• " 4'~. :, ~'

Use fihe search box or ~~~~~~G~ ~~~u~o~~ io fnd messages quickly!

?~ py.~~ ,~';9 >?~~6` tl'te9~ ~a~.7P~~~ ~~i!S-1 
~~ j ~I'_1 i~3~ ,-;,~ 

aen-?~.~, °
~~5-~'3~&Y t'.1l t~~

Last account activity: 3 minutes ago on this computer. ~~v~::a~~.~

Terms -Privacy - Gmail ~3[op - Google t-(airr~~



-- --- ---- -- --
------ - Niore Creafe Blog

. . _, . ._ . , ,~ ~.

Wednesday, Augus.3, 201G ~ Jn~al C7. C7os[co•.s~ G'h.D.
Director
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~?st s~~visiosa: t1«g 3, 2U96

Tire FCC rzceived more fhan X00 su~n:issions regarding its cell ~fione radiation regllafions. i n;se

docunenes r~>vc21 s✓hat ~~e :moE~w~~ut ~~ir~le:as radiation health effec€s, and ~rhy ~e need Eo strengt~`sen

regulations and provide precauEiorsary N✓amings to the public.

In response to the Federal Communicalions Commission's (FCC) request for input regarding its radiofrequency

radiation regulations adopted in 1996, individuals and organizations submitted thousands of documents,

testimonials, research papers and scientfic publications that are now available to the public.

These documents reveal what we know about wireless radiation health effects, and why we need to strengthen

regulations and provide precautionary warnings to consumers.

Although l5fteen countries have issued prequtionary he2lth warnings about cell phone radiation and

recommendations about how to reduce risks, the wireless industry in the U.S. has opposed precautionary

warnings and wants to weaken cell phone radiation standards.

Ir(all, the FCC received 928 submissions between June 25, 2012 and August 3, 2016. Many submissions include

multiple documents. To view or download the submissions go to ~'°'`~'F: yc~$a"".~ +~~e~iE:?Y ̀ ~ ~-G.=~ on tfie

FCC web site.

The FCC's obsolete RF exposure limits are twenty years old. The current request for public input is four years old.

The FCC is not likely to act on the cuRent submissions until it addresses a similar request issued in 2003.

Obviously, updating RF regulations and testing procedures is not a priority for the FCC even though the

U.S. General Accountability Once recommended this four years ago.

Last year a fiarvard publication exposed how industry captured the FCC, "As a captured agency, the FCC is a

prime example of institutional corruption. Officials in such institutions do not need to receive envelopes bulging

with cash. But even their most well-intentioned efforts are often ovenrahelmed by a system that favors powerful

private influences, typically at the e~ense of public interest "

Although there is a search engine on the FCC web site, one cannot easily find important documents. Hence
,

constructed several indices.

~aP'~ ~ which appears below contains I<ey submissions to the FCC regarding cell phone radiation and its health

effects, and cell phone testing procedures and regulatory standards.

The submissions are organized under the following categories:

(1) Scientific E.pert Resolutions Calling for Stronger Regulations

(2) Expert Comments in Support of Stronger Regulations

(3) Expert Comments that Support Weaker Regulations

(4) Consumer, Environmental and Health Organizations

(5) Government Agencies

(6) Wireless Industry Corporations and Associations

(7) Miscellaneous Other

Not indexed below are submissions from individuals without organizational or institutional affiliations. Many of

these submissions discuss electromagnetic hypersensitivity (EHS).

='e 9 r: ': 3 contains a list of key research papers that can be downloaded from the FCC web site.
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ntt~~s://ecfsapi.icc.covtf(~I707G7EG83SQ35;fl4aitPi2Her~ :,;[c."'C^52~15.p~'~~

Toril Jeter, MD, FAACP

011e Johanson, PhD

t~tt~s://ecsa;~i.fcc.gotidfile17022311370.pd f

Suleyman Kaplan, PhD

htip://4[;p5.FCC. g~~~/2Cfs/doCumeY:lviEt'f?id=752094'1388

Henry C. Lai, PhD

fiftp:!li3;'^ .x^'.'.!'~31~/ecis/c!oa~n,ertiv' . ," ',,7i)2231'I r6&

hitp:!/a;:; s.cc. a~:/ecfs/documenUviev.~ie=752QE '1777

Victor Leach /Simon Turner

i~itp://s,nps.~cc.goi~'zc`::(doc~menPh.'i@4°t~I(~'T:7r;~C. TJ2'I

Dariusz Leszcz~;nski, PhD

,~ ~.1/z,'us.'cc._.,..~ris.'dnrnri;:;tit/v'r.5~~a?i~1-720~4~b'4.g

B. Bia!:e Levitt
.. is C',i.'.. . ; ~ U..

De-Kun Li, i~D, PnD, VPH

James C Lin, PhD
,.iii , ..

,,

Richard Plelfzer, PhD

htip:ll~ pps.fcc.eflvleci~ldocumer.Pi~rie~r?icl=75209=~2~145

Don Mzisch, PhDhtt~s:l/er,Esepi.~cc.c~ovl'ii{~/702231131~8.pdf

Lloyd Morgan, BSEE

hits:/!~p~.s.fcac~o~~'eafsldacumen4P ̀ ~....:;=7520°4G9<i

Joel M. Moskowitz, PhD

h!ip:tJapps.fcc.gov/ecfs/d ocume nUvie~•a? id=70223 71233

http:/lapps.icc.gcrv/ecf~/d ocumeniisrievv? i d=60002030879

hiip:t/apps.4ec.gov/ecfs/d ocu menUvi:;~ ~%i d=50002031 ?_62

h:'.p3:~,̀~E'~ri.irr.~o[F6!..'Ci Gr?J~12a"2.~~df

Jerry L. Phillips, PhD

http:f/2 ~:~~s. ~ ce.~ov/ecfs/d ocumenU:~iew?id=75209~i0948

Ronald M. Powell, PhD

hops:/fecfsapi.fcc.y ovifiie110707II6836035/b.4essage°/a20to4~~20Public°s20Schoofs%2Qa6o~i°620
V~firefess°/a2DDet~

ces.pdf

William J. Rea, MD

htfp:/l~pps. fcc.gcv/~cfs/docume~Vvi~•d~f?id=r 520940950

Cindy Sage, Lennart Hardeil, MD &Martha Herbert, MD, PhD

i~it~:/I2(i1S.tCC.~QV/~C{SI(~UC.47~:EP,ih:~i~1„?•d=752 9X0054

Cindy Sage &David O. Carpenter, MD

-.'u i~~ , . c _ -,:l"sG~S~vOC~~l7 - l / ..'fit .:.. ~., _

J. Bertel Schou, PhD S~ Diane Schou, PhD

hitp: Uap;~s.fcc.gov/~-cfs/ducume nU~~~~,~a?id=7520941 %41

t;ttp:/(a!~~s.'ec.~a~/ecfsldacumenJ~rie:~i?iti=r'S208=~ 1739

Miriam D. Weber, MD

ht?p://a~~s.fcr.~u~;l;:c`s;docum~rt~r:; ~:..-~::'_;;.;t793

Grace Ziem, MD, MPH, DrPH

http:/(apps. fcc.go ~i/ecfsldocume nUview?id=752054372E

ExpErt Coenmen4~ Chao SuppoR Weaker Regula4ions

Joe A. Elder, PhD

http://a_~ns .cc.goc/ecfs/dccumant/vi~~.v?iii=75 _Q944630

Consum~~, Environr~en4a1 and HealEh Oeganiza2ions

American Academy of Pediatrics

htt;; ,I20pS-iCC.~OVIec;s/docuti:e:nJvi2ri?id=7520941318

American Academy of Environmental Medicine



"° {fists 98 scientific experts from 23 na4ions vrho have sic~nad resolutions beiv~~en 2002 and 2014 tf~a4 call

for stronger regul2tions on wireless radiation, especially cell ~Itorte radiation.

In 2015, scientists .vfio published peer-reviewed research on the health effects of etecYromaynetic fields (E1iIF)

submitted a petition to the United Nations, the World Health Organization, end all world leaders calling far stronger

EMF regulations. The ini::rnaiiai-,.l F~~t Scie;~tisf Ap~aa! h2s also f~e2n sut~mi„ed to t't~e f=CC. The Appe21 has

now been signed by 235 scientists from 41 nations. All have published peer-revie~n~ed research on electromagnetic

fields and biology or health.

Scie~t~6~~c ~:ne~~e Resolutions Calling roe 5fsoncer t2egula(iorss

Catania Resolution (2002; 16 signees)

iiiip:/1G;;;~g.cr,,.~ - .. _ _ ?d=75~G94Q47A

Benevento Resolution (2006; 52 signees)

Seietun Scientific Panel (2009); 7 signees)

i;iiu:;lapps..cc.guv(erfs/documir;lvieul.%,~.,=75zo~ ~i0752

Health Canada Safebj Code 6 Declaration (Jut 9, 2014); 54 signees)

i~~f~p://2r•;=s. - '_~;~~ . -,-,=nfh;iev;?ic'=75c174~:l;c5

International E'JIF Scientist Appezl (~~ay 1'I, 2015; 200 signees)

i:iip:/lbit.iyl~-CCas~,_~_ i

E;~e~Conm~n~doStiff orcofSF;os~g3vf2~c~~iazions

OmerAbid, MD, NPH

David Adams, PhD

nitp:Nap;is. fcc.Gov/ec(c'~o,nmcnll~~ie;a%;d=6~ 17fi o % 5~=~

Norm Alster ("FCC captured agency's

iittp:/ bit.(y/FCCc2p9uredagercy

Frank Barnes, PhD

}~:•'/: j;r.S ~CGgO~lec:~sldCrtti~e(tUv:s"t~'td=75"7_4922935

Igor Belyaev, DrSc

;7t~o/! ps.ic;..r;o:;/ec;~;doc.:n~enUvie~•,?iu=757_i~98239

Biolnitiat~ve Worfcing Group (29 contributing authors)

t~itp:l,`ep,;s.,rcc.gc.l~c`s/C: ._ .~ . " . -•p1097s53

Martin Blank, PhD

ht'r~_:N~ ;:?r.`~c ;. _ ;'-c`s~'cr: ~zeritiv's r?i;=752~940~J37

David O. Carpenter, MD

~iifU:1/3J'.~~. ̀_ ~:~.':,~".lii~._.,Ti_::'~L'{~4J?~i=rb-0''.._-!

niip://appa.`~c.gn~~lacfsldocurr~ snfJiiev!?id=722311622

Richard H. Conrad, PhD

~;Itp:!!apps.fcc. c ~ ~ ~~4 c:`sG:':c~-;:~;e nUE~i~r;'1:.+=75~G9<. C^ ?3

htip:!/anps.i cc.y~; v; = c "e 'c c:~ ~ ~enflrie~~17•d=T52U9E E .7 r

Devra L. Davis, PhD, MPH

ht?p:/lapps.fcago~ ~lec~/documanU+.~ie~r?id=75?_0943931

Devra Davis PhD MPH, Alvaro de Salles PhD, Susan Downs MD, Gunnar Heuser MD PhD, Anthony Miller
 MD.

Lloyd Morgan BSEE, Yael Stein MD. Elihu Riditer MD MPH (rebuttal of CTIA's claims)

h ~i p:llapps. fcc.g rvlects/d ocume nUviev~7 iti=752095828E

Alan H. Frey

http://2pps.fcc.g ov/2efs/documenilvi2~°r%id=7022311549

Om Gandhi, PhD

hflp:!/Epps.fcc.go~~t~cfs/docun:e.~:t,,v;e.;✓'%i~ -r ,.̂ .,̂ ,'i'I~l7 i

i; itp:Nappy. iCC. gov.-eCfs/deC~m ~n Jt ~e'.,,?id=752G~-4 i 429

htip:J/apps.fce. g ovlecfsldocumeni/~'revr?id=7520945322

Livio Giulani, PhD

htlp://apps.fcc.gov(~cfsldocumanUvie~t?id=75.0941522

Lennart Hardell, MD, PhD

htto:!;~pps.~cc. ~• ,'_~;is!doccGmeni/vier:?id=75iG9=30944

htt{>:/lep~s.(cc.cc :'e .'.'documant/vie:s?ire=75210 3235

Martha Herbert, MD, PhD

http://apps. icay ov/ecfs/dacum~nUvicra7id=752090745



tn.? - ' - ~ ~ iiv^

California Brain Tumor'Association

Center for Electrosmog Prevention

hYp:/(apps.fcc.govlecfs/documenth~e ~7id=702?_3 71617

Consumers for Safe Cell Phones

http://Bpi.S.'~:c~,,cvi0cfsldocurie~tt'v'~ "6'''<752d~41-150

Electromagnetic Safety Alliance, Inc.

http://a~ps.frc. r~ovlects/documenUviev~'?id=7520941597

http:l/apps. fcagavlecfs/documenUvie~~?id=7520941599

http:l/a~ps.fcc.g avl~~sfdocumenUvisve?id=7520341 fi00

htip:/lapps.fcE;. c3oi /eefs/docunenUv;e~v?id=752Q94 7601

hYtp://a pgs. fcc.govi erfsldocum enUviev!?id=7520.41602

iittp: itapps. icc.yov/ecfs/d ocumsnUvi2vf!id=7022311420

h;i~:l/up{±s.fr,C.yp~%cfs/dacurenU~-~ie~•a?id=757.OS~ 1598

EN~F Saf iy Network

EMR~diafion Policy Institute

http:llaons.fec.~ovlecisldocumenUvieve?id =75~09~07~6

http:l/~p~s.fcc.gov/ecfsldocumenii vieve?ice=7520940765

hflp://apps.€cc.govlecf,/dccumenUviE~!?id=7520~~ 07&6

htt~:!lapps.fcc.goydFlcfsldocunie~ithie!•a?id=752~~Q7 r

ht?~~:llap~s.icc.go~,l2c~s/8ocumerrt/vie~,;~.. ':vOE'':.03

t}ttp://apps.fcc.gov/ecfs/documenUvie;J?id=~54:~ A759

http://apps.fcc.go ~lecfsicl ocumenUvies~.?id= i 0?_i_311256

Environmental Health Trust
i,i(p~l;>=;;~;s.`._ ,,c;~ '_.:-' /~fo,~~i;znL'vie~v?id=7622311561

Environmental Woriti~g Group

http:l/apps.fcc.govlscfs/documanUviev!?id=7520958417

hflp:!/apps..cc.gav/ecfs/documenU~~ev,?id=7524941812

http:llapps.fcc.gov/ecfsldocunenUF~e:v?id=752094148

http:/l~p~~5.;cc.govlecfsldocu~nenYlti~€eirr?iti= GOG~10~ 0810

http://apps.'cc. govl~cfs/documen~/viev/?id=X0001040811

http:!/apps.fcc.govlecfs/documenUv~•~rJ?id=a000 t0 ;0813

Environmental Working Group (petition w/ 26,000 signatures):

http:!/apps.Tce.govlecfs/documenVvie~v?id=7520941684

Global Union Against Radiation Deployment from Space http:!laFps.fcc.govl2cfslcommenU~iew?id=fiGQQ1390&A&

Gust Environmental

http:/lapps.ECc.gatidectsldocumenJJiee~a?iii=752C9391'i i

Pharmacists Planning Service Inc (PPSI)

hFtp://apps.fcc.g ovfec(sldocumenUviev/?id=7526958027

hHp://apps.fcc.gov/ecfs/documenUvie:~l?id=7520958028

Stop Smart Meters
hitp://apps. "~::.,~ o~ -; ecfeldoo,:menUv~eva?id=70223114n5

httN:l/~ p:s.fcc.c~oviec~s/duc~:;-n~nV~.ia•.~ ~'iG=7~:?0940953

http:l/apy?s.fcc.gcul~c[sfdco! n ~a n ~,',: i:; . r'iti =7 "_L ~ •S 18&3

Smart Meters Irvine

hflp:!lapps.fcc.go~iecfs/docume nUview?id=7022125039

Stop Smart Meters New York

of tp:!/~ pps. fcc.yovlecfs?d ecum~ nUtiesv? i d=75203 19 $ 5

Wireless Education Action

http://apps.fcc.govleCfsldocumenVL ie1+/lid=70 311599

Government Agencies

Cities of Boston, Massachusetts and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

http:/lbit.ly/i kAYSu7

Environmental Protection Agencyhttps:l/ecfsapi.fce.govifilel7520941527.pdf

FCC Once of the Chairman (Response to Sen. Blumenthal &Rep. Eshoo)http://apps.icc.gcv/ecfs/documenthievP
.

id=&0001353996

FCC Office of Engineering Technology Bureau
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International Agency for Research on Cancer, Worid Health Organization

(tip:/la~;,s.fcc.3ov,ecfs/~ocumanJvi !%id-70?.2311 G20

Los Angels Unified School District

http:l/apps. fcc.g ov/Ecfs/docurrenUviei~ff id=75209~D749

Town of hi;tsborough, Caiifomia

ii ip:/.ray; . ̀.~ ;,,~tecfsldecumenJview?id=7520°~k1733

National Cancer Institute &National Institute of Environmental Health

Sciences h?fps:/fec~sapi.fcc.govlfile/752112393H.pdf

National Instdute for Occupational Safety and Health

t~ttp:(/apps.fcagovfec~s/docun~snUview?id=75209415So

City of Portland, Oregon

nff;~:ll2r .-. ̀  _ ..:..r .,..,,,i...... 7_ .,,f ~~ic _ ~7id::75Z09~i0265

~ttp:/lapps.fc.~: ;o~leci_;~~:::~~-i=.enth~: .: 1:`-%^nS'8?_32

City and County of San Francisco

ni p:!/apps.iaC.~c~_lacss/docx}martilUiry .~.acfion?iii=752095x358

hGu:(( fps.' .-_..-..- ..~ r:' ~.:.~ :lvi 'rt2_.~cn?~-~=7520~553~~9

Radiation Protection Division, Envirenm~n4zl f'roiectien Agenc;r

Radiofrequency Interagency Working Group(Federal)

htio:0apps.fcc.gm~(ecfsldoc~ FinanUvi~~:l%id=752Q941598

City of Tucson and County of Pima, Arizona Resolution

hftp://a,^cps.fcc.gov/ecfsldoGsn~enfhrte °r?id=752Q941603

1Nireless IndusEry Corporations anc3 Associations

Alarm Industry Communications Committee

i~tip:l/a,:~~s.fcc.ycvlac~stdocu+~en~r::: ' ..--_ ., ...

ARRL, the National Association for Amateur Radio

http:!lapps. i cc.go~'iecis!d~cuiner ~UeietY.%id=75249<114 24

Art-Fi
htfp:!lar,,s :r, . , ,n.ors/dccu+i}enU+r~~~.•~?id=752u92530.1

http:f/sppa i ~ ni,e :,;7id=752092yej;~

Association for Advancement of Medical Instrumentation

iti`ip:l/zpps.fcc.govfecisfd a:~rr..= ; •.U.: _.:?ids 752u9?1 G~3

AT&T Services

S~ttfrN2~ps.fcc.c;^':•; c'~;~io~~~:~.e~.'fvie~=a?id=752095fl353

Blaoston Private Users

http:l/a~ps.fc<;.go~~lecfsldncumFnU~: iely%id=75209~317~i9

Cohen, pippeil and Everist, P.0

hits:l/2p~~s.Fcc.govlecfs?~oc~meni/vi;::~ti~1=75209 3'15x5

Consumer Eiectrnnics Assoaation

http:l/a ~~~s.fco. govlecis/d ac:imen Uview?ici=7520941397

CTIA-The Wireless Association

nttp://ap~s.fca~o ;4.ccshh.c:.~~ _r~U.i-.=,;?id=75209a1T01

htt~://a~~s.fcc.govlscfa!i rc~ ~~ ~ ; ~ r,t/ , ~.:'. i.;'=; :."U ~ ~s091

hrip://apps.fcc.gov/ecfsldo rumen U~.~zs+/?id=7520958337

http:!/apps.fcc.go~•lecfs/documentivie~v?id=60001p'4'07 (290 pp. SCENIHR Report)

Fxed Wireless Communications Coalition

~itfp:/lapps.4cc.yovfecfsldocumenU~ icw?id=7520°4147?

GSM Association

htip:/lapps. icc.gav/2cfs/dccurnentivi;.: i':d= i 6'1G3d X433

/
IEEE Intemationai Committee on Electromagnetic Safety (ICES)

http://agE3s.~cc.guv/eels/documenUvie=rr?' •- ~ =i;9 .u730

http:/fapps.fcc.govlecfs/docume nt/vie4~?id=7520958056

Medtronic Inc

http:/lapas.icc.goviecfs/documerUvis~r?id=t 520941474

Mobile Manufacturers Forum



Niomentun Dynamics ~orporstion and Oak Ridge fVational Laboratory

nitp./lscus.". -: _`°!;1rr.~re~,il•,(- ?ici=75?09A';'70

Motorola Solutions

ht(p:/laps.fce.govlecfs,documenU~-iee,%id=752094 i x}79

National Association of Broadcasters

attn:(/apes.fcc.gov/ecfs/doaunenf/.tie :?`:=7 20941851

National Association of Telecommunications Officers and Advisors

http://apps.icc.g o•,decfs/docu menU~~iev~r?id= r 5~ 041659

htfp:N~~ps.fcc.govlecis/documen Jvie~v?id=7520958134

Nokia
hitp:/lapps.fcc.go~~/ecisidocurneN/vie~.v?id=75203•: ~??3~S

PCIA-The Wireless infrastructure Association and The HetNet Forum

f ~ilp:llapi~s.Ecc.,~o~; ec~sldocun ~~nu vie;:?id=7520915 885

Qualcomm, Inc.

i'i~i - - - ---=t;.. . -r•t~vi~?~-J?id=757.1~61~97

t ' ! .. ~. "_ ~"390

RF Check Inc.

i~ttp://;.c .:.;~~. .,;~':cf-;clrccr-~ ~t'~~: "?id=7521092619

http://a;~p ~.fccgo~~/Leis/docurnenV~iev,?id=60000971924

Sensormatic Electronics, LLC

h€t7://z~ Ps.fc~.gov/ecfs/docurner~Uvie~,{~%id=752098377

hitp:/;apps. fcc.gav/Lcfsl~ocumenVvieir?id=752094 i 71 S

Telecommunications Industry Association

http://2pps ~=c.yu~r;~~fs'dccum=nUvievR .:=r52i~~41340

http:/lapps.fcc.gov/ecfs/documenUviEw?~8=75209534A7

http:!lapps.fcc.go~•lecfs/docu menUvie4+f.~icf=6G 000974727

Richard Tell Assoaates

http:/laps.fccc^ :r--~,r,~~,-_,,,-~.~":' •. .--7520^"r_nG.z

Verizon and Verizon Wireless

SriEp:!/apps.fcagovlecfs/d ocumenUviscr?id=7520941587

http:i/spps.fcc.gov/ec(sldocumenJ~: i~~ :~'id=782095835A

Wi-Fi Alliance

blip /l~;pp-: .'s.yo~9ec~s/dncumenUvievu?id=752094162'!

http:U2;;;_= ", _.ro„/e[FJdocur~ter;"hi_~ ~"id=752095$320

Miscellaneous Other

American Association for Justice

htip: /!a pis. fcc.g ovlecfslcommen Uvi e:°~?i~=6017A6&GQ3

http:/lapps.fcc.govlecfs/documentivie~ /~.d=7520942173

Senator Bill Galvana (Florida)

Mtp://apps, fcc.govtecfsldocu men✓vi e~-~? id=7520940.383

Green Swan, Inc.

hftp://apps.fcc.gov/ecfs/documenUview?id= i 520941846

International Brotherhood of Electripl Wo~icers

http://apps.fcc.gov/ecfs/docu mentivi e ~. r? id=7520~J4 A 275

hBp:/!a pas.fec.goe~/ec~s/documenUvi ew?id=7521097088

Intergovernmental Advisory Committee

htip://apps.fec. gov/ecfs/documenUview?id=7520959437

Mechanical Contractors Association

http:/lapp s.fcc.govlecfsld ocu mentiview?id=7521824457

http://apps. fcc.g ovlecisldocumenUvie~: ✓?id=60001356256

North America's Building Trade Unions

blip:/lapps.fcc.gov/ecfs/comet enUviev✓?id=60001483296 hYtp:llapps.fcc.gov/ecfs/comme nUvie~v?

id=60001328468firp s://ecfsa pi.fcc.gov/t!e!60001514689. pdf

Operative Plasters' &Cement Masons International Association

http://app s.fce. g ov/ecfs/commenVviev~?id=60001329085



Pong Research Corporation
;11187

'.~~"r3

Skyvision Solutions

hitp:papps..cc.gov/ecfs/documenf.vie:J?id=7520940626

United Union of Roofers, Waterproofe~s 8 Allied Workers

http://apgs.fca.gov/ecfs/commenWievf?i~=60001329921 https:itecfsapi.fcc.govifile/G00013~5970.pdf

~+

labels: cancer, ceq~~hone, eledremagnefic hypersensitivity, FCC, Fedec2l Communi~tions Commission, ICtJIRP, industry, motile Fhsna,

neurodegenerativa, rado'requency, regulations, SAR
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Cue. Study S~~o~•rs t~iaE ~e!i Phone i o=.~ ers are ~aegest Cents it~~to;

Eo E~viro~ntsa(~I Raclio6requoncy I~udiation E:cposz~=,

A new s2uuy r~e~suring ra~'io5recguency Elcetronagrretic fields shoir~ consi
dera6~le var~~5ility.in er.,~osuse in six

countries. Cell phone Poitiers are fhe most dominanP confribuQor.

(Los Angeles, CA, March 9, 2018) Today the journal, ~nvironmenf InEernaSa
nal, published online a six nation study of outdoor

exposures to radiofrequency electromagnetic fields (RF-EMF).

Wireless devices and infrastructure emit RF-EMF. liow2ver, little is (mown about how th
is affects environment2l exposures

around the world. In the present study, RF-EMF measurements were taken in l
ocations in Australia, Ethiopia, Nepal, South

Africa, Switzerland and the United States by means of portable measurement devices
. The devices considered exposure from

cell phone towers, N and FM radio broadcast antennas, cell phone handsets and 
Wi-Fi.

According to Dr. Martin Roosli, Associate Professor at the Swiss Tropical and Public 
Health Institute and senior author of the

paper, "The study demonstrates that total RF-EMF exposure levels in the envir
onment vary widely between different areas. Cell

phone tower radiation is the dominant contributor in most outdoor areas."

Los Angeles vaas fhe study site in the UraiCed States.

Compared to the other five countries, the US had high exposure levels ranging 
from 1.4 milliwatts per square meter (mW/m') in

a non-central residential area of !os Angeles to 6.8 mW/m' in a rural center of the cit
y. The median total exposure to RF-EMF

across all eight outdoor microenvironments in Los Angeles was 3.4 mW/m~.

Today's ou4door RF-EMF I~vels in Los Angeles are abou4 70 4oee~es geeater than
 vvhaC 4he EPA esCiona4ed forQy yeses ago.

The last time RF-IMF exposure was systematically measured in Los Angeles w
as in the late 1970's as part of a 12-city study

conducted by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (Tell and Maniiply, 1982). 
The EPA assessed RF-EMF in 38 outdoor

locations in Los Angeles and found that the median population-weighted exposure wa
s 0.05 mW/m2. At that that time television

and FM radio broadcast antennas were the most important contributors. Hence, 
since the 1990's, the implementation of Cefl

phone tower networks has resulted insubstantial increase in RF-EMF.

Although this measurement study demonstrates that environmental exposu~ levels a
re substantially below regulatory limits,

there are still uncertainties about whether the strong increase of RF-EMF in the envir
onment in recent years poses a health risk.

Switzerland has implemented precautionary limits for RF-EMF and indeed erpo
sure levels were lowest among all countries

participating in the study.

Ro~sli and his colleagues emphasize that this measurement study contributes to a bett
er understanding of the exposure

situation of the general population till over the world and foster the design of future he
alth studies.

Sanjay Sagar, the first author of the paper, and Martin Roosli, are with the Swiss 
Tropical and Public Health Institute in Basel,

Switzerland. Co-authors from the U.S. include Michael Jewett and Tony Kuo wi
th the UCLA Fielding School of Public Health,

Michael Brunjes and Lisa Arangua with the Los Mgeles County Health Department,
 and Joel Moskowitz witF~ the UC Berkeley

School of Public Health.

J¢el fL9. F°osEcov~iiz, P~i.Q.
Director

~ Center for Family and Community Health
School of Public Health
University of California, Berkeley
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Sagar S, Adem SM, Struchen B, Loughran SP, Brunjes ME, Arangua L, Dalvie 
MA, Croft RJ, Jewett M, Moskowitz JM, Kuo T,

Ro6sli M. Comparison of radiofrequency electromagnetic field exposure levels in diff
erent everyday microenvironments in an

international context. Environment /ntemational, 114: 297-306. Published online ahea
d of print, March 9, 2018.



Hic~,hligh4s

We measured RI=-EN+F in 94 matched microenvironments in six countries.

We applied a common protocol for direct comparison of RF-EMF.

Downlinkandbroadcastingexposurevrasmostrelevantinoufdoormicroenvironments.

Uplinkisonlyrelevantinpublictransnort~viththehighestinSwi~eriand.

a Exposure in urban areas tended to be higher.

Abstract

Background: The aim of this study was to quantify RF-EMF exposure applying a tested protocol of RF-EMF e;:posure

measurements using portable devices with a high sampling rate in different microenvironmen4s of Sufitzerland, Ethiopia, Nepal,

South Africa, Australia and the United States oPAmerica.

IUethod: We used portable measurement devices for assessing RF-ENiF exposure in 94 ouidoor microenvironments and 18

public transport vehicles. The measurements ~~ere taken either 6y walking with a backpacR v.~ith the devices at the height of the

head and a distance of 20-30 cm from the body, or driving a car with the devices mounted on its roof, which was 170-180 cm

above the ground. The measurements were Taken for about 30 min whilo walling and about 15-20 min while driving in each

microenvironment, with a sampling rate of once every 4 s (E~cpoM-RF) and 5 s (EME Spy 201).

Results: Mesn total RF-E~iF exposure in various outdoor microenvironments varied between 023 V/m (noncentral residential

area in Switzerland) and 1.85 VIm (university area in Australia), and across modes of public fransporf between 0.32 V/m (bus in

rural area in Stvitzeriand) and 0.86 Vlm (Auto rickshaw in urban tares in Nepal). For most outdoor areas the major exposure

contribution was from mobile phone base stations. Otherwise broadcasting was dominant. Uplink from mobile phone handsets

was generally very small, except in Swiss trains and some Swiss buses.

Conclusions: This study dernonstrates high RF-EMF variability between the 94 selected microenvironments fvomall over the

world. E;cposura levels tended to increase with increasing urbanity.

Open Access Paper (available until April 27, 2018): http:Ulait.lylb'ra~ionRfs4udy

Supplemental Material: http:l/bit.ly/&nationsupplement

Tell and Mantipiy. Population exposure to VHF and UHF broadcast radiation in the United States. Radio Silence. 17(5S):39S-

47S. 1982. http://oniinelibrary.Wiley.com/dot110.1029lR9017i05Sp00398lepdf

Available for ie~terview:

Joel Mosi<owifz, Ph.D., School of Public Health, University of California, Berkeley; jmm@bericeley.edu

Prof. Martin Rdosli, Ph.D., Swiss Tropical and Public Health Institute, Basel; martin.raosii@sv~zssfph.ch,

https:/l~w~nr1. swisstph. ch/en/staffiprofsle/people/martin-roeoesii!

Sanjay Sager, Ph.D., Swiss Tropical and Public Mealth Institute, Basel; sanjay.s~gar@swisstnh.ch

r r

Labels: 8 nation, cell io•.ver, ennronmerrtal expoeur~, Loa Anga;as, mobile base station, moekoertz, rdiatien, r~rJiofrequency, RF, RooSi, Sager, Si:•<
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d ral regulations protect the public only from the thermal (i.e., heating) risk due to short-tem e:cposure to high 
iniensihr, c211

_, tower radi2tion. Thy Federal regulations ignore the hundreds of studies that find harmful bio-effects from 
long-term e:c~osure to

non-thermal levels of cell phone radiation.

y~`3
~fhe Telecommunications Act of 19°6 does noE alloer communities to stop the siting of c211 towers for health reasons.

Nevertheless, Izndiords may be liable far any fiarn caused by cell phone radiation emitted by fo~:vers siWate
d on their property.

Localities need to organize and change the Federal law to protect public Iteallh and wi(diife from e;:posure fo micros: ~
a:•e

radiation emitted by mobile phone base stations.

Following are some resources regarding the health eYects of exposure to cell tower radiation. I vrill occasionally upda
te this

page.

Related posts

Major newspaper editorials oppcse 5G "small cell antennas

Is 5G Cellular Technology Fiarmiui to Our Health?

Electromagnetic Hypersensitivity

Wireless Radiation TV heovs

ImpacC of radioirequency radiation on nt~A damage and anfioridants in peeipherai blood lympitocyc
es of ~~urnans

residing in the vicinity of mobile phone base stations

Zothansiama, Zosangzuali M, Lalramdinpuii M, Jagetia GC. Impact of radiofrequency radiation on DNA dama
ge and antioxidants

in peripheral blood lymphocytes of humans residing in the vicinity of mobile phone base stations. Electroma
gn Biol Med. 2017

Aug 4:1-11. dot: 10.1080/153683782017.1350584.

Abstract

Radiofrequency radiations (RFRs) emitted by mobile phone base stations have raised wn~ms on its adve
rse impact on

humans residing in the vicinity of mobile phone base stations. Therefore, the present study was envisaged 
to evaluate the effect

of RFR on the DNA damage and antioxidant status in cultured human peripheral blood lymphocytes (HPBL
s) of individuals

residing in the vicinity of mobile phone base stations and comparing it with healthy controls.

The study groups matched for various demographic data including age, gender, dietary pattern, smoking ha
bit, alcohol

consumption, duration of mobile phone use and average daily mobile phone use.
.~✓~~<:

The RF power density of the exposed individuals was significantly higher (p < 0.0001) when compared to the 
control group. The

HPBLs were cultured and the DNA damage was assessed by cytolcinesis blocked micronucleus (MN) assay 
in the binucleate

lymphocytes. The analyses of data from the exposed group (n = 40), residing within a perimeter of 80 meters 
of mobile base

stations, showed significantly (p < 0.0001) higher frequency of micronuclei (MN) when compared to the 
control group, residing

300 meters away from the mobile base station/s.

J The analysis of various antioxidants in the plasma of exposed individuals revealed a significant attrition in 
glutathione (GSH)

concentration (p < 0.01), activities of catalase (CAn (p < 0.001) and supemride dismutase (SOD) (p 
< 0.001) and rise in lipid

peroxidation (LOO) when compared to controls. Multiple linear regression analyses revealed a significant a
ssociation among

reduced GSH concentration (p < 0.05), CAT (p < 0.001) and SOD (p < 0.001) activities and elevated MN fr
equency (p < 0.001)

and LOO (p < 0.001) uvith increasing RF power density.

https:/lv~,nv.nc4i.nim. nih.yov/puUmedl28777669

My note

All of the recorded RFR power density values in this study were well below the Federal Communication Comm
ission's maximum

permissible exposure limits in the U.S. forthe general population. These limits are are 6,000 mW/mZ [milli
watts per square

meter] for 900 MHz and 10,000 mW/m2 for 1800 MHz radiofrequency radiation. In contrast, the highest rec
orded value in this

study was 7.52 mW/m2 of RFR. The "exposed individuals" who resided within 80 meters of a cell antenna received an average

of 5.00 mW/mZ of RFR in their bedrooms.

~a Jcel h7. P7osf:ar:~iz, Ph.Q.
Director

,~,,. Centerfor Family and Community 1'ealth
School of Public Health

,Y University of California, Berkeley
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Excerpts

RFR may change the fidelity of DNA as the increased incidence of cancer has been reported among those r
esiding near mobile



phone base stations (A6de1-Rassonl ei al., 2007; Borticiewicz et al., 2004; Cherry, 2000;
 Eger et al., 2004; Hardell et al., 1999;

Huffer et al., 20Q6; Woff and Wolf, 2004). RFR emitted frommobile base stations is
 also reported to increase the DNA strand

breaks in IymphoLyrtes of mobile phone users and indi~riduals residing in the vicini
ty of a mobile base station/s (Gandhi and Anita,

2005; Gandhi et~l., 2014). Exposure of human furoblasts and rat granulosa cells to 
RFR (18Q0 NiHz, SAR 12 or 2 W/kg) has

been reported to induce DNA single- and double-strands breaks (Diem et al., 2005). 
Irreversible D~lA damage was also reported

in cultured human lens epithelial cells e::posed to microwave generated by mobil
e phones (Sun et al., 2006). The adverse healtfi

effects of RFR are still debatable as many studies indicated above have found a 
positive correlation between the DNA damage

and RFR exposure; however, several studies reported no significant effect of RFR
 on DNA strand breaks and micronuclei

formation indifferent study systems (Li et al., 2001; Tice et al., 2002; McNamee e
t al., 2~03;Maes et al., 2006). The potential

genotoriciry of RFR emiHed by mobile phone base stations can be determined by 
micronuGeus (MN) assay, which is an

effective tool to evaluate the genotoxic or clastogenic effects of physical and chem
ical agents. This technique has also been

used to quantify the frequencies of radiation-induced MN in human peripheral blo
od fympfiocytes (HPBLs) (Fenech and Morley,

1985; Jagetia and Venkatesha, 2005; Prosser et ai., 1988; Yildirim et al., 2010).

Six mobile phone base stations, operating in the frequency range of 900 MHz (N =
 2) and1800MHz (N = 4), erected in tFie thickly

populated areas of Aizawl city were selected for the present study... The power output 
of all the base stations is 20 W, with their

primary beam emiting radiation at an angle of 20". Power densify measurements (
using HF-60105V4, Germany) ware carried

out in the bedroom of each participant where they spent most of the time and hen
ce have the longest constant level of

electromagnetic fielct enposure. Power density measurement was carried out thre
e times (morning, midday and evening), and

the average was calculated for each residence around each base station. The 
main purpose of the measurement of power

density was to ensure that RFR emission from each site did not exceed the safe p
ublic limits and to determine any difference in

power density behvaen selected households that c^sere dose to (within 80 m) and
 far (>300 m) from the mo6ite phone base

stations. The safety limits for public exposure from mobile phone base stations are 0.45
 W/m2 for 900 MHz and 0.92 W/mZ for

1800 MHz frzquency as per Department of Telecommunications, Ministry of Comm
unications, Government ofi India, New Delhi

guidelines (DoT, 2012).

... some residences are located horizontally with the top of the towers from v~rhich RFR
 are emitted, making it possible to get an

exposure at a short distance of 1-20 m, despite being erected on the ~ooYop or in 
the ground. A minimum of ivro individuals

were sampled from each household and at leas4five individuals rr:ere sampled around 
each mobile base gtation. Individuals

sampled around each base station were matched for their age and gender (Table
 1). The exposed group consisted of 40 healthy

individuals who fulfilled the inclusion criteria of Eying above 18 years of age and residin
g in the vicinity of mobile phone base

stations (within 80 m radius). The control group comprised of 40 healthy individu
als matched for age end gender ovho had been

living at least 300 m away from any mobile phone base stations.... Sampling was also 
done only from those residcnc~s wfio did

not use microwave oven for cooking, Wifi de~~ices and any other major source of
 electromagnetic field as they are Ecnown fo

cause adverse effects (Atasoy et al., 2013; Avendano et al., 2012).

The groups matched for most of the demographic data such as age, gender, diet
ary pattern, smoking habit, alcohol

consumption, mobile phone usage, duration of mobile phone use and a~zrage de
ity mobile phone use (fable 2). A highly

significant variation (p < 0.0001) was observed for the distance of household from
 the base station (40.10 ± 3.02 vs. 403.17 ±

7.98 in m) behveen exposed and control groups.

The RF power density of the exposed group (2.84-7.52 mW/mz; average 5.002 ±
 0.182 mW/ m2) was significantly higher (p <

0.0001) when compared to the control group (0.014-0.065 mW/m2; average 0.0
35 t 0.002 mW/m2). The highest power density

was recorded at a distance of 1-20 m (6.44 t 0.31 mW/m2), which is significantly 
higher (p < 0.0001) than those at a distance of

21-40 m (4.79 ± 0.33), 41 0 m (4.48 ± 022) and 61-80 m (4.61 t 0.10).

The highest measured power density was 7.52mW/m2. Most of the measured values
 close to base stations (Table 1) are higher

than that of the safe limits recommended by Bioinitiative Report 2012 (0.5mW/mZ
), Salzburg resolution 2000 (1 mW/mZ) and EU

(STOA) 2001 (0.1 mWlm2). However, all the recorded values were well below the curr
ent ICNIRP safe level (4700 mW/mZ) and

the current Indian Standard (450 mW/m2).

The exact mechanism of action of RFR in micronudei induction and reduced antioxidan
t status is not apparent. The possible

putative mechanism of generation of DNA damage may be the production of end
ogenous free radicals due to continuous

exposure. RFR has been reported to produce d'rfferent free radicals earlier (Avci et 
al., 2009; Burlaka et al., 2013; Barpl et al.,

2014; Kazemi et al., 2015). Cells possess a number of compensatory mechanis
ms to deal with ROS and its effects. Among

these are the induction of antioxidant proteins such as GSH, SOD and CAT. Enr
ymatic antioxidant systems function by direct or

sequential removal of ROS, thereby terminating their activities. An imbalance be
tween the omdative forces and antioxidant

defense systems poses oxidative injury, which has been implicated in various 
diseases, such as cancer, neurological disorders,

atherosclerosis, diabetes, liver arrhosis, asthma, hypertension and ischemia (And
readis et al., 2003; Comhair et al., 2005;

Dhalla et al., 2000; Fnkel and Holbrook, 2000; Kasparova et al., 2005; Sayre et al
., 2001; Sohal et al., 2002). Because of the

significant decease in endogenous antioxidants and increased LOO among the 
exposed group, the extra burden of free radicals

is unlikely to get neutrai'~zed, and these surplus ROS may react with important cel
lular macromolecules including DNA forming

either DNA adducts or stand breaks, which maybe later expressed as micronucl
ei once the cell decides to divide. The decline in

the antioxidant status may be also due to the suppressed activity of Nrf2 transcri
ption factorwhich is involved in maintaining the

antioxidant status in the cells.

The present study has reported that [radiofrequency radiation] increased the freq
uency of [micxonuciei] and [lipid peroxidation]

and reduced [glutathione] wntents, [catalase] and [superoxide dismutase] activities 
in the plasma of the exposed individuals.

The induction of [micronuclei] may be due to the increase in free-radical producti
on. The present study demonstrated that

staying near the mobile base stations and continuous use of mobile phones dam
age the DNA, and it may have an adverse effect

in the long nm. The persistence of pNA unrepaired damage leads to genomic insta
bility which may lead to several health

disorders including the induction of cancer.

Biological effects from erposure to electromagneitic radia4ion emitted by

cell tov✓er base stations and other antenna arrays

Levitt BB, Lai H. Biological effects from exposure to electromagneticradiation 
emitted by cell tower base stations and other

antenna arrays. Environmental Reviews.l8: 36 395 (2010) doi:10.1139 lA10-018.

Open Access Paper:

http:/Avv.~u. nrcrese 2rchpress. comldoi/pdtplus/ 10.1139/A 10-018?src=recsys

Abstract

The siting of cellular phone base stations and other cellular infrastructure such as 
roof-mounted antenna arrays, especially in

residential neighbofioods, is a contentious subject in land-use regulation. Local
 resistance from nearby residents and

landowners is often based on fears of adverse health effects despite reassuranc
es from telecommunications service providers

that international exposure standards will be followed.



Both anecdotal repons and some epidemiology studies have found headach
es, skin rashes, sleep disturbances, depression,

decreased libido, increased rates of suicide, concentration problems, dimness, 
memory changes, increased risk of cancer,

tremors, and othAr ne~rophyuiological effects in populations near base stations.

The objective of this paper is to review the e:~sGng studies of people living or 4vor
king near cellular infrastructure and other

pertinent studies that could apply to long-term, low-level radiofrequency radiation (
RFR) exposures. While specific

epidemiological research in this area is sparse and contradictory, and such e~osu
res are difficult to quantify given the

increasing background levels of RFR from myriad personal consumer produ
cts, some research does e;cist to warrant caution in

infrastructure siting. Further epidemiology research that takes total ambient RFR e
xposures into consideration is warranted.

Symptoms reported today may be classic microwave sickness, first described in 1
978. Nonionizing electromagnelic fields are

among the fastest grotiving forms of environmental pollution.Some extrapolations
 can be made from researcfi other than

epidemiology regarding biological effects from exposures at levels far belovr curre
nt exposure guidelines.

Euce~~ts

[Note: As of July 9, 2017, w~~v.antennnsearcfi.cgm, an industry website, reports
 646,000 towers and 1.89 million cell antennas

in the U.S.]
j
a.

In lieu of building new cell towers, some municipalities are licensing public utility poles throughout ur
ban areas far Wi-Fi rr~ ~~`

antennas that alloev vrireless Internet access. These systems can require hundred
s of antennas in close proximity to the `~ ~:~-~„ ~~~,•~

population with some e;;posures at a lateral height ~.^'here second- and third-story
 ~~indovrs face antennas. Most of these systems ~° ~~'~`., ~ i~`?~

are categorically e~ciuded from regulation 6y the U.S. Federal Communications C
ommission (FCC) or oversight by gooemmsnt

densihj is iac[or ` ~'"
agencies because they oparate below a certain poa:er density threshold. However

, po~~er not the only ~~

determining biological effects from radio3requencf radiation (RFR). 

y •
An aesthetic emphasis is often the only perceivad control of a municipality, 

particularly in countries like America where there is ~ ` ~s~ (~ .;

t ~
an overriding federal prsempfion that precludes taf:irg the "environmenful e

ffects" of RFR info consideration in cell tov:er siting '~~

~ ~~ p1 ~~
as stipul2ted in Section 70 of The Telecommurticetions Act of 1396 (USFCC 139

6). Citizen resistance, however, is meet o~2n

based on health concerns regarding the sa~eb~ of RFR e:~osures to those t
=r5o live near the infrastructure. A7sny citizens,

especially those vrho claim to be hypersensiU~e to electromagnetic fields, s
tate they woidd rather I,no~v where the antennas ere d

and that hiding them greatly complicates society's ability to monitor for safet/.
~

~'"~

Industry representatives try to reassure communities that facilities are many 
orders of magnitude below what is allowed for

exposure by standards-setting boards and studies bear that out (Cooper et 
al. 2005; Henderson and Bangay 2605; 3ornkessei

et al. 2007). These include standards by the Iniema5onal Commission on R
on-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) used

throughout Europe, Canada, and elsevrhere (IC~•lff~P 1998). The standards 
curcen0y adopted by the U.S. FCC, which uses a

two-tiered system of recommendations put out by the National Council on R
adiation Protection (NCRP) for civilian e:cposures

(referred to as uncontrolled environments), and the International Electricia
ns and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) for professional

exposures (refereed to as controlled environments) (U.S. FCG 1997). The U.S. m
ay eventually adopt standards closer to

ICNIRP. The current U.S. standards ere morn protective than ICNIRP's in some 
frequency ranges so any harmonization toward

the ICNIRP standards will make the U.S. limits more lenient.

~-

All of the standards currently in placa are based on RFRs ability to heat tissue, ca
lled thermal effects. A longstanding critiasm, qi\

going back to the 1950s (Levitt 1995), is that such acute heating effects do not 
take potentially more subtle non-thermal effects ;~

into consideration. And based on the number of cif¢ens who have tried to stop ce
ll towers from being installed in their

neighborhoods, laypeople in many countries do not find adherence to Basting 
standards valid in addressing health concerns.

Therefore, infrastructure siting does not have [he confidence of the public (Levitt 
1998).

'The intensity of RFR decreases rapidly with the distance from the emitting source
; therefore, exposure to RFR from transmission ~~1

towers is often of lotiv intensity depending on one's proximity. But intensity is not 
the only factor. Living near a facility will involve ~

long-duration exposures, sometimes for years, at many hours per day. People 
working at home or the infirm can experience low-

j,
leve124 hexposures. Nighriimes alone will create 8 hour continuous expos

ures. The current standards for both lCNIR?, IEEE ~

and the NCRP (adopted by the U.S. FCC) are (or whole-body exposures av
eraged over a shoR duration (minutes) and are ~'~`~•

based on results from short-term exposure studies, not for long-term, low-level 
exposures such as those experienced by people

living or working near transmitting faalities. For such populations, these pn be 
involuntary exposures, unlike cell phones where

user choice is involved. 
'"~~

The U.S. FCC has issued guidelines for both power densify and SARs. For powe
r density, the U.S. guidelines are betvreen 0.2-

1,0 mW/cmz....

At 100-200 ft (about 30-&0 meters) from a cell phone base station, a pers
on can be exposed to a power density of 0.001

mW1cm2 (i.e., 1.0 NW/cm2)....

For the purposes of this paper, we will define low-intensity exposure to RFR of 
power d~nsiiy of 0.001 m1,N/cmZ

Many biological effects have been documented at eery low intensities comparabl
e to what the population experiences within 200

to 500 ft (-60-150 m) of a cell tower, including effects that occurred in studies of
 cell cultures and animals after exposures to

low-intensity RFR. Effects reported include: genetic, growth, and reproductive; in
creases in pertneabiliiy of the blood-brain

barrier, behavioral; molecular, cellular, and metabolic; znd increases in cancer 
risk....

Ten years ago, there were only about a dozen studies reporting such Iow-intensi
ty effects; currently, there are more than 60.

This body of v:ork cannot be ignored. These are important findings with imp
lications for anyone living or wori<ing near a

transmitting facility. However, again, most of the sEudies in the list are on s
hort-term (minutes to hours) exposure to lo~•a-intensity

RFR. Long-term e~cposure studies are sparse. In addition, we do not know 
if all of these reported effects occur in iwmans

exposed to low-intensity RFR, or whether the reported effects are health hazards
. Biological effects do not automatically mean



adverse health eff c?s, nlus many bioiogicai effects are reversible. However, it is clear that low-intensi'~y RFR is not biologically

inert. Deady, mote nerds to 6e teamed before a presumption of safefy can continue to be made regarding placement of

antenna arrays nzar Use population, as is the case today.

... Tho previously mentioned studies show that RFR can produce effecEs at much tower intensities after test animals are

repeatedly exposed. This may have implications for people exposed to RFR from transmission towers for lony periods of time.

... The conclusion from this body of wort; is thzt effects of long-term exposure can be quite different from (hose ofishort-term

exposure.

Since most studies with RFR ara short-term exposure studies, it is not valid to use their results to set guidelines for long-term

exposures, sucfi as in populations living or working near cell phone base stations.

Numerous biological effects do occur after short-term exposures fo lour-intensity RFR but potential fiazarclous health effects from

such exposures on humans are still not well established, despite increasing euidence as demonstrated throughout Fhis paper.

Unfortunately, not enough is known about biological effects from long-term exposures, espaciaily as the effects of long-term

exposure ~n be quite different from those of short-term exposure. It is tfie Tong-temp, loty-intensity exposures that are most

common today and increasing significantly from myriad wireless products and services.

People are reporting symptoms near cell towers and in proximity to other RFR-generating sources including consumer products

such as wire!~ss computer routers and ~N-Fi s5•stems that appear to Ue classic "micror~ava sickness syndrome," also known as

"radiofrequancy radiation siacness." First identified in the 1950s by Sodiet mecic2l reszarchars, s; mpioms included headache,

fatigue, ocular dysFunc~on, dizziness, and sleep disorders. In Soviet mecicine, clinical manifesta4ions include dermogranhism,

tumors, blood cfianc~es, reproductive 2nd cardio~~ascuiar abnormaiiiies, depression, irritability, and memory impairment, 2mong

others. The Soviet researchers noted tfrt fns syndrome is reversible in early stages but is considered lethal over urns

("foigs~aya et al. 19'73).

Tfie present U.S. guidelines for RFR er.~osure ere not up to date. The most recent IEEE and NCRP guidelines used by See U.S.

FCC have not taken many pertinent recant studies into consideration beczuse, they argue, tine results of many of chose studies

have not been replicated snd thus are not ,•cGd for standards setting. Th4t is a specious argumant. It implies that semeana tried

to replicate certain vorlcs but failed to do so, indicating the studies in quasti~n are unreliable. F;ov:ever, in most cases, no one

has tried to eracfly replicate the works at all.... In addition, effects of long-term exposure, modulation, and other propagation

characteristics ire not considered. Therefore, the current guidelines are questionable in profecting the public from possible

harmful effects of RFR exposure and the U.S. FCC should take steps to update their regulations by taking all recent research

into consideralipn without wailing for replication that may never come because of the scarcity of research funding. The ICNIRP

sf~ndards are more lenient in key exposures to the popula4ion than current U.S. FCC regulations. The U.S. standards should not

be "harmonized" tovJard more lenient allowances. Tfie ICNIRP should become more protecfive instead. All standards should be

biologically based, not dosimetry based as is fhe case today.

Exposure of the general population to RFR from wireless communicalion devices and Vansmission towers should be kept to a

minimum and should follow the "As Low As Reasonably Achievable" (ALARA) principle. Some scientists, organizations, and

local governments recommend very low exposure Ieveis — so low, in fact, that many wireless industries claim they cannot

function without many more antennas in a given area. However, a denser infrastructure may be impossible to attain because of

citizen unwillingness to live in proximity to so many antennas. In general, the lovaest regulatory standards currently in place aim

to accomplish a maximum exposure of 0.02 V/m, equal to a power density of 0.0001 NW1em2, which is in line with Salzburg,

Austria's indoor ea~posure value for GSM cell base stations. Other precautionary target levels aim for an outdoor cumulative

exposure of 0.1 vUV/cm2 for pulsed RF exposures ~vnere they affect the general popufa6on and an indoor exposure as low as

0.01 NW/cm2 (Sage and Carpenter 2009). In 2007, The Biolnitiative Report, A rationale fora biologically based public exposure

standard forelectromagneSc fiolds (ELF and RF), also made this recommendation, based on the precautionary principle

(Bioinitiative Repast 20D7),

Citizens and municipalities often aslc for firm setbacks from towers to guarantee safety. There are many variables involved with

safier tower siting —such as flow many providers are co-iocaled, at vrhai frequencies they operate, the towers height,

surrounding topographical characteristics, the presence of metal objects, and others. Hard and fast setbacks are diffrcuit to

recommend in all circumstances. Deployment of base stations should be &ept as efficient as possible to avoid exposure of the

public to unnecessary high levels of RFR. As a general guideline, cell base stations should not be located less than 1500 ft --

(-500 m) from the population, and at a fieight of about 150 ft (-50 m). Several of the papers previously cited indicate that '~

symptoms lessen at that distance, despite the many variables involved. However, with new technologies now being added to cell

towers such as W-Max networks, which add signficantly more power density fo the environment, setback recommendations can

be a very unpredictable reassurance at best. New technology should be developed to reduce the energy required fiov effective

wireless communication.

In addition, regular RFR monitoring of base stations should be considered...``'
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Campanelli &Associates, P.C. Cell tower lawyers. http:lMr~vw.anticelitowedavvyers.cam/

Center for Municipal So~utions. E;ccellent resource re: regulation of cell to~:rers &wireless facilities. hYip:f/lait.!~~I1G;{~mpY

Karish G, Barket E (H~st Best 8~ Kriegerj. Issues of Local Control and Wireless Telecommunication Facilities. FresenEed at League

of California Cities Gly ~ttomeys' Spring ConFerence, Play 3, 2018. 22 pp. F~ti~~://bit.{y/:vire'sssconCro!

League of Minnesota Cities. Cell Towers, Small Ceil Technologies ~ Distributed Mtenna Systems. Aov 4,

2016. ! ~:ip:!l~3.{ /2[:5.^-Qz0

San Francisco Neighborhood Antenna-Free Union (SNAFU) "*~~t

http:i/wavdr.a.'snnafreei~:~ic~n.org/neighbothoodact~on.htm ~ ~~

Mews

RCR Wireless News. Appeals Court rules that California cities have the right to block small cell based on aesthetic concerns.

Sep 16, 2016. hrip:/rbitty(2cE9GhN

Rouhan Sharma. A Towering Problem. Infrastructure Today, Feb 2016. http:!/bit.lyilQcHSxO

Special Correspondent. "Radiation levels of mobile towers should be cut" The Hindu. Feb 7, 2016. http:llbit.lyt4 Pt5ack

"Sta6na that tLe current Ievel of radiafion (electromagnetic field, EMF) emitted by mobile phone totveis vas still him, Girislt ~'

Kumar, Professor, Department of Hiechicai Engineering, IIT Bombay, on Saturday, urged [he Cenhe to reduce the radiation `~\,
Level further ~~:,
The mobile tower radiation Uad been reduced [in India] from 45,000 milliwatt per squaze metre to 450 milliwatt a few years ,r'

ago. It should be reduced [o ]0 milliwatt, be said .._" ~.

Note: The FCC allows the American general public to be exposed to up to 5,800 milliwatts per square meter.

Lydia Beyoud. Not All 'Small Cells' Created Equal, Say Municipalities in Wireless Siting Rules Suit. Bloomberg BNA. Apr 27, ~ ~ ~

2015.
http:!lvn~~u.bna.com/not-small-cells n1 71 7992 59 7 7!

"... the number of small cell and DAS installations is expected to gmw exponentially in the next few years. As many

as 37 million small cell installations wuid be in place by 2017, and up to 16 million distributed antenna system

(DAS) nodes could be deployed by 2018, according to the FCC."
~~

Joel Moskowitz. Press Release: Cell Tower Radiation Affects Wildlife: Dept. of Interior Attacks FCC. Mar 2014.

http://wwtiv. saferemr.com/2014103/dept-of-interior-attacks-fcc-reg arding.him!

lanthe Jeanne Dugan and Ryan Knutson. Celiphone Boom Spurs Mtenna-Safety Worries. Wall StreeE Journal, Oct 2, 2014. ~

http:/hvww.wsj.com/artic}eslcellphone-beam-spurs-antenna-safety-tivorries-1d12293D55 %
F

!'
f,~+
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In April, 2018, the International Society of Doctors far the Environment (ISDE) an
d its member organizations in 27 countries, ;~ June (4)

adopted a declaration calling for a moratorium on the deployment of 5G (fifth gene
ration cellular technology) in the European

Union.
~- ~~iay (5)

The declaration is entitled, "5G retwo~fis in European Countries: appeal for a stan
dstill iEi the respect of the precautionary

~ aFn~ ~4~

principle:'
CeH Tower Naafth Effects

"We believe it should be unethical to ignore the available evidence waiting a poss
ible "a posteriori' demonstration

~ Sce~ Ssts end C~tor, D^marl ~:'~_ ~ tc i~ ~m on .5G

of health damages in the presence of a present and potentially manageable risk 
for public health. Kybrid &Electric Cars: Electromagr~6r. Radiation ...

Thus, in the respect of the precautionary principle and of the WHO principle 
"health in all policies', we believe

Cancer risk from exposure to po•,ver lines and elect...

suitable the request of a standstill for the "5G experimentations° throughout Euro
pe un61 an adequate and active

involvement of public institutions operating in the field of environmental health (he
alth ministry, environmental

~ March (5)

ministry, national environmental and health agencies) will be effectively planned."
a~ F~~re~ary (3)

In the United States, the ISDE member organization is Physicians for Social Resp
onsibility (PSR). ~ January (5)

!~ 2017 (17) .

{ j 1'~-~ ~ j ~ ~ j
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Eder 16, 2098
Oi~ic9a15G Appeal 11i111ebsite Launched

The official website, tn,~uv.5gap~,aui.ei~, for the 5G Appeal has been launched. Th
e website contains the text of the Appeal, the



cum~nt list of signatories, an explanation of 5G, and related news stories.

'ihe Appeal asserts That, "5G will subst2ntially increase exposure to radioftequency ele
cEromagnetic fields (RF-EI•f ~ on top of

the 2G, 3G, 4G, ~'J-Fi, etc. for telecommunications already in place. RF-EMF has been 
proven to Eye harmful for humans and the

environment"

More than 200 scientists and doctors from 38 nations have signed the declaration calling for a moratori
um on fhe ceployment of

5G (fifth generation) cellular technology.

OeC25,2097

~a~b•~~m~~~ ~~o~ad~u~~a~i-~ €~c~5~~6~~?~ eu^oiiG~ ~~~ao~i

~aaol ~a~~~~m~y f~~~orr~uJ~~ ~o ~~~~ J~~• ~~ ~fd~P~~meue~~ua

On October 12, tfie European Commission (EC) issued its r to a September 13 do : that demands a

moratorium on planned 5G expansion, the 5fth generation of mobile communication technology.
 To date, the declaration has

been signed by over 180 scientists and doctors from 35 nations.

The Commission's response contradicts the basic assertion of the declaration. The EC claims that curre
nt limits on

electromagnetic field (EMF) exposure established by the Intemutionai Ccm~rissipn on ion-Icxz~i
zirg Rsdiztian Protec°.ion

(ICNIRP) are adequate to protect the population, and that these limits apply to the frequsnaes to be de
ployed for 5G.

Signers of the declaration argue that these limits e~ere designed to proieCt the population from the e~f~c
is of Fzating ariri6uiable

to brief EMF exposures but were not infended to protect people from chronic e:cposure to low in
tensity EMF.

The declaration Gtes language from the 2015 which has now been signed by more then

230 scientists who have published peer-rerievred research on EMF and E~iology or health. Prior to the c
urrent canfroversy about

5G, these experts reported "serious concerns' regarcling the ubiquitous and increasing e:cposur
e to EMf-. Their appeal refers to

numerous scientific publications which ha~~a shovm tha4 EI4iF "affecis tiring c~~risms at laver 
~v21i balo:~~ R~vk Fr,<~;nr:Ei~na!

and national c~u€~s:ir~s." These effects include increased canr,~r risk, neurological disorders, and reproductiv
e hzrn. Thy

Appeal calls for fhe strengthening of EMF guidelines and regulatory standards.

In addition, the S::~'pmhet c~ec!araEion cites the tntemational Agency for Research on Cancer's class c
ation of radio frequency

radiation as "~ossi67iy cs;cinr,~eric' in 2011; regmmendations of the 2015 Brussels Congress on multiple 
chemical sensitivity

and elecEromagn~tic ~r,•pe,sensitivity; resuHs from the U.S. Plaiional To:-aooh~~r i'regram study in 2016 f
inding cell phone

,radiation causes DNA damage and cancer in rats; and the Europa EM-EMF 2016 Guideline that long-t
erm EMF exposure is a

risk factor for chronic disease and infertility.

The declaration fora 5G moratorium argues that ...

"current iCfVIRi' ̀safety guidelines' are obsolete. All proofs of harts mentioned above arise although th
e radiation is

below the ICNIRP safety guidelines. Therefore new safety standards are necessary. Tfie reason for the m
isleading

guidelines is that conflict of interest of ICNIRP members due to their relationships with telecommunications or e
lectric

companies undermine the impartiality that should govern the regulation of Public Exposure Standards f
or non-ionizing

radiation...

The EC claims that R "is not aware of any conflicts of interests of members of intemationai bodiEs 
such as ICPdIRP... '

The EC maintains that'Digital technologies and mobile communication technologies, including high spe
ed intemet, will be the

backbone of Europe's future economy."

The EC letter acknowledges that citizens deserve appropriate protection against EMF from wireless devices
, and wncludes with

the following empty promise,

"Please be assured that the Commission will pursue scrutiny of the independent scientific evidence avai
lable to ensure

the highest health protection of our citizens."

The EC response letter was sent electronically to the authors of the declaration, Professors Rai
ner Nybert,~ and Lennart Hardell.

The letter was signed by John F. Ryan, the director of public health, country knowledge, crisis manage
ment in the EC

Directorate--General Health and Food Safety.

SeptemBer 93, 2017

Sci~~~B~~ ~~u~ ~ocgoes ~~y 9eurPea~e~1 V~a~la~~a~~

ffrom Cc9B "~o~v~rs Pos~~ f~o4~u~~ial ~c~Ecs

(Orebro, Sweden) Over 180 scientists and doctors from 35 countries sent a c!eclar<,2ion to officials o
f the European

Commission today demanding a moratorium on the increase of cell antennas for planned 5G ex
pansion. Concerns over health

effects from higher radiation exposure include potential neurological impacts, infertility, and cancer.

"The wireless industry is trying to deploy technology that may have some very real unintended harmful
 consequences," explains

one of the organizers of the letter, L2a~~~~t N:aid2fl, C`.'~, PiiD, Associate Professor, Department 
of Oncology, Faculty of

Medicine and Health, Orebro University, ZSrebrn, Sweden. "Scientific studies from years ago alon
g with many new studies are

consistently identifying hartnfui human health impacts when wireless products are tested proper
ly using conditions that reflect

actual exposures. Wifh hazards at those e~osures, eve are very concerned that the added exp
osure to 5G radiation could result

in tragic, irreversible harm "

5G expansion, which is designed to tarty higher Toads of data more rapidly through wireless tr
ansmission, will require the

construction of cell towers every 10-20 houses in urban areas.

In their Ietter to the European Commission, the scientists write:

"We, the undersigned, more than 180 saenGsts and doctors from 35 nations, recommend a moratoriu
m on the roll-

out of the fifth generation, 5G, for telecommunication until potential hazards for human health and the environ
ment

have been fully investigated by scientists independent from industry."



University of Cal'~fomia, Bedceley public healEh researcher Je~l C^asf,aEr?iz, €-i~~, explains:

"P,eer-revieNed research has documented industry influence on studies of Ehe health impacts of wireless radiation.

We are insjsting on a rrloratorium on 5G unfit non-industry research can be conducted to ensure the safety of the

public."

Moskowitz is one of the advisors to an earlier effort, the (~SYerns4ioital ~~ ~~ cssrtis4 ~t~~~al, a petition submitted to the United

Nations and Ve~orid Health Organization in 2015. The Appeal has now been signed by more than 230 scientists from 41 nations

—ail have published peer-reviewed research on fhe biologic or health effects of electromagnetic fields (EMF~.

Since the Appeal eras published, the world's largest $25 million study, conducted by the Evation<-~I To;ucelce~y ?so~r~~ in the

US, shows statisflcally significant increases in the incidence of brain and heart cancer in animals exposed to cellphone radiation

at levels below international guidelines. This supports human studies on celiphone radiation and brain tumour risfc, as

demonstrated in ztr:ry ,i2s:•-re~:i~~^rep] sci;;;~? ysc ~4~d:as.

The Appeal and 4his weeKs declaration identify health concerns from exposure to radiofrequency radiation including ...

... increased cancer risk, cellular stress, increase in harmful free radicals, genetic damages, structural and functional

changes of the reproductive system, learning and memory deficits, neurological disorclers, and negative impacts on

general well-being in humans. Damage goes ~~~eli beyond the human race, as thzre is gro:^ling evidence of harm~ul effects

to both plant and animal life."

t~~l!-~+uc ~~ d~ in the U~

In tfie US, the wireless industry is promoting lesisiation in at least ~0 st~?es to facilitate the roll-out of 5G in addition to

sponsoring Iegisla4ion at the federal level.

In California, city and county governments are opposing ~w 3~:~,an industry-sponsored bill which overrides logl control over the

wireless industry's access to utility poles and publio buildings for 5G deployment. Environmental health advocates fear that

exposure to the added radiation from 5G infrastiucture will contribute to increased health problems.

"If this bill passes, many people will suffer greatly, and needlessly, as a direct result. This sounds Iilce hyperbole. It is not "

according to €le~Brica G~lo~r!s, .vii, Pizi~, Professor of Medicine in the medical school at the University of California, San Diego.

In her open !r`3es which summarizes the rese2rch on the effects of radio frequency radiation, she concludes, "Let our focus be

on safer, wired and well shielded technology- not more wireless:'

i fie deciara~son and lis4 of si na4oeies can be sound bees: `` ~ ~''9 _ ~~
t~'ttp:IlFaii.7yt6Gag);1a~C"d i 031 as

__- ..-

Media inquiries: -~` -' - ̀ '~
~~

Finland: Rainer Nyberg, EdD /~

Stiveden: Lennart Hardell, MD, PhD

UK: AlasdairPhiiips, BSc, DAgE, MIEEE

USA: Joel Moskowitz, PhD

USA: Beatrice Golomb, MD, PhD

Related Pos4s:

Interr~ation~l ELF Scientis4 A;a~eal -also see Eiftps:!lemfscientis..org/
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Tuesday, Septem6ar 91, 2098 Joel h7. P:9osf:ova4z, Ph.D.
Di2ctor
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Center forFamityandCommunityNealth
School of Public Health

have been circulating abstracts of newly-published scientific papers on wireless radiation and electromagnetic fields (EMF
) r~,3. University of California, Berlceiey

about once a month since August, 2016. These updates are sent to several hundred EMF scientists around the world. 
~

Since I have received numerous requests to post the abstracts on this website, 1 have compiled the collection into a

document. The complete collection of abstracts from more than X100 ~ ~~rs can ~e downloaded by clicking on the fiollowing link:

Eti ltllt~i?.iyl~ ;1F~tdG399

Clote: This link will change when new abstracts Gre added to the compilation.

See E~ti~-l~o4~ta~ for a searchable database of EP.7F studies. The Portal contains over 2G,000 publications and 6,000 summaries

of scientific studies on the effects of EMF. 7hs Portal is a project of RWTH University Hospital in Aachen, Germany.

L~t~~t edition

Diplomats' mysEeey illness and pulsed eadiofrecyuency/microwave radia4ion

Golomb 8. Diplomats' mystery illness and pulsed radiofrequency/microwave radiation. Neural Comput. 2018 Sep 5. doi:

10.1162/n e co_a_017 33.

AbSYrad

IMPORTANCE: A "mystery" illness striking US and Canadian diplomats to Cuba (and now China) "has confounded the FBI, the

State Department and US intelligence agencies:' Sonic explanations for the so-called "health attacks" have long dominated

media reports, propelled by peculiar sounds heard and auditory symptoms experienced. Sonic mediation was justly rejected by

experts. We assessed whether pulsed radiofrequency/microwave radiation (RF/MV~ exposure can accommodate reported facts

in diplomats, including unusual ones.

OBSERVATIONS: 1. Noises: Chirping, ringing or grinding noises were heard at night, during episodes reportedly Uiggering

health problems, by many diplomats. Pulsed RF/MW engenders just these "sounds" via the "Frey effect." Ability to hear the

sounds depends on higfi frequency hearing and Iow ambient noise. "Sounds" differ by head dimensions. 2. Signs/symptoms:

Hearing loss and tinnitus are prominent in affected diplomats -and in RF/MW-affected individuals. Each of protean symptoms

tfiat diplomats report, also affect persons reporting symptoms from RFlMW: Sleep problems, headaches, and cognitive problems

dominate in both groups. Sensations of pressure or vibration figure in each. Both encompass vision, balance and speech

problems, and nosebleeds. Brain injury and brain swelling are reported in both. 3. Mechanisms: Oxidative sVess provides a

documented mechanism of RFIMW injury compatible with reported signs and symptoms; sequelae of endothelial dysfunction

(yielding blood flow compromise), membrane damage, blood brain bartier disruption, mitochondria) injury, apoptosis, and

autaimmune triggering afford downstream mechanisms, of varying persistence, that merit investigation. 4.Of note, microwaving

of the US embassy in Moscow is historically documented.

CONCLUSIONS AND RELEVANCE: Reported facts appear consistent with RFIMW as the source of injury in Cuba diplomats.

Non~iplomats citing symptoms from RF/MW, often with an inciting pulsed-RF/MW exposure, report compatible fiealth

conditions. Under the RF/MW hypothesis, lessons teamed for diplomats and for RFiMW-affected "civilians" may each aid the

other.

https: //www. n cbi.nim.nih. govlpu bmedl301 II3509

Selected HealEh and Law Issuos Regarding PAobila Communfca4ions wi4h Respect 40 5G

Mandl P, Peuei P, Leitgeb E. Selected Healtfi and Law Issues Regarding Mobile Communications with Respect to 5G.

Presented at 2018 Intematio~al Conference on Broadband Communications for Ne~ct Generation Networks and Multimedia

Applications (CoBCom). Graz, Austria. July 11-13, 2018.

Abstract
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Over the next years the demand of wireless communication will increase tremendously. More and more mobile end devices

require a high data rate connection e.g. to a smart home (Internet of Things, Ion or to the intemet. The radiation power pattern

of base stations and mobile end devices will completely change for the 5G Next Generation Mobile Netwodc technology which

will use frequency bands up to 100 GHz. Therefore the electromagnetic exposure especially to human body will increase in the



future, because most of the wireless connections are ~eafized in RF tecfinology. In this contribution two different measurement

sEtups are presented. Tfie first shows the electromagnetic radiation regarding a base station powered by a mobile phone

provider over a timespan of a number of days. The second figures out the electromagnetic radiation of a handheld mobile end

device to a human head in an area with very door reception values. The results of those measurements where compared witfi

legal and health limits. All measured and calculated results regarding the base stations vrere within the legal exposure !trolls. Tfie

calculated legal exposure limits of mobile devices were exceeded twice in areas within very poor recepfion values. Regarding

the expected higfier bandwidth and corresponding higher electromagnetic exposure to human bodies in future there have to be

periodic measurements to comply with radiation limiFs.

Conclusions

It has been shown that there is currently no overshooting of legal limits in the transmission of base stations. The presented

measurement campaign regarding the base station showed that the E-Feld reached a maximum of 0.673 V/m (legal limit:

47.631 V/m) and the H-Plaid a maximum of 2 mA/m (legal limit: 128 mA/m). However, the coming mobile radio standards like 5G

is expected to use frequency bands up Yo 100 GHz, a much higher density of base stations and 100 times fiigher bandwidths

than nowadays which subsequently causes higher transmission power of base stations. Regarding the above mentioned

circums4ances ~t v~ill ha rsecassary t~ ~eeasuae khe radiation exposuPe o~ base stafiorbs in 46~e future on a segaa[ar fl~asis in

order to ensure the legal limits and @o educe possible heal4fi hazaads. It also will 6e rsecessary to develop neiv

measurement s4rategies andloe techno6agiss regarding 24ie large ~rea~usncy s~sectrum 5G i✓ill use up 20 900 GNz

6Jhen meas~rinc~ directly on a mobile ~fion~ {simulating f9~e use of an entl ~Jevice ~3ir~ctiy on the 6i~m~n Six:a[9), ig ~e2s

pound 4haE the caiculatnd SAR of 3.E39 W/(r~+ e~cceeds the [e~al limet a~ 2 W/hg. i his showy clearly ~haf tine 0egal Idmit
values can ha exceeded signiiicanfiy icy arias r•iEh very poor eeceg~t on 4 aloes ...

Increasing the distance between a mobile end device and the head, e.g. by using ahands-free set or a headset can significantly

reduce the humzn exposure fo electromagnetic radiation when such a device is used in badly supplied areas and transmits with
maximmn poever.

https://ieeexplore. ieee. orgldocumenU8443980/

Cancer epidemiology update, follovaing the 2011 IARC evaluation of radsoreeq~sency electeomagnetie ~~5e6ds (C~ oua~~rapVi
102)

Miller AB, Morgan LL, Udasin I, Davis DL. Cancer epidemiology update, following the 2071 IARC evaluation of radiofrequencyr
electromagnetic fields (Monograph 102). Available online Sep 6, 2018.6ttps:/Idol.org/1t1.10t6l.envres2018.0o.Q43

Highlights

• Increased risk of brain, vestibular nerve and salivary gland tumors are assoaated with mobile phone use.

• Nine studies (2011-2017) report increased risk of brain cancer from mobile phone use.

• Four case-control studies (3 in 2013, 1 in 2014) report increased risk of vestibular nerve tumors.
• Concern for other cancers: breast (male 8 female), testis, leukemia, and thyroid.

• Based on the evidence reviewed it is our opinion that IARC's current categorization of RFR as a possible human carcinogen

(Group 2B) should be upgraded to Carcinogenicto Humans (Group 1).

Abstract

Epidemiology studies (case-control, cohort, time trend and case studies) published since the International Agency for Research

on Cancer (IARC) 2011 categorization of radiofrequency radiation (RFR) from mobile phones and other wireless devices as a

possible human carcinogen (Group 26) are reviewed and summarized. Glioma is an important human cancer found to be

associated with RFR in 9case-control studies conducted in Sweden and France, as well as in some otfier countries. Increasing
glioma incidence trends have been reported in the UK and other countries. Non-malignant endpoints linked indude awustic

neuroma (vestibular Schwannoma) and meningioma. Because they allow more detailed consideration of exposure, case-control
studies can be superior to cohort studies or other methods in evaluating potential risks for brain cancer. When considered with

recent animal experimental evidence, the recent epidemiological studies strengthen and support the conclusion that RFR should

be categorized as caranogenic to humans (IARC Group 1). Opportunistic epidemiological studies are proposed that can be

carried out through cross-sectional analyses of high, medium, and low mobile phone users with respect to hearing, vision,

memory, reaction time, and other indicators that can easily be assessed through standardized computer-based tests. As

exposure data are not uniformly available, billing records should be used whenever available to corroborate reported exposures.

Synthesis and contusions

The Epidemiological studies reported since the 2011 IARC Working Group meeting are adequate to consider RFR as a probable

human carcinogen (Group 2 A). However, they must be supplemented with the recently reported animal data as performed at
the Ramauini Institute and the US National Toxicology Program as well as by mechanistic studies. These experimental findings

together with the epidemiology reviewed here are sufficient in our opinion, to upgrade the IARC categorization of RFR to Group

1, carcinogenic to humans.

It would be useful to know more about the association of additional tumor types such as parotid gland, testicular, breast,

hematopoietic malignancies and multiple primaries with RFR. Case studies should continue to be conducted in the absence of a
better exposure assessment system to increase awareness and understand the relationship between exposure to RFR and
disease rausaUon, as well as trial-error experiments and interventions.

in light of the evolving science concerning mobile phone and screen time exposures and the longer-term risk of cancer

established by both epidemioiogigl and to~acological studies, current evidence is strong enough to go from precaution

concerning possible risk to prevention of known risks. Although the benefits of connectivity are extremely important, safety
considerations demand reconciling use of information vs. risk of perceived rare outcomes. Thus, a concerted program of public
and health professional education should be undertaken throughout society explaining current knowledge and devising policies
to promote safer technology in partnership with designers of software and hardware. In addition, metfiods should be developed



and validated to reduce e; posures in scheo[s, w~arkplaces, hospit2ls and other woricpiaces. i fie precautionary principle sfiould

be applied no:v and suitable warning messages provided to adults and critically to children and their parents. Until technology

has been devised that substantially lowers e;:~osures, special efforts should be advancad io ensure that the exposures of

children are limi,ed to those deemed essen5~!. Children should be encouraged to te;3 to reduce Their exposure to RFR, while

every attempt should be made to reduce exposue to RFR in schools, as well as homes.

Research has so far been performed on Technologies that have already been introduced, but is critically needed on new,

untested technology prior to its use. Epidemiological studies necessarily confirm the impact of past e::posures, while

e>cperimental studies provide indications of future risk. Thus, experimental evaluations and modeling are essential before

distributing newer systems (e.g. 5 G) for which no safety data have been obtained. The absence of systematic testing of such

technologies should not be confused with proof of safety. Better modeling through anatomically based systems, such as the

Virtual Family, should be encouraged.

In the meantime, the evidence amassed thus far from epidemiology strengthens the case for instituting the precautionary

principle with respect to exposures to RFR, especially to young children and men and women that wish to reproduce. i he lac{c of

detailed studies at this point reflects a myopic attitude toward the technology that may well prove to be wishful and dangerous

thinking. Where studies have been carried out on human sperm quantibj and quality there are increasing indications of serious

human health impacts. To ignore those findings and subject humans to unevaluated novel RFR frequencies places current and

future generations at risi<.

https:!/vvn~- sci4ncrdirect.corn/sci~rcelarticfe/piilS0013935118303475

Clear evide+ice os"• cell-~n000 RF ~ac:i~iion evneer s•is~c

Lin JC. Clear e+=•idenc, of cell-phcne RF rsdiotian cancer risk. IEEE R~icrov;~va M~.c~azina. 19(G):16-24. Sip/Oct 2018. DOI

10.1109lMM M20182844058.

Abstract

During 26-28 March 2018, tha National Institute of Environmental Health Scienc s (NIEHS) D!ational Toxicology Program (NTP

a part of the U.S. National Institutes of Health, convened athree-day technical reports peenreview panel meeting in Research

Triangle Park, North Carolina, to review the f~lTP's draft reports on its carcinogenesis studies of cell-phone RF radiation in mice

and rats.

htf ps:/Iieeexplore. ie e. o rg/docum enU84250'~6/

A summary and excerpts from the paper. ht~;~:i/'~iCivlilTpcellphonest~fdies

In a new paper, "Clear evidence of cell-phone RF radiation cancer risk° published in the journal IEEE Microwave Magazine, Dr.

James C. Lin states that the results of the National Toxicology Program (NTP) cell phone radiation study suggest that current

radio frequency (RF) exposure guidelines are inadequate to protect human health (1). Furthermore, the paper recommends that

the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) re-assess the research and consider upgrading the Gassifiration of RF

radiation from "possibly carcinogenic to humans" (Group 26) to probabty carcinogenic (i.e., Group 2A).

Peer Revievr of 4ha DrefY NTP Techniczl SdeRarts on Cell Phone 6dadiofrequency l2adiaYion

National Toxicology Program (NTP). Peer Review of the Draft NTP Technical Reports on Cell Phone Radiofrequency Radiation.

National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences. 2018. pp. 1-51.

No abstrect.

Open access paper. hitps://ntp.ni2hs.nin.go~~lntp/about_ntpftmanzV201$lmarch/paerreview20180328_508.pdf

Editorial: Effects of Combined EMF Euposures and Co-exposuees

Mattsson M-O, Zeni O, Simko M, Scarfi MR.Editoriai: Effects of Combined EMF Exposures and Co-exposures. Frontiers in

Public Health. 20 August 2018. hops://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.20t 8.00230.

No Abstract

Excerpt

The very complex exposure situation in real-life environments has been well illustrated in this Research Topic, and the need for

better understanding of basic biological interaction mechanisms is obvious from the analyses presented here. The area is very

much under-investigated, and the full impact and potential of EMF exposures for both possible adverse and benefiaal effects

cannot be realized without substantial additional research efforts.

Open access: blips:p',v~ti~w.firontiersin.arg(artidesl10.3389/fpubh2018.00230/full

Effects of mobile phone euposure on bioch¢mical parameCers of cord bEood: A Preliminary study

Bektas H, Bektas MS, Dasdag S. Effects of mobile phone exposure on biochemical parameters of cord blood: A preliminary

study. Electromagn Biol Med. 2018 Aug 29:1-8. doi: 10.1080/15368378.2018.1499033.



Abstract

The purpose of this study is to investigate foe4al impact of radiofrequencies (RFs) emitted from mobile phones in postnatal cord

blood. The study carted on 149 pregnant women divided into four groups such as nonusers of mobile ~Ohone (n: 37; control

group), 2-15 min/d (n: 39; group 1), 15-60 min/d (n: 37; croup 2) and participants using mobile phone for more than 60 min/d (n:

36; group 3). Cord blood of 4he infants was taken in all groups for biochemical analyses immediately after birth. The results of the

study showed that the biggest foetal impact was observed in the third study group v~hich seas pregnant exposed Rt~Rs (RF

redfatlon) more 4han 1 hJcl (1 hour per day), AST (aspartat aminotransferaz), ALT (alanine aminotransferase), LDH pactate

d~hydrogenase), CK (creative kinase), CK-MB (creative kinase-m'ryocardial band), CRP (c-reactive protein), PCT (procalcitonin),

TnT (troponfn T), uric acid and lactate levels o(4hird group even found higher than the other groups (p < 0.001). However, Mean

platelet volume values of third group were found lower than the o6 ~~r groups (p < 0.001). Finally, this is the first human study

which was performed on pregnant and infants F~~cause fhVre is ri'o pt~vious'wa?~ ~n'19iis "area'.'Flawev~r, the results of this sfu~y

revealed that long-term RFR exposure of pregnant may result in some biochemical cf~anges in the infants. Therefore, our

suggestion to pregnant is to avoid from RFR exposure emitted from mobile phones at least during pregnancy.

fittps:/1v.1~+iv. ncbi. n[m. ~~ih.yavfPubme~3/341589<Y~

Comments regarding: "Occupational e~pos€~re co high mequeney EF~7F ~ B~rai~i tumor risk in IE~4TEt20CC study: ran

individualized assessment approach"

Mortazavi SMJ. Comments regarding: "Occupational exposure to high-frequency electromagnetic fields and brain tumor risk in

the INTEROCC study: An individualized assessment approach". Environ int. 2018 Aug 24. pit: S01 6 0111 2 0(18)31561-7, dot:

10.1016fj.envint.2018.08.008.

Abstract

This commentary addresses the paper by via et al, entitled "Occupational exposure to high-frequency electromagne5c ~ieids

and brain tumor risk in the INTEROCC study: P,zi individualized assessn~nt approach" that is p~blish~d in Environment

Iniemational. i he authors have examined the linfc between occupationzl exposures to radiofrequency (RF) and inYermadiaie

frequency (i~ electromagnetic fields (EMS and giioma and meningioma brain tumor risk in the INTEROCC multinational

population-based case-control study. This study shoe✓ed no clearassociationwtth exposure to RF or IF EMFs and the risk of
glioma or meningioma brain tumors. Recent studies show that in many cases tfiere are large errors and/or major shortcomings in

the studies daiming no link between mobile phony and brain cancer. Although the paper by vla et al. iswell-structured and can

be considered as a significant contribution to this field, there are several items that merit further attention and are not fully

addressed. These include the selection bias, confounding factors other than age, sex, region and country, and criteria used in

this study for considering exposures as occupa5onal.

h4tps:lh nvwr.ncbi.nim. nih.guv/pubme~/3D146`Li 3

Statistical approach for human EnAF eugsosuee assessment in future wireless ATTO-cell networks

Shikhantsov S, Thielens A, Vermeeren G, Demeester P, Martens L, Torts G, Joseph W. Statistical approach for human

electromagnetic exposure assessment in future wireless ATTO-veil networks. Radiat Prot Dosimetry. 2018 Jul 30. clot:

10.1093/rpd/ney120.

Abstract

in this article, we study human electromagnetic exposure to the radiation of an ultra dense network of nodes integrated in a Floor

denoted as ATTO-cell floor, or ATTO-floor. ATTQ-cells are a prospective 5 G wireless neiworlcing technology, in which humans

are exposed by several interfering sources. To numerically estimate this exposure we propose a statistical approach based on a

set of finite difference time domain simulations. It accounts for variations of antenna phases and makes use of a large number of

exposure evaluations, based on a relatively low number of required simulations. The exposure was expressed in peak-spatial

10-g SAR average (psSAR10g). The results show an average exposure level of —4.9 mWlkg and reaching 7.6 mWllcg in 59'0 of

cases. The ma~rimum psSAR10g value found in the studied numerical setup equate around 212 mWJkg. Influence of the

simulated ATTO-floor size on the resulting exposure was examined. All obtained exposure levels are far below 4 W/kg ICNIRP

basic restriction for general public in limbs (and 20 W/kg basic restriction for occupational exposure), which makes ATTO-floor a

potential low-exposure 5 G candidate.

https:/lvnvw. ncbi.nim.nsh.gov/pubm¢d130085262

F~ccerpt

The ATTO-floor is a hew concept for ultra-high capacity wireless networking, designed to provide wireless access to robots that

can freely move around the floor surface. ATTO-cells are integrated into the floor and cover its entire area. According to the

curzent design~~~ (Figure 9) an ATTO-cell has dimensions of 15-by-15 cmZ and an antenna is supplied with a ma~dmum power of

1 mW. It operates at a center frequency of 3.5 GHz. Possible applications of the ATTO technology include industrial warehouses

or factories of the firture, where multitudes of mobile robots and human workers operate simultaneously. Robots, baing equipped

with an antenna featuring downward-pointing pattern, are the target users. Due to tfie provisioned fast handover system, at any

Gme instance a robot is only connected to the closest antenna, thus, it is unlikely for humans to be exposed by the ATTO-floor

direclly. in other wards, most of the time humans will be exposed to the scattered fields of antennas serving surrounding robots.

~~udy of Ehe Correlation 6~etvreeoi Ou4doa~ end [ndoor Electvocua~netic Euposure near Cellular Base Sfauors in Leuven,

6elgium



Nkemlyare R, Vo{slciy V, Vandenbosch G. Sfudy of the Corzelation betwaen C~tdoor and Indoor Elecfromagnet;cFxposure ne2r

Cellular Base Stations in Leuven, Belgium. Environmental Research. Puul o~Iine 22 Aug 2018. ii:l!;s://d,i.o~~ai'IO.itl i0rj.

envres.2013.00.G25

Highlights

GSM 900 is the dominating source of e;:posure

E ;posure levels meet international recommsndaFions and local legislation

In absolute levels the outdoor field e;:posure is ca. the double of fhe indoor field e;:posure

EM e;;posure levels are reproducible over a time Span of ca. one month

Abstract

A measuring campaign for the assessment of electromagnetic radiation near Vase stations in the city canter of Leuven, Belgium,

has been carried out. The main objective of this assessment is to study the correlation betv:een the outdoor and the indoor

exposure produced by cellular base stations and to investigate the changes of electromagnetic exposure within a typical day and

over 1 month in the vicinity of these base stations. The study was also carried out as a function of location and time using highly

precise measurement equipment. The measurements vr2re performed in both public and private areas in sixty (30 indoor and 30

outdoor) different locations in Leuven. The measurement was focused on mobile communica5on ne~,vorics: GSM (Global System

for Mobile Communication, 900 NIHz end 1800 ~iHz) and UNITS (Universal Ulobile Telecommunications System, 2110 4 Hz)

:vere the frequency bands of interest. The data 2t these frequencies v;are e;tracted from rave rneasurements in tha 82~k F .Hz to

2170 f~iHz frequency band. Tfie results sho~.v that all analyzed locations are in compliance riitii the exposure limits

recommended by ICNIRP (International Cornmission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection) and that the (ma;:imum) indoor

exposure correlates to the outdoor e:~posure vith a factor of about 0.5.

Conclusions

The electromagnetic radiation exposure of file c~en~rai public generated by Case stations in Leuven, Belgium, t:~s culy sssessed

using spectrum analyzer measuremen,s at GO lor~tions and at several moments during the day. All measured !~alu2s ere

considerably below norm levels for Flanders, ~.rhicii means that they are far below the IC{dIRP exposure limits fior the general

public Thy av~r~ge levels over time and o•:ar zne •: ~~iole city c:;nter era: outceeor; about O.Gh ̀.~/m for GSf:-1 900, 0.53 .or GSPA

1800, and 0.33 for UP~ITS, and indoors about 0.32 V/m for GSM 900, 0.26 fog GS~1 1800, and 0.17 for UNITS. i o the average,

the outdoor e;:posure levels ere thus a factor of ~,vo fiigher than the indoor levels. In gener2l, Fhe dominating source of e; posure

is GSM 900. The ma;:imum field value maasured ~::as equal to 1.80 V/m, due to the GS(v1900 signal. In this study, the average

effect of absorption and reflection, typically used to explain the lower values indoors, is in agreement with the average

attenuation through walls used in propagation models.

hrips://v✓~ava.saencsdirect.com/science/aric( r;::r~ C0139351183~~651

On the efrects of glasses on the SAR in human ttea~ resulting f~ m~ wiratess eyewear devices at phono call sEat

Lan JQ, Liang X, Hong T, Du GH. On the effects of glasses on the SAR inhuman head resulting from wireless eyewear devices

at phone call state. Progress in Biophysics and Molecular Biology. 1362936. Aug 2018.

Abstract

This paper evaluates the effects of glasses on the specific absorption rates (SAR) in the human head resulting from wireless

eyewear device at phone call state. We mainly concentrate on the SAR in the eyes since their sensitivity to electromagnetic

fields (EMF). We find wearing glasses obviously alters the distribution and magnitude of the SAR. The mattimal SAR in the

ocular tissues with glasses is even 6 times more than that without glasses. Wearing glasses also induce the ne~v hotspot in the

eyes which may cause the biggest SAR increment in the ocular tissues. Moreover, calculated results indicate that the ma:cimal

SAR is sensitive to the size of glasses and radiation frequency. Because of this, we believe wearing glasses may possibly

increase the risk of health hazard to eyes of wireless eyewear device user. These calculated results could be a valuable

reference for the glasses designer to reduce the SAR in the eyes.

https: /iwv~nv. scier cad i rect. co rn/science/a rticEe/pit/S007 X614717300322

Subjective sym~Otoms, onseYltriggee fac4ors, allergic diseases, & exposuees in Japanese PafieerQs U~iYh rtcu04i~le chartaical

sensi4ivity

Hojo S, Mizukoshi A, Azuma K, Okumura J, Ishikawa S, Miyata M, Mizuki M, Ogura H, Sakabe K. Survey on changes in

subjective symptoms, onseVtrigger factors, allergic diseases, and chemical exposures in the past decade of Japanese patients

with multiple chemigl sensitivity. Int J Hyg Environ Health. 2018 Aug 13. pit: 57438-4639(18)30271-2. dot:

10.1016fj.ijheh.2018.08.001.

Abstract

BACKGROUND: Recently, with rapid changes in the Japanese lifestyle, the clinical condition of patients with multiple chemical

sensitivity (MCS) may also have undergone change. Thus, we conducted a new survey for subjective symptoms, ongoing

chemical exposures, the prevalence of allergic diseases, and presumed onseUtrigger factors in patients with MCS and compared

results with those of an old survey from ten years ago.

METHODS: The neev survey was conducted from 2012 to 2015 and the old survey was independently conducted from 1999 to

2003, meaning it Kas not afollow-up study. Patients were initially diagnosed 6y physicians at five medical institutions with MCS

specialty outpatient services, with 111 and 103 patients participating in the new and old surveys, respectively. The controls were

a general popula5on living in Japan, with 1313 and 2382 participants in the new and old surveys, respectively. Subjective

symptoms and ongoing chemical exposure were evaluated using a quick environmental exposure sensitivity inventory.



Adclitionaliy, from clinical findings recorded by an attending physician, the prevalence of allergic diseases and presumed

onseUtrigger factors were evaluated. Differences between new and old surveys were 2na(yzed using logistic regression analyses

and significance tests.

RESULTS: Compared with ten years ago: (1) Regarding factors affecting patients wiih ongoing cfiemical exposures, the

proportion of patients affected decreased significantly for two items only (insecticides and second-hand smoke). The proportion

of controls showing ongoing exposure to 8 out of 10 items changed significantly. (2) In patients, scores for chemical intolerances,

other intolerances, and life impacts increased significantly. (3) In terms of the prevalence of allergic diseases among patients

with MCS, bronc3iial asthma (adjusted odds ratio [AOR]: 5.19), atopic dermatitis (AOR: 3.77), allergic rhinitis (AOR: 5.34), and

food allergies (AOR: 2.63) increased significantly, while hay fever (AOR: 0.38) and drug allergies (AOR: 0.40) decreased

significantly. (4) V1~th regard to construction and renovation, which was the presumed predominant onseUtrigger factor for MCS

10 years ago, this decreased from 68.9% to 35.1%; in contrast, electromagnetic fields (0.0%-26.1 %), perfume (0.0%-20.7%),

and medical treatment (1.9%-72%) increased significanify, wnfirming the diversification of onseUtrigger factors.

CONCLUSION: Compared to ten years ago, for patients with MCS, an increase in avoidance behavior toward chemical

substance exposures, which were presumed to be aggravating factors for symptoms, was confirmed. It has been suggested that

the ongoing chemical exposure of the general population in Japan has largely changed. In addition, for patients with MCS,

chemical intolerances and life impacts have become severe, the prevalence of the main allergic diseases has increased, and

onseUtrigger factors have become diversified.

httns:Nwvn+.ncUi.ntm.nih.govlpubmecs X3011 X513

Etesic~n a~ui C~lihra~ion oPa inn-t'Vave i~ecsoral E:{gOSUPc' IL~2L~i Foe ~~ Exp~ocura ~ss~ssmLr~k in E~door D~~iu~e

Environmen~.~

Aminzadeh R, {<hadir Fall A, Soi J, Thielens A, Besnier P, Zhadobov M, D~ Geeter N, Vasudevan PP, Dupre L, Van Holsn R,

Martens L, Wout J. Design and Calibration of a mm-Wave Personal Erposuro Meter for 5G F~cposure Assessment in Indoor

Diffuse Cnvironments. Journal of Infrared, Millimeter, and Teraherfz Waves. pp 1-19. Published Online: 23 August 2018.

Abstract

For the first time, a mm-vaave personal exposure meter (mm-PEM) for the 5th generation of mobile networks (5G) exposure

assessment in indoor diffuse fields is presented. The design is based on simulations and on-phantom calibration measurements

in a mm-wave reverberation chamber (RC) at 60 GHz. The mm-PEM consists of an array of nine antennas on the body. Using

the mm-PEM, the inadent power density (IPD) is measured in the unloaded RC, for the antennas) on the phantom and RC

loaded with phantom. The uncertainty of the mm-PEM is then determined in terms of its response, which is defined as the ratio

of antenna aperture for the above measurement scenarios. Using nine antennas, the designed mefer has a response of 1.043

(0.17 dB) at 60 GHz, which is very close to 1 (0 d6), the desired ideal response value. The mm-PEM measured an IPD of 96.6

W m 2 at 60 GHz in the RC, for an input power of 1 W. In addition, the average absorption cross-section of the phantom is

determined as 225 crr~, which is an excellent agreement with its physical dimensions.

Conclusion

A mm-wave personal exposure meter (mm-PEM) is designed for assessment of personal exposure to 5G in indoor diffuse

environments. The mm-PEM is calibrated on a sun~quivalent phantom in a reverberation chamber (RC) in the range of 59.5 to

60.5 GHz. We showed that increasing the number of antennas up to nine, a response of 1.043 at 60 GHz is obtained. This

response is very close to 1, which is the desired response of the mm-PEM; so, the mm-PEM can measure the IPD in free space

but in the presence of human body. The response of the mm-PEM in diffuse fields is also determined in terms of numerical

simulations using the FDTD. Good agreement between measurements and simulations is achieved. According to the results, we

recommend to calibrate the mm-PEM in the loaded RC. The average absorption cross-section of the skin phantom is determined

as 225 cm2 from the measurements, which is in excellent agreement with the physical geometry of the phantom. Future

research includes design of acquisition nodes (antenna and receiver electronics) for the mm-PEM to measure the IPD directly.

Additionally, the calibrations will be performed on a cylindrical or spherical phantom to study the effect of body shadowing on the

response of the designed mm-PEM and to design a distributed exposure meter for the mm-waves.

https://link.sprirrgeccom/articte/t 0.1007/s10762-0t 8-0533-z

The Effect of a Single 30-Min Long Yeem Evolution fViobile Phone-Like Exposure on Thermal Pain Threshold o~ Young

Healthy Volunteers

Vecsei Z, Thur6czy G, Hem~di I. The Effect of a Single 30-Min Long Term Evolution Mobile Phone-Like Exposure on Thermal

Pain Threshold of Young Healthy Volunteers. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2018 Aug 27;15(9). pii: E1849. doi:

10.3390/ije rph 15091849.

Abstract

Although the ma;ority of mobile phone (MPj users do not attribute adverse effects on health or well-being to MP-emitted

radiofrequen~y (RF) electromagnetic fields (EMFs), the exponential increase in the number of RF devices necessdates

continuing research aimed at the objective investigation of sucfi concerns. Here we investigated the effects of acute e :posure

from Long Term Evolution (LTA MP EMFs on thermal pain threshold in healthy young adults. We use a protocol that was

validated in a previous study in a capsaicin-induced hyperaigesia model and was also successfully used to show that exposure

from an RF source mimiGcing a Universal Mobile Telecommunications System (UMTS) MP Ied to mildly stronger desensifization

to repeated noxious ihertnal stimulation relative to the sham condition. Using the same experimental design, we did not find any

effects of LTE exposure on thermal pain threshold. The present results, contrary to previous evidence obtained with the UMTS

modulation, are likely to originate from placebo/nocebo effects and are unrelated to the br(ef acute LTE EMF exposure itself. The

fact that this is dissimilar to our previous results on UMTS exposure implies that RF modulations might differentially affect pain

perception and points to the necessity of further research on the topic.



Open access p2per. istl~r./lvrs~~~:v.n~dpi.e;orn/1GS0-~6D1/15l3/1849

E~:~asure levels o~ ELF orac~netic r~elcis in the residential areas o~ P.9asic~aunc~ C @LPOtSQIIls7SI I~;7unicipality

Rathebe P, Weyers C, Raphela F. E;posure levels of ELF magnetic fields in the residential areas of Mangaung ~Ue[ropoiitan
Municipality. Environ Monit Assess. 2018 Aug 23;990(9):544. doi: 10.1007/s70661-018-6916-8.

Abstract

The aim of this study was to evaluate the exposure levels of ELF magnetic fields in the residential areas of Mangaung
metropolitan municipality. Fifteen residential sites v✓ere randomly selected in Bloemfontein, ~in2 in Botshabeio and six in Thaba
Nchu areas of Mangaung. Measurements ware collected at tfie distances of 3 m, 6 m and 9 m outside electrical substafiors,
near every comer, using a Trifield meter model XE 100. Measurements +mare also collected from four different comers inside
substations, near barrier screening and were referred to as a distance of 0 m (reference point). The results indicated a non-
significantdifference among 15 residential areas; BRE1 to BRE15 and six areas; TNRE1 to TRPIE6. The exposure levels were
signiflcantiy high in one residential area BOREi (0.55 ~T) as compared to other residential sites in Bofshabelo (p <0.001). The
results obtained from the measurements also show a significant difference between the residential areas BORE4 and BORE8 (p
<0.01) as well as BORE4 and BORE9 (p <0.006). The four distance interims also demonstrated a highly significant difference
(p <0.0001) when compared to one another. "Ilse t test showed a statistically significant difference for exposure levels recorded
at 3 m, 6 m and 9 m in comparison to 0 m (p <0.01). The e;:posure levels recorded at 3 rn 4vere also significantly different Yo
those recorded at 6 m (p <0.05) and 9 m (p <0.01). The exposure le~:els measured at ail distances are below the IC~1lRP
guidelines and the fields decrease rapidly vrith an increased distancz from the source.

hops:/Jvnlry~.ncbi.r•.Im.nih.gov/E7ub~~ad1301 ~s0855
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Martin Robsti. `:a'aiSa gh:.• ~e re:~'s~~i~ari m ti;+ ?it'ec4 m^men, ~srirrn~a~;c~. S~~ :-.r'elo .ce--t ~. Medical Xpress. July 20, 7018.

Radio frequency radiation may have adverse effects on memory performance of specific brain regions exposed during mobile

phone use.

Ronnie CoFen _ _ . , .;c.^r? t_o••eTstt?*ertt~`uu~ sevvz4~'s~ sre~~ t~=ga r TY€+po~i%~rrinrc~° . Newswealc, July

19, 2018.

Current cellphone safety regulations are bas=d on a premise That is no✓✓arguably false: thaf cellohone radiafion can cause

harm only by heating tissue.

iNari< Hertsgaard and ~~lar1: bowie. ~ s'-~ ~-~r~, s•: er~i~,•? it •g ~ ~~~4~!' s: ;F~-a~a r~~4~:it~ ,EFL,^z~:s.The Guardian, JuSy Z4, 2018.

We dismiss claims about mobiles being bad iorourhealfh - But is That beceuss studies shoving a link to c2ncarha?-e been

cast into douat by the industry?

-~- Reynard Lolci. f1~~r ceE~~ho2e addletio;~ is ~~r virtu i~;f:ei~ss tech ;n~o ~.n ir•~i~ib'e ~re~.~o~ Qua: s c~e~';rry n~ :ri:s:'~f~. Salon,

al
'~July 14, 2018.

Electromagnetic radiation from Wi-Fi and cell towars poses a "credible risk" fo birds, mammals, insects and plants

Lynne Peeples. ,~o:r4ci ce6! p'~o~ is ~ov;ias era: c~Es~o:ne~s o ti~~Y~z~ r's';sV 8~; ~~t,y ~ , s ~~~. McClatchy News

Wasfiington Bureau, July 11, 2018.

Although the scient~c community has noE reached consensus, the California health department said rasaarch indicates long-

term, extensive cellphone use may 2fiect health.

Lynne Peeples. 3:'ir~less @~dus~iy us'r~ i:s461riendren: as a catlg-:S i.ti Cas E~~ct~~ -;;aEcuts.^f'Wiy va.nirgs. FairUVaming,

July 11, 2018.

Complete version of the article. News websites published the McClatchy version.

Microwave News. '"Gie~~ a~.•idsnco' a," es61 E'a~::e c~:~cer isle, s~.y Ee~.t~ing s2t~ia.cgis~." April 9, 2018.

Vi/hy the peerreview panel and NTP interpreted the same animal data differently

Marlc Hertsgaard and Marl< bowie. "F.oce'~Ee~ seiseleys r~~~cta e!, E9t:n:c fi.r:>_ ce'I zozo~~s aes aaf~: R ~~SQcia9

ir,~.•e3Eig",`ii;:t" The Nafion, March 29, 2018.

The disinfomtafion campaign—and massive radiation increase—behind the SG rollout.

R~cen4 ~o~ts on E€~~ Sa~~ty_
lf,.,.-

.'• Peernt f~e~~t.rc47 a~i ~~~1:53IESS Rut!i.iEOsa .;rs3 FiEc~~c~e€~e grefie Fie's"s

Compilation of over 400 abstracts of scien~c papers published since August, 2016.

F?aiion~^I ~o;<icolt;cy P~~oc;s4m: deer fi ~:~~9iv 6ev:e•.~ e€eefl 7Eloc~e sacs ~~Eo:i stz.~~y

Experts convened by NTP found 'clear evidence" of cancer from cell phone radiation. Official summary now available.

~?~.tional "f'o_:ico3e~ .-eo~~^rt (c;i'C') ;~ist~s C~1 F'Lcfa :~aci t?a~ L"<uses C~:Rc~s

Expert reviewersuggasts NTP findings call forstronger RF exposure guidelines; /ARC should upgrade RF radiation cancer

risk.
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5G t~ i:2ltt55 cf'C:~PtQIOt~J: ~'!S`tYliStj i hcov~°t Etr3 i'y Jp

News stones debunk exaggerated benefits of 5G cellular technology.

3Gz:in ~~urno; ~~:CeW .3:o E'as`:icl in i.;-a 3lS: t,EA o,'• ~e'.I f'f~.roa i, Car~fo.a~ ,-'s~orre 4Sse _:

The CDC reported that brain cancer incidence among youth 0-20 years of age increased between 2001 and 2094. A/so tlryroid

cancer and lymphoma. ~

5eie~Edfic E~+~c`erca o'r I''~,rm ~zom GRl1 ~5:~ :~ s?€.t?o~tic~n; Y~::n Y~a~s a.:t~s~a:ch

An annotated bibliography which contains 92 papers published in sci~n~c%oumals during the last tv~o years that report

evidence of harm from cell phone radiation exposure.



lrte~ ~~Cit~n~! t-~r~i Lci[+f~ cn r~s~aP_f~ RY%~~t;i:3 ~~'a E.~~r EnSsn~ify 4.3~Ee-lcrd:_i~~~ E~s,c~i«::'spn

Thera is an urgent need fo recognize hazards associaPed with excessive exposuro to non-fhermailev~ls or' elecfromagnsfic

fields.

@GFa€nE%'~ E::;s;~~:;~re c"se~t~ts'si;~er, sUs [ta=.~~a P~r~c3s~~~cy ¢=t~ i;i;;

IClJIRP requests pubic input on its rdio frequency radiaPion exposura guidelines. Should tl~e EMF scientific community

cooperate9

~iY~c:s,~ +sY t;~:fi e S:vtzo t~; ~ a;: ~5~r~te3cc pis

Rccearch on adolescents cuggosts fhst cell phono use has edverso offcets on cor~nitivo ~rocesscs and mamory and Pho

endocrino system and disturbs sleep.
~.P--,

tni?rrt~k'sora3 ~c [ fi~~::~?;s;zs~1 ore b:t~,c e:~t<^.g; ie:., c~d~Bas ~ °',,ir~~. ~reF-~~`c.r~ ~ ~d S

242 scientists from 91 nafions including 38 from (he U.S. haere signed the Appeal. j`'~

;CAy ~,e81 Pr~e+n~ F.~di~fan f~~sc~<;ech St+!r'ias

Esr::~e ~ CW:i ?;ac:,~ "a'in'F>_ i~ :..:o~.. ' c7:sE.~..ai~,~

Ssrkeleys landmark cell phone "right to lmow" ordin2nce is heing contested by the wireless industry in the federal courts.

S2ce,~,nt {'€~3-arch o~g Vii-~ri ~:ii~c2> ~~

Compilation of recent studies on biologic and health effects from exposure to Wi-Fi radiation. <,.+`:~ ~:
2~
" ~.

r"flmrte ~crPcrC€fi~~ weE9 ~es`f ~he.~no t3ad'e~:~:an

Research that investigates the effects of ~~ireless radiation on female fertility.

.. r ~~,, ... ,...,, ,.,,

~Resaaro(t that e;:amines tno 2i{ecis of wireless radiation on sperm.

Compilation of studies fhaf found harmful cf,'~cta rrom s„fzl e:;posura fo ,virala~s rediaibn.

vulec:{~c-; r~,zaiz~it~n -i~J ~~c;=dam

Links fo ova 150 televised news stones about u✓iraf~ss radiation healN~ risks.

SG ?`Jirel~ss Y~c~~:~aPoc, : Es ~G :•i ~.~'rea~~l 8o Oaa, t§saith?

"Both oncologic and non-cancerous chronic effects have been suggested."

iia ~;csra2~ac6ur.~ ̀ ~~eSasi:o P_<^aa~:ehed

Official v~e6site for 5G Appeal: Over 200 scientists doctors have signed Appeal.

i~ie,:~~€~taie~~t~u e=i~j1~:~ "u~~-aat~n'~di3~'i;vz~

Research revievr EAv1F is potentlal risk to insect and bird orientation 2nd plant healih.

~:.~ ,"-'e21:~ l~~3cw arcf &'c<<cy Chraf~e"'Q~r.~

Drs. Frank Bames, De-Kun Li, &Joel Moskowitz discuss EMF research and implications for policy change. Sponsored by

Collaborative for Health &the Environment.

4~t„cad<:st2<~R.~. ~Eiy_Sf:__FtJisU'2f

RecenE research and policy developments regarding electromagnetic hypersensitivity.

S;yfri_72:~tocz~icCers:~?e~~=~cr„=;.p is_:R<^-Git::icsti?is:s ~,~

Recent studies of automobile EMF make inconsistent claims ie: cancer risk.

2am~~Er~i Insii .~3 Ce:l ~[z~no i'?cri~;t'sQ:=3 SC~~J Rs~E€cat>s E~<'3~~ Si~d;~

Ramazzini lnstituta replicates heart cancer results from NTP cell phone radiation study.

Cabals: El~dromagnetic Radiation Safety, home page, overitesv, recent nevi, receN posts

r a~.. '~E9tl~. u 3 _ _~ , _.~'L=d~ '~il~ 13~~~G _ ~'` . _z 3 ar~~'~tl~~p~"?~~~ ~tl32.7 L u~~'' '? .~ ~ ~~ ...3

have been circulating abstracts of newly-published scientific papers on wireless radiation and electromagnetic fields (EMF)

about once a month since August, 2016. These updates are sent to several hundred EMF scientists around the world.

Since I have received numerous requests to post the abstracts on this website, I have compiled the collection into a

document. The complete collection of abstracts from more than 400 papers can be downloaded by clicking on the following link:

h Eo:UE;itlyl~i~;r.a gOv'i'i

Note: This linl<will change when new absVacts are added to the compilation.

See r_- ;{~~~*r~~~4! for a searchable database of EMF studies. The Portal contains over 26,000 publications and 6,000 summaries

of scientific studies on the effects of EMF. The Portal is a project of RWTH University Hospital in Aachen, Gerznany.

~~~@5$ ~0~1$90B1



Diplorr~aQs' mystery illnass acid ~u[s~d radiofeequencylmicro:vave e•~dia~ion

Golomb E. Diplomats' mystery illness and pulsed radiofrequency/microwave radiation. Neural Compu
t. 2018 Sep 5. doi

10.1162/neco a J1133.

Abstract

IMPORTAPICE: F1 "mystery" illness s4riking US and Canadian diplomats to Cuba (and now China) "has confou
nded the FBI, the

State Department and US intelilgencs agencies." Sonic e;:planations for the so-called "health attacks" have long 
dominated

media reports, propelled by peculiar sounds heard and auditory symptoms e;cperienced. Sonic mediation was j
ustly rejected by

experts. We assessed whether pulsed radiofrequenc~/microm~ave radiation (RF~~ er,Qosure can acc~mmo2ate report
ed facts

in diplomats, including unusual ones. • ~ ""'

OBSERVATIONS: 1. Noises: Chirping, ringing or grinding noises were heard at night, during episodes reportedly triggering

health problems, by many diplomats. Pulsed RFIMW engenders just these "sounds" via the "Frey effect." Ability to hear t
he

sounds depends on high frequency hearing and low ambient noise. "Sounds" differ by head dimensions. 2. Signs/symptoms:

Hearing loss znd tinnitus are prominent in affected diplomats -and in R~mAW-affected individuals. Each of protean symptoms

that diplomats report, also affect persons reporting symptoms from RF/MW: Sleep problems, headaches, and cognitive problems

dominate in both groups. Sensations o. pressure or vibration figure in each. Both encompass vision, balance and speech

problems, and nosebleeds. Brain injury and brain s~,aelling are reported in bosh. 3. Mechanisms: Oxidative stress provides a

documented mechanism of RF/MW injury compatible vaith reposed signs and symptoms; sequelae of endothelial dysfunction

(yielding blood flow compromise), membrane darnage, blood brain barrier disruption, mitochondria) injury, apoptosis, and

autoimmune triggering afford downstream mechanisms, of varying persistence, that merit investigation. 4. Of note, microwaving

of fhe US embassy in Moscow is histor'caf(y documented.

COf~!CLUSIOt~1S AND RELEVANCE: Reporied facts appear consistent vrith RFlNW as the source of injury in Cuba diplomats.

Non-diplom2ts citing sympioms from RF/PrPN, o~ien with an inciting a~!Is~d-RF/~ ~`N z;:posure, report compatible health

conditions. Under the RFIUW hypothesis, lessons teamed for diplomats end for RF/NiW-affected "civilians" may each yid the

other.

https:/imvw.ncbi.nlm. nih.gevlpubmed/~ ~183:iG9

Selected Nea14h and Law Issues Regarding P9obi[e Communications with Respec4 fo SG

Mandl P, Peuei P, Leitgeb E. Selecied Health and Law Issues Regarding Mobile Communications with Respect to 5G.

Presented at 2018 International Conference on Broadband Communications for Next Generation Networks and Multimedia

Applications (CoBCom). Graz, Austria. July 11-13, 2018.

Abstract

Over the next years the demand of wireless communication will increase tremendously. More and more mobile end devices

require a high data rate connQction e.g. to a smart home (Internet of Things, Ion or to the Internet. The radiation power pattern

of base stations and mobile end devices will completely change for the 5G Next Generation Mobile Network technology which

will use frequency bands up to 100 GHz. Therefore the electromagnetic exposure especially to human body will increase in the

future, because most of the wireless connections are realized in RF technology. In this contribution Iwo different measurement

setups are presented. The first shows the electromagnetic radiation regarding a base station powered by a mobile pfione

provider over a timespan of a number of days. The second figures out the electromagnetic radiation of a handheld mobile end

device to a human head in an area with very poor reception values. The results of those measurements where compared with

legal and health limits. All measured and calculated results regarding the base stations were within the legal exposure limits. The

calculated legal exposure limits of mobile devices were exceeded twice in areas within very poor reception values. Regarding

the expected higher bandwidth and corresponding higher electromagnetic exposure to human bodies in future there have to be

periodic measurements to comply with radiation limits.

Conclusions

It has been shown that there is curtently no overshooting of legal limits in the transmission of base stations. The presented

measurement campaign regarding the base station showed that the E-Field reached a maximum of 0.673 V/m (legal limit:

47.631 V/m) and the H-Field a maximum of 2 mA/m (legal limit: 128 mA/m). However, the coming mobile radio standards like 5G

is expected to use frequency bands up to 100 GHz, a much higher density of base stations and 100 times higher bandwidths

than nowadays which subsequently causes higher transmission power of base stations. Regarding the above mentioned

circumstances it v✓ill ba necessary to measure 4he radiation euposueL of base stations in the future on a eegular basis in

order to ensuee the legal limits and to reduce possible health hazards. It also will 6a necessary to develop new

measuremenQ s4rategies and/or Qecfinologies regarding the laege frequency spectrum 5G vliil use up to'i00 GHz

When measuring directly on a mobile phone (simulating the use of an end device directly on 4he human head), it was

found that 4he calculated S,4R of 3.834 !N/!cg exceeds the legal limit of 2 W/ kg. This shows clearly 4hat the legal limit

values can bs exceeded significantly in areas aaith very poor recep4ion values ...

Increasing the distance between a mobile end device and the head, e.g. by using ahands-free set or a headset can significantly

reduce the human exposure to electromagnetic radiation wfien such a device is used in badly supplied areas and transmits with

maximum power.

https://ieeexp lore. ieee. org/docu menU8443980/

Cancer epidemiology update, following the 20'i1 IARC evaluation of radiofrequency electeomagnetic Melds (Plonogreph

102)



Miller AB, Morgan LL, Udasin I, Davis DL. Cancer epidemiology 
update, following the 2011 IARC evaluation of radiotrequency

electromagnetic fields (Monograph 102). Available online Sep
 6, 2018. https://doi.orgl10.1016fj.envres.2018.0u.0Y3

Highlights

•Increased risi< of brain, vestibular nerve and salivary gland tumo
rs are associated with mobile phone use.

• Nine studies (2011-2017) report increased risk of brain cancer f
rom mobile phone use.

• Four case-control studies (3 in 2013, 1 in 2014) report increased
 risk of vestibular nerve tumors.

• Concern for other cancers: breast (male & female), testis, leul;emfa, 
and thyroid.

•Based on the evidence reviewed it is our opinion that IARC's cur
cent categorization of RFR as a possiblo human carcinogen

(Group 2B) should be upgraded to Carcinogenic to Humans (Gro
up 1).

Abstract

Epidemiology studies (case-control, whort, time trend and case studie
s) published since the International Agency for Research

on Cancer (IARC) 2011 categorization of radiofrequency radiation 
(RFR) from mobile phones and other wireless devices as a

possible human carcinogen (Group 26) are reviewed and summarized. 
Glioma is an important human cancer found to be

associated with RFR in 9case-control studies conducted in Sweden an
d France, as well as in some other countries. Increasing

glioma incidence trends have been reported in the UK and other countr
ies. Non-malignant endpoints Iiniced include acoustic

neuroma (vestibular Schwannoma) and meningioma. Because they all
ow more detailed consideration of exposure, case-control

studies can be superior to cohoh studies or other methods in evaluatin
g potential risks for brain cancer. When consiiiered with

recent animal experimental evidence, the recent epidemiological studies 
strengthen and support the conclusion that RFR should

be catEgorized as carcinogenic to humans (IARC Group 1). Opportunis
tic epidemiological studies are proposed that can be

carcied out through cross-sectional analyses of high, medium, and low mobi
le phone users with respect to hearing, vision,

memory, reaction time, and other indicators that can easily be assesse
d through standardized computer-based tests. As

exposure data are not uniformly available, billing records should be used wh
enever available to corroborate reported exposures.

Synthesis and conclusions

The Epidemiological studies reported since the 2011 IARC Working 
Group meeting are adequate to consider RFR as a probable

human carcinogen (Group 2 A). However, they must be supplemented 
Niith the recently reported animal data as performed at

the Ramazzini Institute and the US fdational Toxicology Program as we
lt as by mechanistic studies. These experimental findings

together with the epidemiology reviewed here are sufficient fn our 
opinion, to upgrade the IARC categorization of RFR to Group

1, carcinogenicto humans.

It would be useful to know more about the association of additional tum
or types such as parotid gland, testicular, breast,

hematopoietic malignancies and multiple primaries Mrith RFR. Case stu
dies should continue to be conducted in the absence of a

better exposure assessment system to increase awareness and understand
 the relationship between exposure to RFR and

disease causation, as well as trial-error experiments and interventions.

in light of the evolving science concerning mobile phone and screen time 
exposures and the longer-term risk of cancer

established by both epidemiological and to~cological studies, current e
vidence is strong enough to go from precaution

concerning possible risl<to prevention of known risks. Although the benefits 
of connectivity are extremely important, safety

considerations demand reconciling use of information vs. risk of percei
ved rare outcomes. Thus, a concerted program of public

and health professional education should be undertaken throughout so
ciety explaining current knowledge and devising policies

to promote safer technology in partnership with designers of software and h
ardware. in addition, metfiods should be developed

and validated to reduce exposures in schools, workplaces, hospitals and 
other workplaces. The precautionary principle should

be applied now and suitable warning messages provided to adults and criti
cally to children and their parents. Until technology

has been devised that substantially lowers exposures, special efforts s
hould be advanced to ensure that the exposures of

children are limited td those deemed essential. Children should be enc
ouraged to text to reduce their exposure to RFR, while

every attempt should be made to reduce exposure to RFR in schools,
 as well as homes.

Research has so far been performed on technologies that have already 
been inUoduced, but is critically needed on new,

untested technology prior to its use. Epidemiological studies necessari
ly confirm the impact of past exposures, while

experimental studies provide indications of future risk. Thus, experimental 
evaluations and modeling are essential before

distributing newer systems (e.g. 5 G) for which no safety data have been 
obtained. The absence of systematic tesEing of such

technologies should not be confused with proof of safety. Better modeling 
through anatomiplty based systems, such as the

Virtual Family, should be encouraged.

In the meantime, the evidence amassed tfius far from epidemiology strengt
hens the case for instituting the precautionary

principle with respect to exposures to RFR, espeaaliy to young children
 and men and women that wish to reproduce. The lade of

detailed studies at this point reflects a myopic attitude toward the technolog
y that may well prove to he wishful and dangerous

thinking. Where studies have been tattled out on human sperm quanti
ty and qualify there are increasing indiptions of serious

human health impacts. To ignore those findings and subject humans to une
valuated novel RFR frequencies places current and

future generations at risk.

https:l/www. sciencedirect.com/science/a rticleipiilS0013935 718303475

Clear evidence of cell-phone RP radiation cancer risk

Lin JC. Clear evidence of cell-phone RF radiation cancer risk. IEEE Microwave Magazine. 19(6):1
6-24. Sep/Oct 2018. DOI:

10.1109/MMM.20182844058.

Abstract

During 26-28 March 2018, the National Institute of Environmental Health Sa
ences (NIEHS) National Toxicology Program (NTP),

a part of the U.S. National Institutes of Health, convened athree-day 
technical reports peer-review panel meeting in Research

Triangle Park, North Carolina, to review the NTP's draft reports on its p
rcinogenesis studies of cell-phone RF radiation in mice

and rats.



i ~itns://ieeex~!erg.is~a.arr~lderu~nenzlfl~S25(356/

A summary and e,:cerpts from. the paper'¢; __ _. _ _. _ . __

In a new paper, "Clear evidence of cell-phone RF radiation cancer risk
" published in 4he journal IEEE iVicrowave P~+~yazin~, Dr.

James C. Lin states that the results of the National To;:icology Pr
ogram (PlTP) cell phone radiation study suggest iiiat current

radio frequency (RF) exposure guidelines are inadequate to prot
ect human health (1). Furthermore, the paper recommends that

the International Agency for Research on Csncer (IARC) re-assess th
e rdsearch and consider upgrading the classificz6on of RF

radiation from "possibly carcinogenic to humans" (Group 28) to proba4
ly carcinogenic (i.e., Group 2A).

Peer {2evio~v of ti-~o dra'rt N i E~ Technical 42epor~ on Celi Phone td
a~ioe~~quaacy t2adiation

National To::icology Program (NTP). Peer Reviev~ of the Draft NTP Te
chnical Reports on Cell Phone Radiofrequency Radiation.

National Institute of Environmental Healih Sciences. 2018. pp. 1-51.

No abstract.

Open access paper. t~t[~s:l~ntp.rieh,.nits.gov/ntplabort_n
tnitr~ane4l2018Jmarci~!~3eerrevietv;01~037.~ 508.cdf

~=diio=iaL• ~i3oc1~ or Corai6i~ecl E~:~F ~:;,~c~ura~ ~ir~ Co-~;:~os~res

Nlattsscn M-O, Zcni O, Sim:b 1d, Scar;i ,1P,.~ditcriaL Effects of Combined 
EA.F E:;nosures Grd Co-e;:oosures. Frontiers in

Public Health. 20 August 2018. (:zips:liuci.crg! i Q.39d9/i~,ui;ii.20 i 3.G0?30.

fdo Abstract

Gcerpt

The very complex exposure situation in real-life environments has been wel
l illustrated in this Research Topic, znd the need far

better understanding of basic biological interaction mechanisms is obvious 
from the analyses presented here. The araa is very

much under-investigated, and the full impact and potential of EMF exposur
es for both possible adverse and beneficial effects

cannot be realized without substantial addi!ional research efforts.

Open access: hitps:Nwwnv.ironiiersin.orglar'~ctes110.3384/fpubh2018.002301iu11

EfFecfs of enobiie pizone e~cposure on biochemical parameters of coed
 61ood: A peediminary study

Bektas H, Bektas MS, ~asdag S. Effects of mobile phone exposure on biochemi
cal parameters of cord blood: A preliminary

study. Electromagn Biol Med. 2018 Aug 29:1-8. doi: 10.1080/15368378.20
18.1499033.

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to investigate foetal impact of radiofrequencies 
(RFs) emitted from mobile phones in postnatal cord

blood. The study carried on 149 pregnantwomen divided into four groups s
uch as nonusers of mobile phone (n: 37; control

group), 2-15 min/d (n: 39; group 1), 150 miNd (n: 37; group 2) and part
icipants using mobile phone for more than 60 min/d (n:

36; group 3). Cord blood of the infants was taken in all groups for biochemi
cal analyses immediately after birth. The results of the

study showed that the biggest foetal impact was observed in the third stud
y group which was pregnant exposed RFRs (RF

radiation) more than 1 h/d (1 hour per day). AST (aspartat aminotransferaz), AL
T (alanine aminotransferase), LDH (lactate

dehydrogenase), CK (creative I<inase), CK-MB (creative kinase-miyocartiia
l band), CRP (c-reactive protein), PCT (procalcitonin),

TnT (troponin T), uric acid and lactate levels of third group were found high
er than the other groups (p < 0.001). However, Mean

platelet volume values of third group were found lower than the other group
s (p < 0.001). Finally, this is the first human study

which was performed on pregnant and infants because there is no previous 
work in this area. However, the results of this study

revealed that long-term RFR exposure of pregnant may result in some bio
chemical changes in the infants. Therefore, our

suggestion to pregnant is fo avoid from RFR exposure emitted from mobile 
phones at least during pregnancy.

hops://unro~v.ncbi.nlm.nih.govlpuhmed/3015694 #

Comments regarding: "Occupational euposure 4o higfi-frequency EMF 8 
brain tumor risk in INTEROCC study: Ae~

individualized assessment approach"

Mortazavi SMJ. Comments regarding: "Occupational exposure to high-frequency 
electromagnetic fields and brain tumor risk in

the INTEROCC study: An individualized assessment approach". Environ 
Int. 2018 Aug 24. pii: S0160-4120(18)31561-7. doi:

10.1016/j. e nv i n t.2018.08.008.

Abstract

This commentary addresses the paper by Vila et al. entitled "Occupational 
exposure to high-frequency electromagnetic fields

and brain tumor risk in the INTEROCC study: M individualized assessment 
approach" that is published in Environment

International. The authors have examined the link between occupational ex
posures to radiofrequency (RF) and intermediate

f~quency (IF) electromagnetic fields (EMF) and glioma and meningioma brain 
tumor risk in the INTEROCC multinational

population-based case-control study. This study showed no clear ass
ociation with exposure to RF or IF EMFs and the risk of

glioma or meningioma brain tumors. Recent studies show that in many czs
es tfiere are large errors and/or major shortcomings in



the studies claiming no link between mobile phone and brain 
cancar. Although the paper by Vila et al. is well-struc[ur~d and can

be considered as a significant contribution to this field, there are 
several items that merit further atten4ion and are no4 fully

addressed. These incSude 4he selection bias, confounding fac
tors other than age, sex, region and country, and criteria used in

this study t`or considering exp~aures as occupational.

htfps:l/bvYWd.fi ~I.i5If31. f tiil.(~G`JI~UBiR20I3O "I PS27.3

dt~cigEic~l a~proacii s'o~~ h~~m~n ~PA~ o• powuea c3as~s~i719f9E If1 i6hEU
PJ L";ircl~ss t~5"PO-coil nod°~o~•~c~

Shilchantsov S, Thielens A, Vermeeren G, Demeester P, C9artens L, Tor
ts G, Joseph W. Statis4ic~l a~pro~ch for hum~.n

electromagnetic exposure assessment in suture r~re~ess ATTQ~iI 
nah•.ori.s: E2adiaf Prct DosimeU;~. 20:1a.Jul 30. uoi:

10.1093/rpd/ncy120.

Abstract

In this article, we study human electromagnetic e>:posure to the radiatio
n of zn ultra dense neivrork of nodes integrated in a floor

denoted as ATTO-cell floor, or ATTO-floor. Al i O-cells are a prospective 5 G v✓ireless nehvorking technology, in which humans

are exposed by several interfering sources. To numerically estimate thi
s e::posure vde propose a statistical approach based on a

set of finite difference time domain simulations. It accounts for variations of 
antenna phases and makes use of a large number of

e;cposure evaluations, based on a relatively low number of required sim
ula5ons. Thee :posure was expressed in peal-spatial

10-g SAR averege (psSAR10g). The results show an average e;:posur
e te~~el of —4.9 mWll:g and reaching 7.6 mW/kg in 5% of

cages. The maximum psSAR10g value found in the studied numerical setup
 equals around 21.2 mW/I<g. Influence of tfie

simulated ATTO-floor size on the resulting e;:posure Uras e;:amined. Al
l o~tained e;:posure levels are far below 4 W/{<g ICNIRP

basic restriction for general public in limbs (and 20 W/l<g basic r2siricti
on 4or occupational exposure), which males ATTO-floor a

potential low-s::posure 5 G czndidate.

http s:/Frnsr~s~. n cbi. n Im. n i h. y ovlpu bm~d/3Cg35262

E;:cernt

The ATTO-floor is a new concept for ultra-high capacity Wireless netwonc
ing, designed to provide wireless access to robots that

can freely move around the floor surface. ATiO-cells are integrated into the
 floor and cover its entire area. According to the

current design~~> (Figure 1) an ATTO-cell has dimensions of 15-by-15 
cmZ and an antenna is supplied with a maximum power of

1 mW. It operates at a center frequency of 3.5 GHz. Possible applications o
f the ATTO technology include industrial ~varehauses

or factories of the future, where multitudes of mobile robots and human 
Neorkers operate simultaneously. Robots, being equipped

with an antenna featuring downward-pointing pattern, are the target users. 
Due to the provisioned fast handover system, at any

time instance a robot is only connected to the closest antenna, thus, it 
is unlikely for humans to be exposed by the ATTO-floor

directly. In other words, most of the time humans vrill be exposed to th
e scattered fields of antennas serving surrounding robots.

Study oG the Correlation be4ween OuCdoor and Indoor Electrorsaagn
eYic Exposuee neae Cellular Base Sta4ions ie~ Leuven,

Belgium

Nkemlyare R, Volskiy V, Vandenbosch G. Study of the Correlation beh
veen Outdoor and Indoor Electromagnetic 6cposure near

Cellular Base Stations in Leuven, Belgium. Environmental Research. P
ubl online 22 Aug 2018. htt~s:lldoi.orgl10.t016/i.

envres2018.08.025

Highlights

• GSM 900 is the dominating source of exposure

• Exposure levels meet international recommendations and local legisla
tion

• In absolute levels the outdoor field exposure is ca. the double of the 
indoor field exposure

• EM exposure levels are reproducible over a time span of ca. one mon
th

Abstract

A measuring campaign for the assessment of electromagnetic radiation
 near base stations in the city center of Leuven, Belgium,

has been carried out. The main objective of this assessment is to stud
y the correlation between the outdoor and the indoor

exposure produced by cellular base stations and to investigate the cha
nges of electromagnetic exposure within a typical day and

over 1 month in the vicinity of these base stations. The study was also
 carried out as a function of location and time using highly

precise measurement equipment. The measurements were perfor
med in both public and private areas in si~y (30 indoor and 30

outdoor) different locations in Leuven. The measurement was focused
 on mobile communication networks: GSM (Global System

for Mobile Communication, 900 MHz and 1800 MHz) and UMTS (
Universal Mobile Telecommunications System, 2110 MHz)

were the frequency bands of interest. The data at these frequencies w
ere e~ctracted from raw measurements in the 824 MHz to

2170 MHz frequency band. The results sfiow that all analyzed loca
tions are in compliance with the exposure limits

recommended by ICNIRP (International Commission on Non-Ionizing 
Radiation Protection) and that the (maximum) indoor

exposure correlates to the outdoor exposure with a factor of about 0.5
.

Contusions

The electromagnetic radiation exposure of the general public gene
rated by base stations in Leuven, Belgium, was duly assessed

using spectrum analyzer measurements at 60 locations and at several 
moments during the day. All measured values are

considerably below north levels for Flanders, which means that they a
re far below the ICNIRP exposure limits for the general

public. The average levels over time and aver the whole city center ar
e: outdoors about 0.64 Vlm for GSM 900, 0.53 for GSM

1800, and 0.33 for UMTS, and indoors about 0.32 V/m for GSM 900, 
026 for GSM 1800, and 0.17 for UMTS. To the average,

the outdoor e::posure levels are thus a factor of two higher than the in
door levels. In general, the dominating source of exposure

is GSM 900. The maximum field value measured was equal to 1.80 V/
m, due to the GSM 900 signal. In this study, the average

effect of absorption and reflection, typically used to explain the lower 
values indoors, is in agreement with the average



attenuation 4hrough walls used in propagation models.

htfps:/h~f<;; rscience~ ireckro rlscienrrslzrtidelpii1~001 39351 1 33C4
G51

Giv iii aFtact or ~jla~~es osi Eh~ 5,~~; i~ Gaoaonan 6~3ad eesulCinc~ ~oordi .~
~ir~lons oyes°~~aa~~ ~~vices .~~ psiiou~o call st~E

Lan JQ, Liang ;(, Hong T, Du GH. On the effects of glasses on th
e SAR in human head resulting from Evireless eyewear devices

at phone call state. Progress in Biophysics and Molecular Biology.
 136:2S-36. Aug 2018.

Abstract

This paper evaluates the effects of glasses on the specific absorption 
rates (SAR) in the human head resulting from vaireless

eyewear device at phone call state. We mainly concentrate on the SAR
 in the eyes since their sensitivity to elecUomagnetic

fields (EMF). We find v:earing glasses obviously alters tha dis
tribution and magnitude of the SAR. The maximal SAR in the

ocular tissues ~vi`~fi glasses is even 6 times more than that without glass
es. V1learing glasses also induce the n2v~ hotspo4 in the

eyes which may cause the biggest SAR increment in the ocular tissues
. Moreover, calculated results indicate that the rna::im~l

SAR is sensitive io the size of glasses and r2diaiion frequency. Becaus
e of this, we believe wearing glasses may possibly

increase the ris!c of health hazard to eyes of wireless eyewear device us
er. These calculated results could be a valu~~la

reference for the glasses designer to reduce the SAR in the eyes.

h#t~s:/h~~ni.sciencec',irect.co m/ ciencs/artic?a/pii/500790107713UOti22

~eobj~eei~.^ s,m~toms, os~s~JCPi~i~AY ic1C1.Ui:'.~ cl.eeyic d€sease~, ~s e::
~~e~usps osi 3=~aeZase ~a~ie~E., ~.~rE;~ v~.s6ti~t~a cE;arric^a

sensitivi~y

Hojo S, Mizulcoshi A, Azuma K, OI<umura J, Ishikawa S, Nliyata Nl, Mizuk
i NI, Ogura H, Saka6e EC. Survey on changes in

subjective syrnp,oms, onset/irigger fac4ors, al:srgic uiseases, and chemi
cal e:;posures in the past decade of Japanese nati~nts

with multiple chemical sensitivity. Int J I-P,~g Environ Health. 2018 Aug 13. 
pii: S14381:639(18)30271-2. doi:

10.107 6fj. ij heh.2018.08.001.

Abstract

BACKGROUND: Recently, with rapid changes in the Japanese lifestyle, the 
clinical condition of patients with multiple chemical

sensitivity (MCS) may also have undergone change. Thus, we conducted a 
new survey for subjective symptoms, ongoing

chemical exposures, the prevalence of allergic diseases, and presumed 
onsetltrigger factors in patients with MCS and compared

results with those of an old survey from ten years ago.

METHODS: The new survey was conducted from 2012 to 2015 and the o
ld survey was independently conducted from 1999 to

2003, meaning it was not afollow-up study. Patients were indiaily diagno
sed by physicians at five redic2l institutions v.Mh MCS

specialty outpatient services, with 111 and 103 patients participating in t
he new and old surveys, respectively. The controls were

a general populalion living in Japan, with 1313 and 2382 participants in the n
ew and old surveys, respectively. Subjective

symptoms and ongoing chemical exposure were evaluated using a quicl: 
environmental exposure sensitivity inventory.

Additionally, from clinical findings recorded by an attending physician, the 
prevalence of allergic diseases and presumed

onseUtrigger factors were evaluated. Differences between new and old
 surveys were analyzed using logistic regression analyses

and significance tests.

RESULTS: Compared with ten years ago: (1) Regarding factors affecting 
patients with ongoing chemical exposures, the

proportion of patients affected decreased significantly for two items only 
(insecticides and second-hand smoke). The proportion

of controls showing ongoing exposure to 8 out of 10 items changed sig
nificantly. (2) In patients, scores for chemical intolerances,

other intolerances, and life impacts increased significantly. (3) In terms
 of the prevalence of allen3ic diseases among patients

with MCS, bronchial asthma (adjusted odds ratio [AOR]: 5.19), atopic der
matitis (AOR: 3.77), allergic rhinitis (AOR: 5.34), and

food allergies (AOR: 2.63) increased significantly, while hay fever (AOR
: 0.38) and drug allergies (AOR: 0.40) decreased

significantly. (4j With regard to construction and renovation, which was 
the presumed predominant onseUtrigger factor for MCS

10 years ago, this decreased from 68.9% to 35.1%; in contrast, electromag
netic fields (0.0%-26.1 %), perfume (0.0%-20.7%),

and medical treatment (1.9%-72%) increased significantly, confirming t
he diversification of onsef/trigger factors.

CONCLUSION: Compared to ten years ago, for patients with MCS, an incre
ase in avoidance behavior toward chemical

substance exposures, which were presumed to be aggravating factors for 
symptoms, was confirmed. It has been suggested that

the ongoing chemical exposure of the general population in Japan has 
largely changed. in addition, for patients with MCS,

chemical intolerances and life impacts have become severe, the prevalence
 of the main allergic diseases has increased, and

onset/trigger factors have become diversified.

hftps:IMna ru.ncbi. nim.nih.gov/pubmedl3011557 3

Qesign and Calibra4ion of a mm-Wave Personal Exposure {Nle4ee fo
r 5G Euposure Assessment in Indoor Diffuse

EnvironmenfGs

Aminzadeh R, Khadir Fall A, Sol J, Thielens A, Besnier P, Zhadobov M, 
De Geeter N, Vasudevan PP, Dupre L, Van Holen R,

Martens L, Wout J. Design and Calibration of a mm-Wave Personal Exposure
 Meter for 5G Exposure Assessment in Indoor

Diffuse Environments. Journal of Infrared, Millimeter, and Teraherfz Wav
es. pp 1-19. Published Online: 23 August 2018.

Abstract

For the first time, a mm-wave personal exposure meter (mm-PEM) for
 the 5th generation of mobile networks (5G} exposure

assessment in indoor diffuse fields is presented. The design is based on
 simulations and on-phantom calibration measurements

in a mm-wave reverberation chamber (RC) at 60 GHz. The mm-PEM 
consists of an array of nine antennas on the body. Using



the mm-PEM, the incident power density (IPD
) is measured in the unloaded RG, for the arne

nna~~~ u~ ~ ~.o N. ~a~ „~„~ ~~ ~.......

loaded with phantom. The uncertain'~y of t
he mm-PEM is then determined in terms of its 

response, which is de5ned as fhe ratio

of antenna aperture for the above measureme
nt scenarios. Using nine antennas, the design

ed meter has a response of 1.Q43

(0.17 dB) at 60 GF`z, which is very close to 1
 (0 d6), the desired ideal response value. The

 mm-PEM measured an IPD ofi 9G.6

W m Z at 60 GHz in the RC, for an inpu4 power of 
1 W. In addition, the average absorption cross-sectio

n of the ph2ntom is

determined as 225 cm2, which is an excellent agr
eement with its physical dimensions.

Conclusion

A mm-wave personal exposure meter (mm-PEM) is
 designed for assessment of personal exposure to 

5G in indoor di8use

environments. The mm-PEM is calibrated on askin-e
quivalent phantom in a reverberation chamber (R

C) in the range of 59.5 to

60.5 GHz. We showed that increasing the numbe
r of antennas up to nine, a response of 1.043 at 60 G

Hz is obtained. This

response is very close to 1, which is the desired resp
onse of the mm-PEM; so, the mm-PEM can measu

re the IPA in free space

but in the presence of human body. The response of 
the mm-PEM in diffuse 5elds is also determined i

n terms of numerical

simulations using the FDTD. Good agreement betwe
en measurements and simulations is achieved. Accor

ding to the results, we

recommend to Calibrate the mm-PEM in the loade
d RC. The average absorption cross-section of the skin 

phantom is determined

as 225 crr~ from the measurements, which is in excellen
t agreemerrt v~ifh thz physical geometry of the pha

ntom. Future

research includes design of acquisition nodes (anten
na and receiver electronics) for the mm-PEM to meas

ure the IPD directly.

Additionally, the calibrations will be pefiormed on a cylindri
cal or spherical phan~om to study the effect of body 

shadovring on the

response of the designed mm-PEM and to design a d
istributed exposure meter for the mm-waves.

httas:!/finlr.s~rinGer.caml2_rtid~/10.10g7is 107G2-058-G53
3-z

The Eiseex a~ a Sinvl~ 30 ~ 1i~ Long Yeem ~~voitsro
n C7oS~ilo;hone-Liao E~sposure on i h~s•mat E~ain ih

r~shold of You:~~

C•fealkhy Volunteers

Vecsei Z, Thurbc_ry G, Hemadi I. The Effect of a Sing
le 30-fvlin Long Term Evolution Mobile Phone-Like E

xposure on Thermal

Pain Threshold of Young Healthy Volunteers. Int J Envi
ron Res Public Health. 2018 Aug 27;15(9). pii: E1849

. doi:

10.3390Iijerph 15091859.

Abstract

Although the majority of mobile phone (MP) users do
 not attribute adverse effects on health or well-being to M

P-emitted

radiofrequency (RF) electromagnetic fields (EMFs), the e
xponential increase in the number of RF devices necessi

tates

continuing research aimed at the objective investigat
ion of such concerns. Here we investigated the effect

s of acute exposure

from Long Tenn Evolution (LTE) MP EMFs on therma
l pain threshold in healtfiy young adults. We use a prot

ocol that vaas

validated in a previous study in a capsaian-induced hype
ralgesia model and was also successfully used to 

show chat exposure

from an RF source mimicking a Universal Mobile Tel
ecommunications System (UMTS) MP led to mildly strong

er desensitization

to repeated nopous thermal stimulation relative to th
e sham condition. Using the same experimental desig

n, we did not find any

effects of LTE exposure on thermal pain threshold. T
he present results, contrary to previous evidence obta

ined vrith the UMTS

modulation, are likely to originate from placebo/nocebo eff
ects and are unrelated to tfie brief acute LTE EMF exposu

re itself. The

fact that this is dissimilar to our previous results on UM
TS exposure implies that RF modulations might differ

entially affect pain

perception and points to the necessity of further rese
aroh on the topic.

Open access paper. hrip:/hw~,tiv.mdpi.com/1660-460i115
l9/1849

Exposueo levels of ELF magnetic fields in the residen
tial areas of 6~J!av~gaung Me4roPoBi&an Nlunicipa

fiQy

Rathebe P, Weyers C, Raphela F. Exposure levels of 
ELF magnetic fields in the residential areas of Mangaung

 Metropolitan

Municipality. Environ Monit Assess. 2018 Aug 23;190(9
):544. doi:10.1007/s10661-018-6916-8.

Abstract

The aim of this study was to evaluate the exposure level
s of ELF magnetic fields in the residential areas of Manga

ung

metropolitan municipality. Fifteen residential sites were 
randomly selected in Bloemfontein, nine in Botshabeio a

nd six in Thaba

Nchu areas of Mangaung. Measurements were colle
cted at the distances of 3 m, 6 m and 9 m outside electric

al substations,

near every comer, using a Trifield meter model XE 100. 
Measurements were also collected from four different co

mers inside

substations, near bartier screening and were referred to 
as a distance of 0 m (reference point). The results ind

icated a non-

significant difference among 15 residential areas; BR
E1 to BRE15 and six areas; TNRE1 to 7RNE6. The expo

sure levels were

significantly higfi in one residential area BORE? (0.5
5 NT) as compared to other residen8al sites in Botsha

belo (p <0.001). The

results obtained from the measurements also sho
w a significant difference between the residential areas

 BORE4 and BORE8 (p

<0.01) as well as BORE4 and BORE9 (p <0.006). The fou
r distance interims also demonstrated a highly signifipnt

difference

(p < 0.0001) when compared to one another. The t test showed a
 statistically sign cant difference for exposure levels 

recorded

at 3 m, 6 m and 9 m in comparison to 0 m (p 
< 0.01). The exposure levels recorded at 3 m were also

 signficanUy different to

those recorded at 6 m (p <0.05) and 9 m (p <0.01). T
he exposure levels measured at alt tlistances are below t

he ICNIRP

guidelines and the fields decrease rapidly with an increa
sed distance from the source.

https: /hNw,nr. ncbi.nim. nih.yov/pu bmedl30144955

L~~bels: abnracts, compilation, eleciromagnefic feJds, ELF, Eh
SF resezrch, ne~x res:a~ch, recent re;earcM1, RF, wireless rad~afio

n
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~Rore In'roerr~aii~~:

~!atio;~a~'i'oxicology Ps•a~~szrrs (i'7 i t~) Fi~j~s Cell t~fioen F?adFai~?an Causes Carce~

OFiicial Summary or" t~eev R~vio~.^r h~eet~n~ aE~out the E 1TP's Cell Pizone

Raclio~requency Radiation Siuclies

The official summary of the three-day peer review meeting to discuss the deft technical reports about the cell phone radiation

studies conducted 6y the National Toxicology Program is now available.

National Toxicology Program (NTP). Peer Review of the Draft NTP Technical Reports on Cell Phone Radiofrequency Radiation.

National instifute of Environmental Health Sciences. 2018. pp. 1-51.

Open access paper. Fiftps://r~fp.niehs.nih.govi~it~~/aboui_nip/trp2r~e~i2018lmarch/peerredie~r/7.0130328_5D8.pdf

~;7ay 3, 20'Ii3

l~ideas og ~JYP Meer Reviei~i ~AeeCing

Videos with closed captions for the peer re!~ie~:r meeting of the drift DITP technical reports on czll phony radiation are new

available on ihs .'dTP wei.~sita at http:/Ibit.lyli !i i~~~ideos.

r'~;~ril 'd 0, ?0.18

~~:cpac~, Find "Clear Evidence" o Cacieei• groan Cell Phone l2aclia~fo~i is~ G°~iYi~ Study

March 28, 2078 (Las4 updated April 10)

Eleven experts convened by the National Toxicology Program (NTP) over a three day period to review the draft technical repoAs

from the NTP's cell phone radiation studies concluded that there is "clear evidence" that exposure to cell phone radiation caused

a rare cancer in the hearts of male rats, and "there is equivocal evidence" in the hearts of female rats.

The expeR panel also reported "some evidence" that cell phone radiation exposure caused brain cancer in male and female rats

and cancer of the adrenal glands in male rats.

Additionally, "equivocal evidence" of cancer risk was reported in the pituitary, adrenal, and prostate glands and pancreas and

liver in male rats and adrenal glands in female rats.

The mice in the study, exposed to a different cell phone radiation frequency than the rats (1800 MHz vs. 900 MHz), displayed

less evidence of cancer risk. Equivocal evidence of cancer risk from cell phone radiation was reported for lymphoma in male and

female mice. Equivocal evidence was also reported for skin, lung, and liver cancer in male mice.

In seven instances, the expert group upgraded the evaluations of evidence published by NTP staff in the draft technical reports.

Thus, the NTP scientists appear to have been overly conservative in their assessment of the hazards of long-term exposure to

cell phone radiation. According to a former IdTP scientist, "There was never a time when so many upgrades were

recommended."

The following table based upon NTP's official suinrn~ry~ of actions compares the evaluations of evidence of carcinogenicity

prepared by NTP staff with the expert committee's findings. The hvo-page document which also contains the committee's

findings for nonneoplastic lesions can be be downloaded from e s'~~l3:~/~I'~.Oj(/~~~°`~ ~~:? '`?

The presentations and oral public comments are available at the following link: htt~i:!/biF.ly/2gmviQg.

Definitions

Clear Evidence of Carcinogenic Ac4ivi4y is demonstrated by studies that are interpreted as showing a dose-

related (i) increase of malignant neoplasms, (ii) increase of a combination of malignant and benign neoplasms, or

(iii) marked increase of benign neoplasms if there is an indication from this or other studies of the ability of such

tumors to progress to malignancy.

Some Evidence of Carcinogenic Activity is demonstrated by studies that are interpreted as showing a chemical-

related increased incidence of neoplasms (malignant, benign, or combined) in which the strength of the response

is less than that required for clear evidence.

Equivocal Evidence of Carcinogenic AcCivity is demonstrated by studies that are interpreted as showing a

marginal increase of neoplasms that may be chemically related.

No Evidence of Carcinogenic Ac4ivi4y is demonstrated by studies that are interpreted as showing no chemical-

related increases in malignant or benign neoplasms.

https:/lntp.niehs.n ih.gov/resu Its/pubs/longterm/defy/index.htmi

Note: Although the definitions typically are applied to chemical agents, NTP also uses them with physical agents

Iiice cell phone rediation.



t~DF of document also iiicluc9es nanneo~lastic ~esu9fs u ~efi~ni4€or~~: ort.~z:;ftax.lgri„1 i ~~:u?~330

Maech 76, 2018 (Updated Ntarch 25)

To view webcast of NTP revi~~v meting on M2rch 26-28 from 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM EDT:

https:!/~rrowu. niehs.nih.govin~v.~slvfebcasFJcel(phones_03?6181

The National Toxicology Program (NTP) requested public comments about the two draft NTP Technical Reports on Cell Phone

Radiofrequency Radiation. Due to a lag betwaen when comments were submitted and pesYed to the PlTP w~bsife, below

are links to selecied comments from scientists and environmental health organizations about the reports.

t~ublic CommenPs: Scientists

George Carlo, Phi], The Science and Public Policy !ns#ituie

C.IC Chou, PhD, C!: Chou Consulting

Lennart Harden, is,D, Php, „~icha~l Ca.rlSerg, M5c, Universit~~ Hos~iEal, (5rebrq Svd2d2n; Lena Hederdattl, MD, The

Environment and Cancer Research Foundation

Magda Navas, Pi~U, Trent Uni~rersity

Rona'd I<ostofi, PhQ

Ronald Melnicic, PhD, Retired SEnior Toxicafogist, Paiional Toxicology f'r~gram

Joel APoskowitz, PhD, University of Califo'nia, Berkeley

Cindy Russell, ~✓!D, Physicians finr cafe 1'echnolegy

P,nnie J. Sacco, ir~D, Dri~N, Sid, ti~PFI, retired D"+rector of Research,lRISERCvi (French NIH); former Unit Chiet, IARC=~'a}IO

Public Comments: Organizations

Association Aleite Fhonegate (Dr. N~aec Arazi)

Eiv~F Research Cornmittze, !<.orean Institute of Flectremac~neiic Engineering z~7d Science (KiEES), South Korea

Emrironment~.i Health Trust

Environmental Working Group

More Information



i Iproi~iing Peer ~-~at<<e:~d~ of Diaft P1TP Tectir~icsi Re~~oris

National To:dwin~y Program Finds Ce:I Piior~ 13auiaiio~i Causes Cancer

Brief History of R! t P C~II Pi~ona Radiation 5ludies a~~d Cen~rrtu;~ts on i;2~aris

Ramaazirii inatiiu>e Ccli Phone Radicti~n Sti~ciy Re~+licates h~"fP Studg

{~~er Rs:vEetr

The members of the two peer review committees for the NTP meeting ha~•e been announced

David Eaton, PhD, University of Washington, Chair

Technical Panel 1: Reverberation Cfiamber Exposure System: Assess the reverberation chamtrer technology for evaluating the

effects of cell phone radiofrequency radiation er.~osure in rats and mice.

Members:
Frank Bames, PhD, University of Colorado Boulder

Asimini Kiourti, PhD, Ohio State University

James Lin, PhD, Universibj of Illinois at Chicago

Technical Panel 2: NTP Findings in Rats Gnd Mic•~: (1) Review and evaluate the scientific and technical elements of the study

and its presentation; (2) Determine v~~hether the study's e; perimental design, conduct, znd findings support the NTP's

conclusions regarding the carcinogenic ac4ivihj and to;;icity of 4he te;t agent.

N7zm42rs:
Ricl<Adler, DViN, PhD, DACVP, Gla;;o SmiJi E({ina

Lydia Andrews-Jones, DVM, PhD, DACVP, Allergan, Inc,

J. n4arlc Cline, DVM, PhD, DACVP, V~,~aice Forest School of Medicine

George Corcoran, PhD, ATS, Wayne Sf~te Uni~r rsiiy

Susan Felter, PhD, Proctor R Gamble

Jacl< Harkema, DVM, PhD, DACVP, Pi~ichigan Si2te University

Wolfgang f<aufmann, DVM, PhD, DECVP, Felton IATP, Mercic (retired)

Tyler Malys, PhD, National Cancer (nstituie

Kamala Pant, MS, BioReliance

Matthias Rinke, DVM, PhD, FTA Pathology, CVP, Fellow IATP, Bayer Pharma (retired)

Laurence Whiteley, DVM, PhD, DACVP, Pfizer

Jan 29, 2018 (Updated Jan 31, 2018)

The following information was excerpted from the Federal P,egister.

On January 29, 2018, the National Toxicology Program (NTP) announced a meeting to peer view bvo draft NTP Technical

Reports on Cell Phone Radiofrequency Radiation. These reports present the results of NTP studies conducted to evaluate the

impact of cell phone radiofrequency radiation exposure in mice and rats.

The peer-review meeting will be held at the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) in Research Triangle

Park, NC and is open to the public. Registration is requested for attendance at the meeting either in-person or by wehcast and to

present oral comments. Information about the meeting and registration will be available at itli~s:ilrs€y?.r:i~Ys.rni.a;-::~:;~ ;":?i':, d.

Meeting

Tentatively scheduled for March 26, 2018, 8:30 a.m. to adjournment on March 28, 2018, at approximately 5:00 p.m. Eastern

Daylight Time. The preliminary agenda will be available at i7tips://nEc~.niehs.nih.5cv/gol36057 and will be updated one week

before the meeting.

Document AvailaH~ili2y

The IVTP will past 4he 4ero draft 4echnical reports aQ 92 noon (Eastern S4andard Time) on Friday, February 2 on the NTP

we~O site: ;- _es:ths~.ni='is.:sih.c;ov/gol3oC~a 1.

Deadlines

Written Public Comment Submissions: March 12, 2018

Registration for Oral Comments: March 12, 2018

Registration to Attend Meeting In-person: March 28, 2018

Registration to View Webcast: March 28, 2018

Background

Personal (cellular) telecommunications is a rapidly evolving technology that uses radiofrequency energy or radiation for mobile

communication. According to a 2016 survey, 95 percent ofAmerican adults now use cell phones. Given such broad use,

adverse health effects shown to be associated with cell phone use could be a widespread public health concern.

The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) nominated cell phone radiofrequency radiation for NTP study because (a)

widespread human exposure is possible, (b) current exposure guidelines are based largely on protection from acute injury due to

thermal effects, (c) little is known about the potential health effects o(long-term exposure to radiofrequency radiation, and (d)

currently available fiuman studies have found limited evidence of an increased risk of cancerfrom cell phone use.

NTP studied in rats and mice the effects of exposure to cell phone radiofrequency radiation from two system modulations: Global



System for Mobile Communications and Code Division Multiple Access. NTP released tna ̀Report of Partial Findings from the
National Toxicology Program Carcinogenesis Siudies of Cell Phone Radiofrequency Radiation in Hsd: Sprague Dawtey SD Rats
(Whop Body Exposure)° in May 2016 (hE~~s:ft~oi:r~rgii0.14Q1iQ55839). The partial findings vidl be included in the draft NTP
technical report f^r rats. TheJ,wo draft NTP tecf~nicel reports present results for all NTP studies on rats and mice on the toxicity
and carcinogenicity of cell phone-emitted radiofrequency radiation.

Public Comment Re~is~rafion

NTP invites written and oral public comments on the draft NTP technical reports: Guidelines for Pubfic Comments.

The deadline for submission of written comments is March 12, 2018. Written public comments sfiould be submitted 9hrough the
meeting website. Persons submifling written comments should include name, affiliation, mailing address, phone, email, and
sponsoring organization (if any). Written comments received in response to tfiis notice will be posted on the NTP w:ebsite, and
the submitter will be identified by name, aNliation, and sponsoring organization (if any). Comments that address scienlific or
technical issues will bs forwarded to tfie pear-review panel and NTP staff prior to the meeting.

Registration to provide oral comments is on or before March 12, 2018, at hops:f/ntp.ni~hs.r~ih.gauiyol3605i. Registration is on a
first-come, first-served basis, and regisfrants will be assigned a numtrer in their confirmation email. Oral comments may ire
presented in person at NIEHS or by teleconference line. The access number for the Teleconference line will be provided to
registrants by email prior to the meeting. Each organization is allovazd one time slot per commznt period. The agenda allows for
two public comment periods: The first comment period on the exposure system (12 commenters, up to 5 minutes p=r speaker),
and the second comment period on the (VTP findings in rats and mice (24 commenters, up to 5 minutes per speaker). After the
maximum num6~r of speakers per comment period is excezded, individuals registered to provide oral comment will be placed on
a wait list and noffied should an opening become available. Commenters will 6e notified after Marcfi 12, 2018, Ehe deadline to
register for oral public comments, about the actual time allotted per speaker.

If possible, oral public commenters sfiould send a copy of tfieir slides and/or statement or talking points to Canden 3 rd by
email A1Tt'-;>i.~.;Plr,~z;~?,'cfc ru by March 12, 2018.

lac&ground fn~armaiion on fJTP tear-Re*ri~.~ Paneds

NTP panels are technical, scientific advisory bodies to provide independent scientific peer review. These p2nels help ensure
transparent, unbiased, and scientifically rigorous input to the program. Scientists interested in serving on an NTP panel should
provide their current curriculum vitae to Canden Byrd by email: NTP-l~ieetings(r3icfcom.

tYdore informa4~on ~badt fhe meeting

f~ttp:/luitlyiFedReg ~1TP

https://ntp.nielts.nih.go~tgol3"o051

lapforma6on aboutWTP Partin! Re~uartoEFindings

h4fp:/l6it.ly/NTPparireport

~p ..

Labels: cancer, cefl phone radiation, DFtA, m~8ng, mice, National Toxicclony Prwtam, NTP, pesr review, pub;ia rekie~,v, rats, report, s4udy
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The CTIA, the wireless industry trade association, has launched an advertising campaign entifl~d, "i`i,~ Gte~aa,':ce.e;: zu :; ;~ " 
University ofCalifomia, 6edceiey

The ads claim that unless the U.S. wins this "e~lobal race" to become the first nation to deploy tfie fifth generation of wireless

technology or 5G, v:e will not reap the econonic 5enefits of this technology.
Abau2

The CTIA claims that "compard to toda;'s 4G n2.~°corks, 5G will be up fo 100x fester, support 100:: more devices, and nro~.~ide a

5;; faster response time:' Moreover, the association asserts that the naiien's ~.vireless industry is prepared to invest $?.75 billion

in 5G which mill yield three million newjo6s and X500 billion in econornic gra.Hih. If vie ~.~in the c~iobal race, the "ne;;4oeneration

of wireless v.~~ll dri~:e $2.7 trillion or nevu economic benaGfs io American families and businesses:'

The CTIA has denied for decades that tfiere ire adverse health effects from e;:posure to wireless radiation. By establishing a

r:voivi~e:~ <`;~c~ bey ̂=een its leadership and ine FCCs, the CTIA ensures tfiat tiie federal regulatory agency maintains tfie

inadequate, c:~s~.~._ radio frequency e;;~osure limits v.~hich the FCC adopted in 1996.

The FCC and federal health agencies have been ohlivious to the health concerns raised by more than 'r_3n ~c'.a~Cf;s.s frra ~

naeio:~s who have published peer-reviewed research on the biologic or health effects of exposure to electromagneGe fields.

This September more than 180 scientists and doctors from 35 countries signed a c!ecl~r<,>,io.~ demanding a moratorium on the

planned incre2se of cell antennas for 5G deploymenf in the European Union. Concerns over health effects from higher radiation

exposure include potential neurological impacts, infertility, and cancer.

The following exrzrpts were extracted from a 23-page special report from RCR moveless that cuts through much of the hype

surrounding the deployment of 5G. The excerpts are direct quotes from the report.

RCR Wireless is a trade publication that has reported on the wireless industry and wireless technology since 1982

TrensiQioning 8o a 5G World

Kelly Hill, RCR Wireless, Nov. 2017

Excerpts from the Re~oet

Hype is certainly high for 5G, given that the industry is still technically in apre-standard phase and that standalone

5G systems are still some time off.

5G is coming even faster than originally expected. In December, the first official specification from the Third

Generation Partnership Project is expected to be released; 5G New Radio will finally make its standardized debut

— although like Long Term Evolution, 5G will continue to evolve and be refined in the coming years.

"SG Nvill nat eeplace LTE;' Rysavy Research concluded in an August report for the GSMA. "In most deployments,

Che tvro 4echnologies will be tighQfy isstegrated and co-2uEs4tfnraugh a4 least the la4e-2020s."

Although the industry is preparing for 5G, LTE [4G] capabilities will wntinue to improve in LTE Advanced Pro

through the rest of the decade," Rysavy wrote .... 5G will eventually play an important role, but it must be timed

appropriately so that the jump in capability justifies the new investment.

KT, for example, plans to support two different frequencies from the get-go in its 5G network: 3.5 GHz as an

anchorwith better propagation, complemented by 28 GHz in dense areas. Given that networks are expected to

initially be 4G/5G networks, testing will have to continue to support LTE alongside 5G.

Hurtarte of LitePoint noted that although ̀ millimeter wave" tends to ba treated as one category, there are

significant differences between the components and frequency planning needed at 28 GHz versus 39 GHz. In

addition, although some frequencies are widely agreed upon, there are other frequencies that may get the nod for

5G use: 24 GHz in China, possibly 40<33 Ghz and possibly even above 70 GHz.

l'her~ are some majoe challenges to 4fie success of SG, which aee all intereelated: 4he move to mm~vave,

the need for ultra-density, and the question of v✓hen the economics of 5G will actually aroek vaell enough 20
tatce off.
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I';~:rc:is~~e ~;r^ioli•7e£~z ~•.a~~e~ provi~as the huge bandwid7hs that zre needed fog fast speeds and Poigh

capacity, bufc @Fca higher 4he frequency, tiFoe shorter its range ae~d more susceptible it is 4o being easiCy

blocaed arod reflected (thus 4he Head ffor taeamforming in order ko fiocus the energy more YighYiy). Seasonal

foliage, enEPgy e~cien4 glass a~itedows vri¢h spacial coaffiecgs, and standard housing ma4eriats all pPesert

efifecfive barriers to mmwave reaching indoors Eo customar pramise equipment, opara4ors and vendors

have pound in Qhsie field tes4ing.



DenisovJs~:i pointed out that fi~,ecl •. ~irel2~s €s o~ie thing, E~ui r~~~;dn~ oujec~ are <.i~ot~ie~. 0~1s~euc~io~±, ~ao~

ir.GBai't~1~ ~3~cacs of energy, is !i[;ety ~~o eta f{zo main catESE of ec.€P; ia:e~c~ in 5G sys:~ms: veS~ecles crivin~

bectc ar! "o. ~[z, o; 8V2f1 L7lI1fJ "eiffT~1S CE^.il :Ceii.'F@P f61lCi'Ol'.<^CVO P2dIHi300.

~~nsitp of yoiFt~e "pi~gs a Uic~ r~I~," s2id Th2dasina of Samsung, v inch has been working with a number of

cartiers on 5G Trials. "What we found is That for the mmwave signal, us ii penetrated through trees, the 4hicicnass of

the trees matters. Initially the impedence offered by foliage is linear, but beyond a certain density i1 is no longer

linear ... ie kills she signal." B~iPclis~~ asza'~~cials are ~vefl-fcno~z~~ to flay a ~•ole ioi fr~.~nsmission fco~a Dui?I~a~~

~o inuoa~-s, fie added, but the angle of incidence does as well. The dfiference between 30 degrees to 60 degrees

to 90 degrees can create additional impedance, Thadasina said, "some of those things melee it challenging in

terms of Dosing the Iinl<." Ploisiure leaeEs fay a Bole as ~•:eEl, he said ....

Finer es fuel nor 5G, and its pravaienc~ is increasing. SNL Kagan found earlier this year that global fiber

residential investment increased sharply in 2016, and that fi6se is on Qracic to mach 7 hiSlion sahscriP~s~ L-y

2027. Meanwhile, in the U.S., Vertical Systems Group reported that 49.6% ofmulti-tenant and enterprise buildings

had access fo fiber last year, compared fo only 10% in 2004.

D2foiHe said earlier this year that it e::~ects to see $130 billion-$150 billion in "deep fiber" investment in the U.S.

over 5-7 years, due to a combination of broadband competition, ensuring 5G readiness, and e :pending fiber into

new areas.

Murphy of h!okia said that ope7to;s ~t~o~ld expactflza; d~~~rcin~ on xr~~iGh fraryu~ncy Liia~ t'.e~l~y iEi, ~i~s

rill need 2.5 :0 90 times a~ mary sites ~s uiay 6a:•e ~zo ~i. That's a fall order, especially given that small cell

sites in cellular frequencies can ialce ? 8 to 24 months to get site approvals —scaling small cells Ties been hard

enough in LTE, with the mar(<et mo~;ing m~~ch more sto•~~ly than anatysts had predicted or Cartier, would fife.

"Ir's e~as~c~ io fake a long rime," Enbinder said. "Constructing a cell tower is hard. Amicro-cell has a l04 of the

same issues": ~3aoser and ii~;ar and ~c,e_3 c~ a site, ~.~riiicii a ~c~,-~~rf~iszit~ racy r a raa~scea~~ o ye~,~~ —

Califoeii~, t~ov instance, recently vej~e!;~ a measi!re na~seJ at she sfaY~ level 2ha2 ~ roslcf haue srse<^~rtlir2ci

f~rocesses ~ors~ail cefis.

... Einbinder thirl:s that some communities !•.ill fake initiati~ae and went io 6e 5G economic enters. ~l~~ni(~ ihaYs

encouraging for operators, it may also mean that SG co~;erac~e ~~a;~s lcalc very cii~~are~2 ~roii~ ~Se ~~~~i"ia~~ sac,

Ealue, yelEae r au~d ~~~ganka mays i~'zca~ng natio~cait7o coverage. "r he cesuitinc~ ~ove~-~:gx m~~s enic~6at 6tave

a Got mgrs C~ coo LviEh [eommuni~ies] ~iiac~ airy ecoctomie os- teeiis~ologieal do•ivers — b s goissg i~ ~~ driven

by local Pee£ea~nc~ "

Whilo early ~soetc estimated Yhat as eatany as 40 40 50 homes could be covered by a single fined ericelass

rice, accoediRg to ido~aul4 of EXFO, EBt~4 numtesr has turned out fo 6e aeound fve in t=sting t~acaes~e of E'~a

complexity oP 6eamforming necessary 4o support multiple homes. "Its not at the point wa would say the

verdict is out," Rouault added. "The technology is proven to work, but to make the business case work, the scale is

the problem right now."

So the biggest question is where a breakthrough is going to happen that becomes the point at which 5G becomes

a more attractive investment than LTE. "Vlfnat can 5G do that other systems can't? This is where there is no clear

answer,' said Hemant Minocha, EVP for device and IoT at TEOCO. there is no 5G eegvirement for IoY

[Interned of T67ings], he points out, and f9ze business case hasn't yet been proven out for ul4ra-low IaQency

(not to mention that LTE is capable of lovaer latency than it has achieved to this point in networks).

Key Takeaways:

•The industry is moving quickly toward 5G, with momentum in testing and trials. The first official 5G specification

from 3GPP is expected in December, with aprotocol-focused release coming in the spring of 2018.

• Many features and architectures in LTE, particularly gigabit LTE, will both underpin future 5G networks and

provide Lessons teamed in making 5G systems work. These include dense fiber deployment, highervorder and

massive MIMO, network slicing, virtualization, and mobile edge computing.

• The biggest challenge for 5G lies in a millimeter-wave based RAN, with significant challenges ahead for

designing and deploying a workable, optimized and profitable mmwave network on a large scale.

The RCR Wireless report, 'Transitioning to a 5G World;' can be downloaded at oSfi~~:/d66F.l;+15Gt~y~A.
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The Problem vri[h 5G.

John C. Dvorak, PC Magazine, Aug 22, 2018.

"The Rising Cost of 5G: [3ig increases in pov~er consumption 2nd uncertainty zbout how [o test these ds.4ces have yet to b~

resolved.



Ed Sperling, Semiconductor Engineering. Aug 22, 2018.

The ~,Neek In 5G:6r1!2~18 — 3~~NP Set l~o Announce Final Fhass-1 S?andard In June; 5G $p8{fcs Sect;rity and Ffeaith Coacems

Jof Enriquez, RF Gio6alnet, June 1, 2078

tv1V~,rC and the 5G Hype Machine f<eep nn Giving, and Giving and Giving...

Emest Worthman, AGL Media Group, Apr 19, 2018

Superviast SG wire#ess is coming this year, but it probably won't be cheap

David Lazarus, Los Angeles Times, Jan 9, 2018

Upgrade to 5G Costs 5200 Billion a Year, hiay Aot Ee V~~orth It

Olga Kharif and ScoEt Moritz, Bloomberg, Dec 18, 2017

Impact of EtviF Limits on 5G Nelw~rk Rollout

Christer Tomevik, ITU Workshop on 5G, EMF and Health, Dec 5, 2017

Microwave Radiation Coming to a Lamppost near You

Merinda Teller, MPH, PhD, Weston A. Price Foundation, Dec 1, 2017

5G Is Not the Arstiver For IZural C3roadband

Larry Thompson and Warren Vande Stadt, Broadband Communities. Nlarch/April, 2017
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Planning Commission
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

September 17, 2018

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

Thank you for approving the project for
450 O'Farrell Street (Fifth Church Christ,
Scientist). We trust this project will bless
ALL who have been, and are, connected
with it. And thank you for conducting
such orderly, professional proceedings.
San Francisco is surely blessed by your
conscientious attention to the well-being
of its citizens.

Sincerely,
C~~ - ~~ ~~,~

RECEIVED

SEP 18 2(118

CITY &COUNTY OF S.r=.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CPC/HPC

Mary Ann Cahill



148 Beulah Street

San Francisco, CA 94117
RECEIVED

SEP 1 1 2018
September 12, 2018 

CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

San Francisco Planning Department c~pc

Attn: Hearing Letters of Support
650 Mission Street
Room 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support of 858 Stanyan St. Development (Hearing on September 27th at 1pm at City Hall)

Dear Planning Deparhnent,

I write to voice my strong support for the construction of 3 new residences at 858 Stayan Street,

San Francisco, CA 94117. I reside on Beulah Street between Stanyan and Shrader in District 5

just around the corner from the project site. I think adding new housing to the area is ideal. I

have no objection to the 50 foot height of the proposed building.

My letter is unsolicited by any party. I saw an article about the proposal and wished to voice my

support.

While I am unable to attend the hearing in person, I would be happy to discuss this further at any

time.

Sincerely,

~/

Kendra Robins

kendraSrobins@yahoo. com


