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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: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter from MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW Local 648 RE: 1600 Jackson
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:26:06 AM
Attachments: MPNA.PDMA.UFCW 11.01.18 - Letter to Planning Commission.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: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:23 AM
Subject: Letter from MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW Local 648 RE: 1600 Jackson
 

 

Dear Planning Commission,
 
I wanted to make sure you had an opportunity to review the attached letter prior to this afternoon's meeting from the
Middle Polk Association (MPNA), Polk District Merchants Association (PDMA), and United Food and Commercial
Workers (UFCW Local 648) regarding 1600 Jackson Street project. 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Chris Gembinski
MPNA Chair
916-300-5704
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November 1, 2018 


 


RE: 1600 Jackson Street – Amazon/Whole Foods 365  


 


Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission 


 


MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW-Local 648 (“organized opposition”), urge the commission to 


deny this Conditional Use Authorization for a formula retail use of Amazon/Whole Foods 


Market 365.  We hereby request to be given speaking time at the hearing as 


organized opposition as was granted at the April hearing. 


 


We urge the commission step up and require over ten times the proposed units of housing 


of housing at 1600 Jackson Street (86+ units) with as many as 30% affordable units under 


HOME SF on a major transit corridor versus settling for a measly 8 units with 0% 


affordable units as proposed by Village Properties, while conferring value on the property 


owner by granting a conditional use authorization to allow Amazon/Whole Foods to have 


a foothold on Polk Street with a 70 car exclusive use parking garage. As several 


commissioners have commented in the previous two hearings, this is an unfortunate and 


unnecessary choice.   


 


Our organized opposition has respectfully demanded that we maximize housing uses at 


this site.  We simply don’t have the luxury to settle for 8 units, we have a housing and 


displacement crisis.  If we can’t maximize unit yield on sites like 1600 Jackson Street 


where no businesses and residents will be displaced then all hope is lost to meaningfully 


and thoughtfully increase the supply of housing and in particular affordable housing in 


this City.   


 


 


A True Win-Win Solution Is Still Possible but You Must Deny this CU. 


 


Our organized opposition has indicated support for a true win-win solution – a Special 


Use District that would allow for the maximum amount of housing to be built on the site 


along with a general grocery store that is greater than the current 4,000 square foot non-


residential use size limit.  We can have a project that comes with good jobs for all in the 


form of prevailing wages for construction and trades workers.  We can have a grocery 


store that is truly full-service, staffed by real people that are paid decent living wages and 


benefits.  We are aware developers and grocery retailers that are prepared to partner with 


Village Properties or acquire the site to make these goals a reality should you deny this 







 


 


conditional use application by Amazon Whole Foods.  We also want to note that 


consistent with our organizations positions long held positions on formula retail, we have 


also identified other sites along Van Ness Avenue adjacent to the soon to be open to the 


new CPMC hospital that would be more suitable for an Amazon/Whole Foods.      


 


As we have noted previously, any claim that housing is not feasible or does not “pencil 


out” at this site is false.  We know this because one block away from the site, JS Sullivan 


Development acquired another development site at 1590 Pacific Avenue (“The Jug Shop 


Site”) in September of 2018 for $12,800,000 and is moving forward with a housing plan 


with a new space for the beloved Jug Shop in the new development.   Importantly, the 


Jug Shop Site is a smaller site than the 1600 Jackson site by square footage and has a 


challenging set of design issues to prevent shadows on Helen Wills Park.  Even with 


these constraints, the Jug Shop site is more than feasible for housing development and is 


moving forward as a mixed-use development proposal with at 50 units of housing 


including 20% onsite BMR.  1600 Jackson should follow the same course. 


 


Under our proposed Special Use District scenario, everybody wins.  Current residents and 


future residents win because adding housing will enhance the neighborhood, reduce 


displacement risk and provide homes for new residents.  The neighborhood gets a new 


full service grocery store.  Workers win because the new store will be a good partner and 


pay good wages and benefits and not try to cut costs and automate their jobs away.  And 


local merchants win because a local grocery store would be seeking to be part of the 


neighborhood and share a piece of the pie rather than the entire pie. 


 


This is in contrast to the proposed project where the only real winner is Amazon Whole 


Foods and its customers.  Labor loses because of downward pressure on wages and 


another acknowledgement that it is ok to reward companies with records of actively 


working to thwart organized labor.  The neighborhood loses because we fail to build the 


housing we need and we leave up to 78 units on the table in the deepest housing and 


displacement crisis this City has ever seen.  Local merchants lose because of staying 


power of an Amazon Whole Foods and the impacts that has on small business.   


 


 


Make No Mistake You Are Being Asked To Approve Much More Than A Grocery 


Store 


 


Amazon has ambitions for 3,000 Amazon-go stores around the country with 0 employees. 


In San Francisco, they run into a challenge with our strong formula retail controls.  It 


would not take much to convert Whole Foods Stores and 365 Stores to an Amazon-Go 


like store and in fact that is the future.  Amazon needs Whole Foods and 365 stores for 


their real estate portfolio and vertical integration, including locations that are coveted 


such as 1600 Jackson.  Amazon will need to rely on these stores and future stores to 


execute its Amazon-Go Strategy.  We can say no.  We don’t need stores with zero front 


line employees.  San Francisco has always claimed to be a labor town, well here is an 


opportunity to prove it.  Deny this CU and stand up for labor and stand up for workers 


and small business. 







 


 


 


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 
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Street
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:19:22 AM
Attachments: 1600 Jackson Street - Vargas PDMA 11-8 comment 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: Joshua S. Devore [mailto:jdevore@dpf-law.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:39 AM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); 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: Thomas Adams; Louise Mercier
Subject: RE: 1600 Jackson Street
 

 

Dear Commissioners, Mr. Ionin and Mr. Foster:
 
Further to our prior comments of April 18 and 25, please find attached further correspondence on
behalf of our clients, Tony Vargas and the Polk District Merchants Association, in opposition to the
1600 Jackson Street project.  We apologize for the last-minute nature of the submission, and
appreciate your consideration of our submissions.
 
Respectfully,
Joshua S. Devore
 
 
 
JOSHUA S. DEVORE
T:  707.252.7122  | JDEVORE@DPF-LAW.COM
 

From: Joshua S. Devore 
Sent: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 2:27 PM
To: 'nicholas.foster@sfgov.org'; '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'
Cc: Thomas Adams; Louise Mercier
Subject: 1600 Jackson Street

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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 JOSHUA S. DEVORE
jdevore@dpf-law.com


 
 
 


November 8, 2018 
 
 
Nicholas Foster 
Senior Planner, Northeast Team 
Current Planning Division 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
c/o Jonas P. Ionin 
Planning Commission Secretary 
 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
 
VIA EMAIL:  nicholas.foster@sfgov.org 


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 
 


 
RE: 1600 JACKSON STREET - 365 BY WHOLE FOODS 


 
Dear Mr. Foster, Mr. Ionin, and Commissioners: 
 
With apologies for the last-minute communication, we write on behalf of Tony Vargas and the 
Polk District Merchants Association to express serious concerns regarding the propriety of the 
proposed project. This letter supplements and incorporates our prior concerns, expressed in our 
letters of April 18 and 25, attached hereto, which remain almost entirely unaddressed, and 
highlights certain remaining and new shortcomings of the project.   
 
The CEQA Exemption Remains Suspect 
 
Our prior submissions discuss numerous shortcomings in the CEQA analysis of the project.  
The Draft Motion still proposes to adopt the project under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (“CEQA”) Class 32, in-fill exemption. At the same time, the Project Sponsor requests a 
variance from SFPC Section 134 “Rear Yard Modification,” and Section 135 “Open Space.”  
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On one hand, Class 32 exemptions are granted in the situation where, among other cumulative 
requirements, “the project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all 
applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations” 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15332).  
 
On the other hand, a variance may be granted only when “because of special circumstances 
applicable to the property, including size, shape, topography, location or surroundings, the strict 
application of the zoning ordinance deprives such property of privileges enjoyed by other 
property in the vicinity under identical zoning classification.” Cal. Gov. C. §65906.  
 
A variance and Class 32 categorical exemption therefore cannot be granted for the same 
project. The exemption requires the project to be compliant with applicable zoning regulations; 
whereas the variance grants an exception to the compliance with the zoning regulations. 
Therefore, a proper Class 32 exempt project should not also be requesting a variance from 
applicable zoning regulations.  
 
The Variance Request Is Improper 
 
Moreover, a variance must only be granted “because of special circumstances applicable to the 
property, including size, shape, topography, location or surroundings.” Cal. Gov. C. §65906. The 
Project Sponsor argues that a variance from the requirement of a rear yard should be granted 
because the project building is a legal non-conforming structure. While there is no dispute that 
the required yard cannot be accommodated by the current structure, the same cannot be said of 
the property. Preserving yards at residential levels is an express and primary purpose of the 
Polk Street NCD zoning controls. (S.F. Planning C. § 723(b)(1) (“The building standards monitor 
large-scale development and protect rear yards at residential levels.”) The original plans for a 
residential building on the property submitted by the applicant had no such shortcomings. The 
applicant is not being deprived of privileges enjoyed by others – it is requesting a privilege to 
which others are not entitled, in direct contravention of the purpose of the Polk Street NCD 
controls.  
 
The Use Has Changed 
 
The Neighborhood Commercial District zoning allows both residential and commercial uses. 
The project building prior to this proposed project was used for retail of sporting goods. This use 
was allowed under Section 723 of the San Francisco Planning Code. The Draft Motion, 
however, asserts that “the proposed general grocery store does not constitute a change of use 
as the previous use (d.b.a. “Lombardi Sports”) and the proposed general grocery store are both 
considered Retail Sales and Service Uses under the Planning Code.” (Draft Motion p. 3.)  As we 
noted previously, that remains incorrect. The proposed use is now Formula Retail, which 
requires a conditional use permit. That is a change of use; or at the very least, a significant 
intensification of the prior use.  Legal non-conforming uses cannot be intensified or expanded 
and retain their LCN status.  Much of the analysis that depends on there being no change of use 
is undermined. Further, the use of the building is now proposed to change from single 
commercial Formula Retail use to a mixed use building. That change in use goes largely 
unaccounted for in the project’s analysis. 
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The Use Is Too Big 
 
The proposed Formula Retail use is far too large for the proposed location. Polk Street NCD has 
a limit of 4,000 square feet which cannot be exceeded for Non-Residential Uses. The project is 
more than eight times too large. Yet the Draft Motion suggests a determination that the use size 
limit is not in violation of this applicable strict limit. (Draft Motion p. 5-6.)  There is no record of 
any authorization for such excess size, and the prior use has been abandoned for several 
years. As discussed in prior submissions, such abandoned uses cannot be resumed in a non-
conforming manner.  Thus, it is not clear that the size of the commercial use is or was ever 
legally non-conforming, previously permitted, or permissible. Further inquiry in that regard 
appears to be required.   
 
The Draft Motion attempts to justify this noncompliance by making reference to an unspecified 
25-year-old interpretation document; but that reference is to a discussion involving conditional 
use. While conditional use permits can allow excess sizes in some areas under Planning Code 
section 121.2(a), this particular project is located in the Polk Street NCD – which is excluded 
from section 121.2(a).  Rather, it falls under the rubric of 121.2(b), which does not provide for 
conditional use oversizes at all:  “Non-Residential Uses that exceed [4,000 sq.ft] shall not be 
permitted….”  (S.F. Planning C. § 121.2(b) (emphasis added).)  There is only one exception in 
the Polk Street NCD: movie theaters.  Moreover, Section 186.1 provides that a nonconforming 
use that was discontinued cannot be reestablished if it is discontinued for only 18 months. There 
is no ambiguity that oversized uses in the Polk Street NCD were intended to be phased out after 
only 18 months of inactivity: both provisions were added by the same ordinance. (SF Ord. 205-
17.)  This property’s oversize use has been discontinued since 2014, and cannot be reinstated, 
even with a use permit.   
 
Traffic Issues Persist 
 
In our April 2018 comment letters, we highlighted the profound lack of traffic and parking 
analysis supporting the project. Despite the passage of six months, The newly submitted 
loading and transportation management plan (dated October 2018) submitted by the Project 
Sponsor do not address any of the concerns we previously raised and are similar, if not 
identical, to the two Loading and Transportation Management Plans submitted in April 2018. In 
these two new documents, the Project Sponsor barely accounts for the issues raised by the 
addition of eight dwelling units in the project building, and when issues are accounted for, 
provides a very superficial level of analysis.   
 
For example, in the October 2018 Transportation Management Plan, the plan states “For move-
in/move-out activities and passenger loading, residents of the proposed 8 dwelling units will 
utilize spaces available on nearby streets. This may include use of the proposed 100-foot 
loading zone on Jackson Street that will serve the 365 Store. 365 Store receiving staff will 
coordinate with residents regarding use of the Jackson Street loading zone when residents 
engage in move-in/move-out loading activity.” (Emphasis added.) This unrealistic measure does 
not take into consideration all of the hazards related to the moving of vehicles and persons in 
such a busy environment and does not account for conflicts that will arise between residents, 
grocery store customers, pedestrians, bicyclists,  and trucks when using the loading zone.   
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Additionally, it seems unlikely that residents and receiving staff will ever coordinate as to the 
timing of their move-in/move-out schedules. The Loading and Transportation submissions 
suggest near-constant usage of the loading zones by Whole Foods. This lack of adequate 
analysis and the provision of an unrealistic measure by Project Sponsor highlight the deficiency 
and superficiality of the conducted analysis. If adopted by the Planning Commission as such, 
the project will greatly jeopardize the safety of the residents, the 365 store staff as well as the 
safety of the cyclists, drivers and pedestrians commuting through this very busy area.    
 
As discussed extensively in our April 2018 submissions, and the accompanying comment letter 
of traffic engineer Keith Higgins, the lack of traffic and parking studies does not allow the 
Planning Commission to adequately evaluate the GHG, traffic and noise impacts related to the 
project.  
 
In the proposed categorical exemption, Staff states without citation that the project will not 
“double traffic.” There is no evidence to support such conclusion. Without adequate support, the 
Staff’s statement is mere speculation. The project building is currently vacant and therefore 
does not generate any traffic – although the parking garage is in use and heavily occupied.  By 
replacing all of those vehicles with new grocery store customers – who will doubtlessly have 
short-duration stays and result in dramatically increased vehicle turnover – traffic volumes at the 
garage entrance will far more than double.  The displaced vehicles will need to circle looking for 
parking. The additional truck traffic will create substantial conflicts. Thus, any unstudied 
speculation that traffic volumes at the Polk/Jackson intersection would lack substantial (or 
indeed any) evidence.   
 
Because of the extreme difference in use and related impacts, a traffic study should be provided 
by the Project Sponsor.  
 
Noise Impacts Remain Speculative 
 
In addition to the above, the Staff Report provides that “The Project will not include any uses 
that would emit noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust or odor.” This 
determination is unfounded as the Project Sponsor failed to provide any analysis related to the 
noise generated by the project. In its October 2018 Transportation Management Plan, the 
Project Sponsor states that simply prohibiting truck loading activities between 10 pm and 7 am 
is sufficient to comply with the San Francisco’s “quiet hours” and Noise Ordinance. Without a 
proper supporting noise study, this assertion is mere speculation.  
 
Section 2909 (b) of the San Francisco Police Code (“SF Pol. C.”) provides the following 
limitations to commercial and industrial property noise limits: “No person shall produce or allow 
to be produced by any machine, or device, music or entertainment of any combination of same, 
on commercial or industrial property over which the person has ownership or control, a noise 
level of more than eight dBA above the local ambient at any point outside of the property line.”   
 
Additionally, Section 2909 (a) of SF Pol. C. provides the following limitations for residential 
property: “No person shall produce or allow to be produced by a device, music or entertainment 
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or any combination of same, on residential property over which the person has ownership or 
control, a noise level more than five dBA above the ambient at any point outside of the property 
plane.” 
 
Article 29 of the SF Pol. C. defines “ambient” as the lowest sound level repeating itself during a 
minimum ten-minute period. To measure outdoor sounds, articles 1, 11, 29 and 49 provide a 
450 feet threshold distance for trucks in motion and a 250 feet threshold distance from the 
periphery of attendant audience for stationary trucks.  
 
In the October 2018 Loading memo, the Project Sponsor states deliveries will only be 
authorized for 10 hours per day, outside of the San Francisco “quiet hours” and that from 
Monday to Friday, on a typical weekday, two 65-foot trucks, four 30-to-48-foot trucks and three 
vans would deliver products, for a total estimated delivery time of five hours and a half.  
 
On maximum days, the Project Sponsor states that four 65-foot trucks, six 30 to 48 foot trucks, 
and eight vans would conduct deliveries, for a total delivery time of eleven hours.  
 
The Project Sponsor concludes that “This would equate to a demand for one commercial freight 
loading space per hour on a typical day, and two spaces per day on a maximum day.” 
 
Considering the low noise limits standards provided by the SF Pol. C. and the considerable 
amount of delivery trucks and traffic generated by the project, the Project Sponsor should have 
provided a noise study showing compliance with the above noise limits. 
 
Adopting the project as such would greatly undermine the quality of living of existing residents of 
the vicinity as well as degrade the future project tenants’ quality of living. The project should 
therefore not be adopted, absent an adequate noise study.  
 
Housing Remains The Paramount Need 
 
The recent adoption of Measure C is a timely reminder of San Francisco’s lack of affordable 
housing, and the drastic need to address the housing crisis. The property should therefore be 
dedicated to residential use, as originally proposed in 2014: “demolish the two-story with 
basement retail building (Lombardi's Sports) and construct a six story residential building with 
ground floor retail and basement parking.” Amazon has instead inserted itself into the property, 
in place of the intended new residential building. The Project Sponsor submitted a Formula 
Retail survey in early 2018. The survey concluded that the concentration of formula retail uses 
within the Polk Street NCD amounts to approximately 7.8% and 9.9% if measured by linear feet. 
The survey further concluded that the concentration of formula retail uses in the vicinity amounts 
to approximately 19.7%. This figures show the preeminence of retail in the Polk Street 
Neighborhood.   
 
As the Commissioners noted at the original hearing on the project in April 2018, this is a unique 
opportunity to develop a prime residential lot. A smart planning decision should not be passed 
over to appease Amazon in exchange for a handful of units with no yards.  
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The Project Is Inconsistent With The General Plan 
 
As a last point, the San Francisco General Plan “Neighborhood Commerce”, Objective 6 
provides to “maintain and strengthen viable neighborhood commercial areas easily accessible 
to city residents.” As discussed extensively at the April hearing, the arrival of a new general 
grocery store will have an undeniable negative impact on the merchants’ community currently 
operating in the vicinity of the project. The project will not comply with Objective 6, as the project 
will undermine the existence of the local ’mom and pop,’ upon which the residents currently rely.  
If the project is adopted, it will deprive local merchants of their existing clientele and further 
redirect potential future clients, instead of enticing new clientele to shop at the existing local 
shops. This contradicts Objective 3 of the Commerce and Industry Element of the San 
Francisco General Plan as well.  
 
 
The True Impact Of The Project Has Not Been Studied 
 
There has been no analysis of the Project’s economic impacts that could result in physical 
environmental impacts, such as, urban decay and blight. The impact of large corporate retail 
establishments on local small and medium sized businesses is well documented and is the 
basis for case law requiring this analysis.   


Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184 
discusses the envirnomental impact of “urban decay.” It clearly defines the impacts caused by 
large sophisticated retail corporations that have refined their businesses into a science with a 
proven track record of out-competing all competitors, including many larger corporate retailers 
with much greater resources and buying power than the small to medium sized local businesses 
that are most impacted.  These smaller businesses many times lack the resources to deal with 
this increased competition by adapting to the changed market conditions.  This line says it all: 
“experts are now warning about land use decisions that cause a chain reaction of store closures 
and long-term vacancies, ultimately destroying exiting neighborhoods and leaving decaying 
shells in their wake.” (Id. at p. 1204.)  This is a significant impact that has not been properly 
studied or analyzed. 


Therefore, for the reasons above and more fully set forth in our letters of April 18 and 25, the 
project is inconsistent with the San Francisco General Plan and controlling law, and should be 
rejected. 
 


Sincerely, 
 
DICKENSON, PEATMAN & FOGARTY 


 
Joshua S. Devore 


JSD:bab 
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Joshua S. Devore
jdevore@dpf-law.com


April 18, 2018


Nicholas Foster


Senior Planner, Northeast Team


Current Planning Division


San Francisco Planning Commission


c/o Jonas P. lonin


Planning Commission Secretary


San Francisco Planning Department


1650 Mission Street, Suite 400


San Francisco, CA 94103


VIA EMAIL: nicholas.foster@sfgov.org


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


RE: 1600 JACKSON STREET - 365 BY WHOLE FOODS


Dear Mr. Foster, Mr. lonin, and Commissioners:


Our firm represents Tony Vargas, a resident of San Francisco, and we are submitting these


comments on his behalf with respect to the proposed 1600 Jackson Street Project to create a


365 by Whole Foods grocery store. Mr. Vargas has a number of serious concerns regarding the


proposed Project (the "Project"), all of which suggest that the Project should not be approved


at this time.l


1 The following comments are based on the information we received pursuant to our November 14, 2017 Public


Record Requests as well as the information available on the planning department's websites. On March 1, 2018,
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As set forth below, use of a CEQA Exemption for this Project would be improper.  The proposed 
Project  is not  consistent with City policy on housing,  the General Plan, nor  the City’s  zoning 
regulations.  The  proposed  Project  would  have  significant  impacts  on  traffic,  noise  and  air 
quality;  none  of  which  have  been  adequately  studied.  The  property  also  has  an  adverse 
environmental history, which the proposed Project’s proponents have not addressed.   


As such, a full CEQA analysis of the Project is required.  Beyond that failing, the actual confines 
and restrictions on the project appear to be still shifting, and no transportation analysis, loading 
plan,  or  other  final  description  of  the  project  has  yet  to  be  produced.  The Notice  of  Public 
Hearing dated March 27, 2018, contains numerous errors and shortcomings.  Full public notice 
of the actual Project has not been provided and the Planning Commission cannot act under the 
defective notice.   


Finally, because there is a pending formula‐retail ordinance that would prohibit projects such as 
the one proposed, we respectfully suggest the Planning Commission should not take any action 
inconsistent with that pending ordinance until after  it has been formally decided upon by the 
City’s elected officials.  


We  respectfully  request  that  the  issues  raised  in  this  letter  be  addressed  and  responded  to 
prior to the Planning Commission taking any action on this Project. 


I. Use Of A CEQA Exemption Would Be Improper For This Project 


The  Project  proponent’s  original  application  suggests  that  the  Project  is  exempt  from 
environmental  review as a “minor alteration of existing public or private  structures  involving 
negligible  or  no  expansion  of  use.”  Title  14,  California  Code  of  Regulations,  Chapter  3. 
Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA Guidelines”) 
§ 15301.  The proponent claimed that conversion of a vacant former sporting goods store to a 
high‐traffic grocery store is simply a “minor alteration” with “negligible or no expansion of use.”  
The only  “support” offered  for  this position  is  that  “the building will not be  expanded”  and 
simple “tenant improvements and installation of signage” will be the only changes.   


                                                                                                                                                                               
we submitted a new Public Record Request  (2018‐003147GEN)  to obtain any updated plans and  information on 
the project. The Planning Department did not produce records in response to our renewed request until April 16, 
2018 at approximately 4pm in spite of our repeated attempts to obtain the requested documents. Given this delay 
and  late production of additional  information concerning  the project, we  reserve  the  right  to supplement  these 
comments. We also request that you postpone approval of the conditional use permit until the public is given full 
opportunity to access and examine all documents, as well as give comments. As discussed below, the information 
provided via the Planning Department’s online portals is inconsistent and incomplete. 
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This  is  obviously  untrue.  Going  from  the  current  vacant‐retail  state  –  sitting  atop  a  fully‐
occupied parking garage – to an active grocery store using the same already‐full garage, while 
proposing to take over five street parking spaces to account for the complete lack of compliant 
loading  facilities,  and  then  bringing  in  a  constant  stream  of  oversized  delivery  vehicles  that 
cannot  even  turn  properly  into  their  co‐opted  on‐street  loading  zone,  is  hardly  a  “minor 
alteration.”   As discussed further below, the Project would reap great change on the property 
and have potentially significant environmental impacts.2   


Given  that  a  “Class  1”  exemption  is  plainly  unavailable,  we  understand  it  is  now  being 
considered whether the project should nonetheless be exempt from CEQA analysis by the use 
of a “Class 32” exemption  for an  in‐fill development project.   However,  the project does not 
meet the standard required for such an exemption.3 


In order to receive a categorical exemption, there must be “substantial evidence” to support a 
determination that a project falls within that exemption.  (See, e.g., Save Our Schools v. Barstow 
Unified School Dist. Bd. of Education  (2015) 240 Cal.App.4th 128, 139  [191 Cal.Rptr.3d 916].) 
“Argument,  speculation,  unsubstantiated  opinion  or  narrative,  [or]  evidence which  is  clearly 
inaccurate or erroneous … is not substantial evidence.” PRC § 21082.2(c). 


Use  of  the  Class  32  exemption  first  requires  the  Project  be  “consistent with  the  applicable 
general  plan  designation  and  all  applicable  general  plan  policies  as well  as with  applicable 
zoning designation and regulations.” CEQA Guidelines § 15332(a).  This condition is not met, as 
discussed below and in the attached letter of traffic engineer Keith B. Higgins, PE, TE (“Higgins 
Report”); there are numerous conflicts between the Project and applicable general plan policies 
and zoning regulations. 


                                                       
2  The  Project Description  in  the Notice of  Public Hearing dated March  27,  2018  (the  “Notice”)  claims  that  the 
“proposed project does not constitute a change of use.”  This is wrong and indeed inconsistent with the Amended 
Application for Conditional Use produced to us yesterday dated April 3, 2018 which checked the ‘Change of Use” 
box under Item 3, Project Description.   
3 We  note  that  the  notice  of  public  hearing  directs  the  public  to  the www.sfplanning.org website  for  project 
information on the “Exemption Map.” The ‘More Details’ button on the Exemption Map for the parcel at issue links 
to the Accela records for the parcel, indicating a Class 32 exemption, and a description of the Whole Food project. 
See  http://sf‐planning.org/ceqa‐exemptions‐map;  search  “1600  JACKSON  ST”  (last  visited  April  17,  2018).  (No 
record supporting such decision has been made public nor notice of such exemption been provided, despite our 
specific  request  in November 2017). Yet  the  ‘Documents’ button  for  the parcel provides only  the plans  for  the 
now‐abandoned  residential  project  at  the  site.  See  https://sfplanninggis.org/planningdocs/?RecordID=2016‐
000378ENV&RecordName=1600%20Jackson%20Street%20%28Whole%20Foods%29  (last  visited  April  16,  2018).  
As such,  if an exemption determination has actually been made, the Notice of Public Hearing was defective, and 
the project cannot be decided based thereon. 
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Use of the Class 32 exemption also requires that “the Project would not result in any significant 
effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.”  CEQA Guidelines § 15332(d).  The 
Project also falls far short of this Class 32 exemption requirement as set out further below and 
in the Higgins Report.   
 
Moreover, CEQA Guidelines § 15300.2 excepts usage of  the exemptions,  including Class 1 or 
Class 32 exemptions, under certain circumstances.   Under § 15300.2(b), “[a]ll exemptions  for 
these classes are  inapplicable when the cumulative  impact of successive projects of the same 
type  in  the  same  place,  over  time  is  significant.”  And  under  § 15300.2(c),  “A  categorical 
exemption  shall  not  be  used  for  an  activity where  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  the 
activity  will  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  due  to  unusual  circumstances.”  
“Whether a circumstance  is ‘unusual’  is judged relative to the typical circumstances related to 
an otherwise  typically exempt project.” Santa Monica Chamber of Commerce v. City of Santa 
Monica, 101 Cal. App. 4th 786.  Here, again as discussed further below, the cumulative impacts 
and unusual nature of the Project render an exemption unavailable. 


No  Class  1  or  Class  32  exemption  for  the  Project may  be  used,  and  a  full  CEQA  analysis  is 
required. The Project should not proceed without either at  least a completed  initial study or, 
more appropriately, an environmental impact report. Public Resources Code (PRC) § 21080. 


II. The Project Is Not Consistent With City Policy, The General Plan Or Zoning Regulations 


The 1600 Jackson Street property, at the corner of Jackson and Polk Streets,  is  located  in the 
Polk  Street  Neighborhood  Commercial  District,  and  zoned  as  a  Neighborhood  Commercial 
property. As  set  out  in  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  (SFPC),  “Neighborhood  Commercial 
Districts are  intended to support neighborhood‐serving uses on the  lower floors and housing 
above.”    SFPC  §  702(a)(1)  (emphasis  added).  The proposed Project plainly  fails  to meet  this 
criteria and should be rejected on its face as inconsistent with Planning Code section 303(c)(1).  
Given the absence of any housing component, the proponent has not and cannot establish that 
“[t]he proposed use or  feature,  at  the  size  and  intensity  contemplated  and  at  the proposed 
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the 
neighborhood or the community.” 


A. The Project Fails to Address the City’s Recognized Housing Crisis 


San  Francisco  has  a  well‐documented  housing  shortage,  acknowledged  in  the  City  Code; 
particularly housing that is affordable and/or sized for families: “The Board of Supervisors, and 
the  voters  in  San  Francisco, have  long  recognized  the need  for  the production of  affordable 
housing.”  SFPC § 206.1(c).   
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Affordable  housing  is  an  especially  paramount  concern  in  San 
Francisco. San Francisco has one of  the highest housing  costs  in 
the  nation,  but  San  Francisco’s  economy  and  culture  rely  on  a 
diverse workforce at all income levels. It is the policy of the City to 
enable  these  workers  to  afford  housing  in  San  Francisco  and 
ensure  that  they  pay  a  reasonably  proportionate  share  of  their 
incomes to live in adequate housing and to not have to commute 
ever‐increasing distances to their jobs. 


SFPC § 206.1(b). One of  late Mayor Ed  Lee’s  last official acts was  issuing Executive Directive 
17‐02. Mayor Lee  lamented  that “[t]he  lack of housing affects everyone  in our City. Years of 
failing to build homes has resulted in families and long‐term residents leaving San Francisco in 
search of more affordable places  to  live.” Executive Directive 17‐02 was  intended  to produce 
“faster approvals for housing development projects at both the entitlement stage and the post‐
entitlement permitting stage.” 


The  2014  Housing  Element  of  the  City’s  General  Plan  “notes  that  meeting  the  estimated 
housing need will require a rate of housing production far greater than what has been achieved 
in previous years.”4  As set out in the Preface to the Housing Element, two General Plan Priority 
Policies relate specifically to housing: 


• That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced (See Objectives 
1‐3, Objectives 7‐9, and all related policies under those objectives).  


• That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order 
to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods (See Objective 2, 
Objective 11, and all related policies under those objectives). 


Indeed, the City has numerous programs in place to promote housing development.  See, e.g., 
SFPC  § 206.1(g)  (listing  four  affordable‐housing  promotion  programs).  In  early  2017,  the 
Planning  Department  published  an  extensive  report  on  the  pressing  need  for  housing  for 
families with children.5   


Thus,  the need  for more housing  is  clearly  a priority  for  the City,  and  the  failure  to  include 
housing at  the site –  the  location’s zoned  intended use –  is  inconsistent with City policy. The 
Project  is thus not “necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the 


                                                       
4 http://www.sf‐planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement‐AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf  
5 http://default.sfplanning.org/plans‐and‐programs/planning‐for‐the‐city/family‐friendly‐
city/Housing_for_Families_with_Children_Report‐011717.pdf  
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community,” nor “in conformity with the stated purpose of the applicable Use District.” SFPC 
§ 303(c)(1), (4). 


B. The Project Fails to Comply with General Plan Requirements 


As set forth further in the attached Higgins Report, numerous elements of the General Plan and 
related City Plans beyond the Housing Crisis are also implicated.  The Transportation Element of 
the General Plan,  including Vision Zero and  the Better Streets Plan, and  the Polk Streetscape 
Project, call for giving priority to the safety of pedestrians; yet the proposed on‐street  loading 
zone would consistently interrupt pedestrian traffic on Jackson Street.  See, e.g., General Plan, 
Transportation  Elements  1.2,  18.1,  24.1‐24.3,  42.  The  busy  garage  entrance  on  Polk  Street 
would do  the same,  including constant obstructions of  the southbound Polk Street bike  lane.  
Id. at Objectives 29, 31.    Likewise,  if  the deficient  “receiving gate” on  Jackson  is used,  it will 
block sidewalk access for pedestrians and the handicapped. The Project is located in the Middle 
Polk  Invest  in  Neighborhoods  Initiative  Area,6  but  conflicts  with  many  pro‐Neighborhood 
policies such as the Polk Streetscape Project.   


The site is also immediately adjacent to the rapidly developing Van Ness Avenue Area.  It would 
greatly  impact the block of Jackson Street between Polk and Van Ness, and the adjacent RC‐4 
zoned building at 1650  Jackson Street  that  is  located  in  the Van Ness Special Use District.  In 
addition with  conflicting with  the  Van Ness  Avenue  Plan’s Objective  1  of  adding  residential 
housing to that area, it also will interfere with Objectives 8 and 9’s goal to create an attractive 
street and sidewalk space and focus on safety for all users on Van Ness. Further, we understand 
that the Van Ness Corridor Neighborhoods Council opposes the Project. 


The proposal to give city street space and/or property to non‐public uses (in this case, give five 
metered parking spaces to a supermarket for loading and unloading) violates the General Plan 
tenets  regarding  public  street  space  not  being  used  for  private  development. Urban Design 
Element 2.8 (“strong presumption against the giving up of street areas for private ownership or 
use”); Transportation Element 36.5 (against giving up public street parking for private parking). 
The  proposed  Project  also  encourages  truck  noise  immediately  adjacent  to  residential  use, 
contrary  to  Environmental  Protection  Element  9.6,  and  the  proffered  transportation  plan 
diverts  truck  traffic  into  neighborhood  streets  contrary  to  Vehicle  Circulation  Plan  Policy  1.  
Moreover,  to  the extent  any  street  space  should be  given  to  loading purposes on Van Ness 
cross‐streets, that space should go to properties fronting Van Ness per Van Ness Avenue Area 
Plan Policy 9.13. 


In sum, there are a vast number of conflicts between the Project and the City’s long term plans. 
                                                       
6 http://investsf.org/wordpress/wp‐content/uploads/2014/03/Neighborhood‐Profile‐MIDDLE‐POLK‐STREET.pdf 
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C. The Project Fails to Comply with Zoning Regulations 


Under SFPC § 152, one Off‐Street Freight Loading space  is required for retail between 10,001‐
60,000  sq.  ft.  In Neighborhood Commercial Districts, “[a]ll uses  shall be conducted within an 
enclosed building” and “[n]o use, even though  listed as a Permitted Use, shall be permitted … 
which, by reason of  its nature or manner of operation, creates conditions that are hazardous, 
noxious, or offensive through the emission of odor, fumes, smoke, cinders, dust, gas, vibration, 
glare, refuse, water‐carried waste, or excessive noise.”  SFPC §§ 703(b), (e)(1).  The loading zone 
at  the Project  is plainly  insufficient under  the code, and  the  substantial  truck  traffic  that  the 
Project will engender will create hazardous, noxious and offensive conditions. 


Further, “[a]ny off‐street  freight  loading area  located within 50  feet of any R District shall be 
completely  enclosed  within  a  building  if  such  freight  loading  area  is  used  in  regular  night 
operation.”    SFPC  § 155(p).7    The  property  is  adjacent  to  a  RC‐4  zoned  residential  building.  
Thus,  no  “regular  night  operation”  of  the  loading  zone  can  be  allowed;  yet  grocery  stores 
routinely off‐load produce during over night hours, and there can be  little assurance that the 
Project  would  actually  comply  with  any  limitation  to  the  contrary.  Indeed,  the  Project’s 
“Loading  Management  Plan”  set  out  in  the  December  15,  2017  second  draft  of  the 
Transportation Management  Plan  specifically  calls  for  loading  to  be  permitted  at  all  times, 
weekdays and weekends, excepting only weekdays from 7‐9am and 4‐6pm.  Thus, the on‐street 
based Loading Management Plan violates SFPC § 155(p).8 


Moreover, while  parking  and  loading  are  typically  accessory  uses,  loading  facilities must  be 
located  on  the  same  lot  as  the  structure  or  use  served  by  them  in  order  to  be  considered 
accessory  uses.  SFPC  §§  155(a),  204.5.    An  off‐street  loading  space must  “be  located  in  its 
entirety within  the  lot  lines of private property.”    SFPC § 155(b).9   Here,  as discussed  in  the 
Higgins Report,  the  loading area  is plainly  insufficient  to meet  these  requirements; a  full‐size 
65‐foot  truck would  not  come  close  to  fitting  in  the  loading  area,  and  even  a  30‐foot  truck 


                                                       
7 Section 155(r)(2)(GG) also prohibits “garage entries, driveways or other vehicular access to off‐street parking or 
loading” on “development lots” on Polk Street “[i]n order to preserve the pedestrian character … and to minimize 
delays  to  transit  service”;  however,  the  existing  garage  driveway  would  not  appear  to  be  impacted  by  this 
prohibition. 
8 A “tracked changes” version of the Loading Management Plan produced to us yesterday appears to show further 
modifications proposed to this schedule by planning staff based on the City’s “quiet hours” provisions.   Yet even 
still  it suggests  large  truck unloading  to occur up until 10:00pm  immediately adjacent  to a residential zone.  It  is 
unclear what the project is actually proposing, and the proponent should be required to submit a full and complete 
application  that  actually  describes  the  terms  of  the  project  prior  to  any  action  being  taken  by  the  Planning 
Commission. 
9 Further, the code provides that “[a]ccess to off‐street loading spaces shall be from Alleys in preference to Streets, 
except where otherwise specified in this Code.” SFPC § 155(c). However, there is no alley at the property. 
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would  intrude  into the sidewalk. The Project proponent concedes as much.   Thus, the Project 
proponent does not actually  intend to do  its freight  loading  in  its off‐street  loading space, nor 
do so  in an enclosed building:   the on‐street  loading “solution”  is  inconsistent with the zoning 
regulations. 


It  cannot  receive an exemption  to  those  requirements either.   The Code  treats  together off‐
street  parking  and  loading  requirements.  But  while  exemption  to  the  off‐street  parking 
requirements require approval by the Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator pursuant 
to the procedures in SFPC §§ 307(h)(2) and (i), SFPC § 161(f), there is no associated provision for 
an  exemption  from  off‐street  loading  requirements.  SFPC  § 161  (“These  provisions,  as 
exemptions, shall be narrowly construed”).   The  intent of the zoning code  in requiring an off‐
street  loading  space  for  such  a  Project would  be  frustrated  if  any  Project  could  provide  an 
inadequate off‐street space, and do all of its actual loading on the street.  As such, the current 
plan to use an on‐street loading area does not comport with the zoning requirements and must 
be rejected. 


In sum, there are a vast number of conflicts between the Project and the City’s long term plans, 
policies, and code provisions, such that the use of a categorical exemption intended for projects 
that are consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 
policies, as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations, is clearly inappropriate. 


III. The Project Could Result in Significant Traffic, Noise, and Air Quality Impacts 


The Project proponent has completely abrogated its obligation to demonstrate compliance with 
Planning Code § 303(c)(2), which requires a showing that a project “will not be detrimental to 
the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, 
or injurious to property, improvements or potential development in the vicinity.”  Among other 
shortcomings, as discussed below,  the proponents have  failed  to conduct a  traffic  study, nor 
done any current environmental analysis. 


A. The City’s Own Analysis Shows Substantial Issues with the Project 


Project  records  show  that on  July 18, 2016, Don Lewis  (Environmental Planning)  requested a 
determination  of  whether  a  Transportation  Study  was  required  from  Manoj  Madhavan, 
Transportation Staff; on July 21, Madhavan indicated a Transportation Study was required.  The 
request and determination notes that the “Project site is located within a high‐injury corridor.”  
That  requirement has not been  fulfilled.  Subsequent  correspondence between Kittelson,  the 
proponent’s  consultant,  and  planning  department  staff  indicates  that  a  full  TIS will  not  be 
performed.  Such a failure is significant. 
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As  the  Commission  knows,  the  San  Francisco  Street  Design  Advisory  Team  (SDAT)  reviews 
projects  affecting  public  right‐of‐ways.  It  includes  representatives  from  SF  Planning,  Public 
Works, and SFMTA.  On March 27, 2017, there was an SDAT meeting to discuss the Project.  In 
an  April  20,  2017 memo,  SDAT  provided  extensive  criticisms  of  the  Project.    Among  other 
issues: 


• SDAT cited  the Better Streets Plan, and  that  Jackson and Polk Streets are classified as 
Neighborhood Commercial Streets. 


• SDAT  cited  the Vision  Zero Policy which  seeks  to  eliminate  all  traffic deaths  in  SF by 
2024.  “Polk Street has been designated a Vision Zero Corridor and  falls on  the Vision 
Zero High Injury Network for cyclists.  All plans should prioritize improving safety for all 
users along this corridor.” 


• Polk Street  is an  identified bike route under  the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, and  is  the 
primary north/south route through Nob Hill from Downtown and Aquatic Park. 


• SDAT  opposed  on‐street  commercial  loading  and  expressed  a  preference  that  the 
Project accommodate loading within the building’s garage, understanding that doing so 
would require modifications to the building.  It requested further information as to why 
internal loading or minimized truck deliveries is infeasible. 


• SDAT  recommended  a  bulbout  into  both  Polk  and  Jackson  streets.  “Given  the 
importance of this corner for Muni operations, further analysis will be required before 
preferred  bulbout  dimensions  can  be  determined.”  The  Transportation Management 
Plan notes a bulbout only into Polk Street. 


In an (unsuccessful) effort to address some of the initially identified problems with the Project, 
two reports were produced by Kittelson on behalf of Whole Foods on October 25, 2017.   The 
first addresses truck traffic routes, unloading issues, and parking.  Among other items, it notes 
that: 


• Trucks  cannot  turn  into  the  loading  zone  from  southbound Polk Street,  so  suggesting 
southbound traffic needs to be rerouted to Larkin Street – failing to note that portion of 
Larkin is restricted to trucks under 6,000 pounds. 


• Passenger loading should occur in the same area as the commercial loading zone when a 
delivery  truck  is not present –  failing  to  recognize  that  the delivery  schedule  calls  for 
near‐constant truck traffic. 
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• The existing parking garage will have only 70 parking spaces – failing to acknowledge the 
parking garage is already actively and fully in use. 


• A need to monitor for traffic into the garage and abate any traffic backups blocking the 
street or sidewalk  for  three minutes or more – but blocking  the street or sidewalk  (or 
bike lane) for two and a half minutes would go unaddressed. 


• A series of traffic abatement measures and truck management schedules contained  in 
the  report  –  acknowledging  that  there  are  at  the  very  least  significant  issues  to  be 
studied and mitigation measures required. 


Notably,  there does not  appear  to have been  any  study done of existing  traffic  and parking 
demands in the existing garage, which is open and operating.  See Higgins Report at 5.  There is 
no  recognition  of  the  loss  of  street  parking  either  even  though  the  plan  for  street  loading 
removes  five metered parking spaces on  Jackson Street.   The Project would  fully displace 75 
parking spots, yet the issue has never been addressed by any study.10 


The second October 25, 2017 Kittelson report focuses on a purported loading plan.  It analyzes 
expected truck load demands based on four different Whole Foods locations; three 365 stores 
in other cities, and the Whole Foods on Franklin Street in SF.  It (wrongly) notes that 365 stores 
have about half of  the  truck demands of a  regular Whole Foods.   Some  issues  raised by  this 
report include: 


• It  notes  that  the majority  of  deliveries  are  normally made  during  business  hours  (9‐
6pm).  However deliveries will not be available between 4‐6pm, pushing more deliveries 
to off‐hours, greatly affecting the residential neighbors. 


• An average of 10 trucks per day will result in one‐two trucks per hour.  Thus, the loading 
zone will essentially always be  in use during the day, preventing any other use despite 
the plan to direct Uber/Lyft vehicles to pick‐up/drop‐off in the loading zone. 


• A  recognition  that  the  SF Planning Code § 152  requires one off‐street  freight  loading 
space – 25 feet long, 10 feet wide, and 12 feet vertical clearance – not large enough for 
even a 30 foot truck, let alone a 65‐foot trailer truck. 


                                                       
10 For example, a draft of a memo from Don Lewis, Environmental Planner, produced to us yesterday misstates the 
parking deficit resulting from the project because it fails to analyze the existing parkers being displaced. It also falls 
short  in  its  analysis  of  vehicle miles  travelled  (VMT),  which  will  certainly  be  impacted  both  for  the  existing 
displaced parkers and the extensive project traffic.  See Higgins Report at 3‐5. 







April 18, 2018 
Page 11 
 
 


 


 


 


• A claim that  it  is not feasible to create a  loading dock on either Jackson Street or Polk 
Street; the 100‐ft commercial loading zone on Jackson Street is the only proposal.  This 
expands the existing 20‐foot loading zone to the corner of Jackson & Polk. 


• Delivery activity will  interfere with pedestrian traffic on Jackson Street.   There  is also a 
bus stop on Jackson at Van Ness – that would  lead to pedestrians walking through the 
loading area  to access Polk Street or enter  the store –  in addition  to  the current stop 
(with no curb access) on Jackson at Polk that will be in the loading zone itself. 


• Truck movement analysis shows trucks cannot turn from southbound Polk onto Jackson 
into the  loading zone. The Project will need to direct  its vendors to deliver from either 
northbound Polk or westbound  Jackson. There  is no  indication  that a  ‘trucks no  right 
turn’ sign will be placed on southbound Polk.  And as noted above, it purports to reroute 
large truck traffic onto a street where those trucks are prohibited. 


• Trucks backing into the receiving gate would temporarily block traffic on Jackson.  Such 
Smaller vehicles will also need to back across the sidewalk on Jackson, conflicting with 
pedestrians, and blocking the sidewalk when not completely in the receiving area. 


• The  Project  would  direct  Uber/Lyft  pickups  to  the  commercial  loading  zone  when 
delivery vehicles are not present; but that could affect delivery trucks and may result in 
double‐parking. 


The report concludes with a telling acknowledgement of the impacts that should be subject to 
fully study: 


The  delivery  activity  of  the  Project  has  the  potential  to  affect 
traffic, transit, bicyclists, and pedestrians along Jackson Street.  


Given  the  recognition  of  these  significant  impacts  by  the  applicant’s  consultant,  these 
conclusions call for a traffic study and complete CEQA analysis. 


Moreover,  on  April  17,  2018,  one  day  before  the  deadline  for  the  Planning  Commission  to 
receive printed comments, we received updated versions of the two Kittelson reports discussed 
above. They do not come close  to addressing  the problems, and  indeed  seem  to give  rise  to 
even bigger questions.  For example, they continue to wrongly claim that the operating and full 
parking garage  is a vacant site, and  repeats much of  the same  issues as  the prior drafts. The 
“Proposed Traffic Plan” (sheet B12) that accompanied the second draft Loading Analysis does 
little more than point out some bicycle racks, while  inconsistently suggesting that the  loading 
zone operates Mon‐Sat, 9:00AM – 6:00PM (contrary to the loading times actually proposed of 
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all hours except 7‐9am and 4‐6pm) and that, “when trucks are not unloading, rideshare vehicles 
can use passenger loading zone,” leaving to speculation what should occur during the 20 hours 
per day that are planned as loading times.11 


More  concerning,  the  vague  reference  to  “online  order  and  delivery  service(s)”  having  two 
dedicated  parking  spaces  for  “associated  grocery  delivery  vehicles”  in  the  Transportation 
Management Plan Draft #2 suggests that the Project (or  its new corporate parent, Amazon)  is 
planning to run a grocery delivery business from the Project site.  This is a completely different 
use  than  proposed.    The  prospect of  a  constant  stream  of  delivery  vehicles  has never  been 
addressed or fully disclosed. 


Finally, we note that documentation we received yesterday through our public records request 
(but not otherwise publicly available) indicates that planning staff has been providing revisions 
to the Project’s consultants as recently as this week, which now appear to propose even further 
modifications to the Transportation Management Plan. Thus, it is difficult to fully comment on 
the Project plans without any public disclosure of what those plans actually are, and no hearing 
should be held on the Project until full and complete public disclosure is made. 


B. An Expert Analysis of Traffic Issues Demonstrates the Need for Further Analysis 


The attached Higgins Report sets out numerous significant  issues, unanswered questions, and 
shortcomings of the Project plans.  A full traffic study and transportation analysis by the Project 
proponents  is required to attempt to address some of these  issues.   Many are not solvable at 
all,  strongly  suggesting  the  Project  should  be  rejected  in  its  entirety.  At  the  very  least,  the 
failure  to  fully  analyze  these  problems  prior  to  proceeding  fails  to  meet  applicable  legal 
requirements as discussed above. 


The significant issues found by the Higgins Report include: 


• A failure to conduct a Traffic Impact Study to address: 


o An increase in traffic generated by the Project 


o Changes in traffic patterns from upcoming street projects 


o Cumulative traffic impacts from upcoming land development project 


o Traffic operations Issues 
                                                       
11  Draft  versions  of  revised  documentation  containing  comments  and  tracked  changes we  received  yesterday 
suggest that this question is still unanswered. 
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• Vehicle Miles  of  Travel  (VMT),  the  new  state‐mandated  standard  for  a  CEQA  impact 
study, has not been addressed 


• Increased  traffic will have air quality  impacts and noise  impacts on  the neighborhood 
while taking away from existing parking 


• There has been no analysis of the parking garage on the site that is currently in use and 
at full capacity 


• A full truck access and freight management plan is needed 


• The proposed Project does not meet transportation code requirements 


• The proposed Project  conflicts with Policy  40.2 of  the  Transportation  Element of  the 
General Plan 


• Numerous other controlling City Plans and policies have not been addressed 


The  Project  proponent’s  failure  to  address  these  items  demonstrates  a  lack  of  substantial 
evidence to grant any exemption or approve the Project.   Traffic  issues need to be addressed 
because of their direct, indirect, and cumulative impact on the physical environment. Truck and 
customer traffic, and especially VMT, need to be studied to determine the Project’s impact on 
air quality.  And likewise, the noise from a constant stream of trucks and an untold number of 
vans  must  be  analyzed.  These  are  all  unstudied,  potentially  significant  impacts  on  the 
environment. 


IV. The Project Applicant Failed to Address Adverse Environmental History 


The  City  Planning  Department  requires  submittal  of  an  Application  for  Environmental 
Evaluation form.  Question 7 on that form asks “[w]ould the Project involve work on a site with 
an existing or former gas station, auto repair, dry cleaers, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site 
with underground storage  tanks?”   Melina Sarjapur of Reuben,  Junius & Rose, LLP submitted 
the form on behalf of the property owners, three LLCs, with an address of 940 Emmett Ave. STE 
200, Belmont CA 94002, on March 23, 2016.  The question was answered ‘no.’ 


A. The Project Site Was Historically Used As An Auto Repair Facility 


The site in question was, for decades, the location of a number of auto repair facilities.  In 2014, 
another Application for Environmental Evaluation was filed by Village Investment Partners, L.P., 
with  an  address  of  940  Emmett  Ave.  STE  200,  Belmont  CA  94002,  concerning  a  proposed 
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residential  construction  Project  at  the  site.  That  form  answered Question  7  correctly.  As  a 
result, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was required to be (and was) submitted.  
An ESA is contained in the electronic file for the subject property – but it is dated June 9, 2014. 


It is not clear whether there was an agreement to allow the use of the 2014 ESA in connection 
with  the current Project, which was not applied  for until 2016. The  record  suggests  that  the 
Planning Department was never paid for the prior environmental review effort; yet the “new” 
applicant  shares  the  exact  same  address  as  the  prior  applicant.  It  is  clear  however  that  the 
Whole Foods Project did not submit a current Phase I ESA. 


B. The Prior Phase I ESA Was Flawed 


The  2014  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  has  a  number  of  errors  and  analytical 
shortcomings.    It  indicates  there  is  no  basement,  despite  the  obvious  subterranean  parking 
structure  (and  includes  pictures  thereof);  it  conducted  a  shallow  and  insufficient  review  of 
earlier  permits;  and  its  analytical  conclusions  regarding  contamination  seem  to  rely  only  on 
contamination  found  decades  earlier.  Underground  storage  tanks  and  hydraulic  lifts  were 
removed in 1992, and the only testing in the Phase I ESA comes from a report from that time.  
Yet the ESA does not clearly identify that it is relying on 25‐year old data; rather it just vaguely 
references  that  “TRC  Environmental  Consultants  did  not  recommend  further  investigation.”  
TRC did the 1992 work.  Moreover, no testing appears to have been done for toxic substances 
like MTBE. 
 
Given that the site is now proposed to be used to sell food such as fresh produce, that the site 
is  potentially  contaminated  but  no  up‐to‐date  ESA  was  performed  is  highly  significant.  In 
addition, the ESA notes several action items that are needed including: 


• Potential  asbestos‐containing  materials  will  need  to  be  identified  and  a  thorough 
asbestos survey is required in accordance with EPA NESHAP 40 CFR Part 61 prior to any 
renovation. 


• Lead based paint may be present; samples need be collected or studied and any amount 
of lead would require compliance with OSHA lead standards. 


Even if it were appropriate to consider the 2014 study as having been submitted in connection 
with the current Project, it has several obvious flaws, including: 


• The property  is wrongly described as a “two‐story commercial building with presumed 
slab foundation.” 
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• It was still occupied by Lombardi Sports at the time of the study.   


• A claimed data gap of property history  from 1950‐1995; but permit records are  in the 
current file. 


• No sampling for any toxic materials was done. 


• No radon test was performed although parking is in a subterranean garage. 


• Only a visual mold test was performed; no air testing, closed wall, or HVAC testing was 
done. 


As discussed above, the contamination evaluation is 25‐years old. There has been no analysis of 
what may have happened at the site during its vacancy, such as mold growth, and no analysis of 
substances that have more recently been found to be toxic to the environment, such as MTBE.  
Given  all  of  the  shortcomings with  the  prior  Phase  I  ESA,  a  current,  complete  and  accurate 
Phase I ESA must be required before any project can proceed at the site. 


V. A Full CEQA Analysis is Required 


For  the  reasons discussed above,  there are  substantial  issues  that  render use of a Class 1 or 
Class 32 exemption – or, indeed, any exemption – improper.  Even if there were a basis for use 
of  one  of  those  exemptions,  the  unusual  circumstances  surrounding  this  particular  Project 
render a  full CEQA analysis necessary –  there  is a more  than “reasonable possibility  that  the 
activity  will  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment.”  CEQA  Guidelines  § 15300.2(c).  
Among other unique features of this Project: 


• The proponent  (wrongly) asserts  the  lack of grocery stores and  that consequently  the 
grocery  store  is  the  only  one  in  the  area,  rendering  it  necessarily  a  unique  project 
requiring further environmental review; 


• A changed use from a vacant retailer and/or from a low‐volume sporting goods store to 
a open high‐volume grocery has dramatically different noise and truck traffic; 


• Proposed truck unloading on a busy and narrow street, whereas typical grocery stores 
have off‐street loading zones;  


• The Higgins Report’s findings that the current parking garage at the site is fully occupied; 
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• The  Project  will  impose  an  undue  burden  on  pedestrians,  wheelchair  users,  and 
bicyclists who will have to deal with the overflow of traffic, obstructed sidewalks, and 
additional circling traffic looking for parking;  


• Undue burden on Polk and Jackson Street users, who are not customers of the store. 


In  addition,  the  cumulative  impacts  of  grocery  stores  in  the  area  must  be  considered  in 
determining whether  two  (or potentially more) high‐traffic  stores  less  than a half‐mile apart 
would be  significant. The  significant  traffic  created by  the nearby Whole Foods on California 
Street must  be  taken  into  consideration  in  the  analysis  under  CEQA Guideline  § 15300.2(b).  
(See Higgins Report at 6). The “cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the 
same place, over time is significant,” again rendering use of an exemption improper.  Id. 


The Project  is not exempt from CEQA review, and as such a full Environmental Impact Report, 
or at the least Initial Study, should be prepared before any action is taken. 


VI. The Notice of Hearing is Defective 


Pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.7‐1,  notice  of  a  hearing  on  a 
conditional use permit application is required. The notice is required to “inform the residents of 
the proposal or planned activity, the  length of time planned  for the activity, the effect of the 
proposal or activity, and a  telephone contact  for  residents who have questions.” S.F. Admin. 
Code § 67.7‐1(b). The Notice of Hearing, dated March 27, 2018, fails to do so.    It does not, as 
noted previously,  correctly describe  the Project  as  a  change of use.    It does not  inform  the 
residents  of  the  length  of  time  planned  for  loading  activities.  And  it  does  not  inform  the 
residents of the effect – or even the existence – of the on‐street loading proposal.  


To the contrary,  it falsely  implies the Project will only “utilize the existing … off‐street  loading 
dock” with no mention whatsoever of  the plan  to  take public  street  space and  convert  it  to 
private  use.  The  Notice’s  brief  Project  Description  touts  the  addition  of  21  bicycle  parking 
spaces,  but  somehow  omits  the  taking  of  100‐feet  of  street  space  for  65‐foot  eighteen 
wheelers. 


A resident receiving the Notice would not be adequately informed of the scope of the Project.  
Failure to provide such notice violates Section 3 of Article I of the California Constitution.   See 
California Government Code Section 54954.2(c).  As such, the Planning Commission would not be 
acting pursuant to a valid Notice of Hearing were it to take any action on the Project pursuant 
to the defective March 27, 2018 Notice. 
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VII. The Pending Ordinance Prohibiting Formula Retail on Polk Street Should Take Priority


We also note that there is pending for consideration by the Board of Supervisors a Formula


Retail ban that would apply to the Polk Street area, including the Project location. See


Resolution No. 19655. While the Planning Commission did not recommend its adoption, that


decision ultimately rests with the Board of Supervisors. Given that such a ban would prohibit


the Project in its entirety, that proposed Ordinance should be fully heard and considered before


any steps on the Project should proceed. Rushing the Project through before that Ordinance is


fully resolved would undermine the intent of the Ordinance, and suggest favoritism towards


this particular Project and its proponent to the detriment of the neighborhood residents whom


the policies discussed herein and if passed, the Ordinance, are intended to protect.


VIII. Conclusion


We thank the Commission for its attention to these numerous issues, and would welcome the


opportunity to provide any additional information that may be desired on the issues discussed


above.


Respectfully submitted,


DICKENSON, PEATMAN & FOGARTY


M


u S. Devore


Thomas S. Adams
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2060 ROCKROSE COURT, GILROY, CA 95020 
T 408.201.2752  KEITH@KEITHHIGGINSTE.COM  WWW.KEITHHIGGINSTE.COM 


Keith Higgins 
Traffic Engineer 
 


February 16, 2018 


Joshua S. Devore, Esq. 
Dickenson, Peatman & Fogerty 
1455 First Street, Suite 301 
Napa, CA 94559 


Subject: 365 Store,1600 Jackson Street, San Francisco 


Dear Joshua, 


Per your request, this is a review of potential traffic and parking issues associated with the Whole 
Foods 365 supermarket that is proposed to reuse the former Lombardi’s sport and recreation store at 


the intersection of Jackson and Polk in the Polk Street Neighborhood commercial zoning district.  The 
project would reuse the existing building that is vacant except for the operation of a 66-space parking 
garage that received a new permit to operate as a commercial garage in March 2017 from the San 
Francisco Police Department (Permit 110371).  The existing three-story structure covers the entire lot 
(22,250 square feet).  There is a receiving gate with a very small footprint; however, there is no loading 
dock of the scale and type needed to support a supermarket.  No on-site parking is proposed in 
addition to the existing public parking garage.  The Jackson Street and Polk Street frontages of the 
property are lined with metered public parking spaces, new curb and gutter, new landscaping, and one 
(1) accessible metered parking space (on Jackson at Polk, northwest corner).  Polk, Pacific, Jackson 
and nearby Van Ness all have bus transit lines.  A bicycle lane and streetscape improvements were 
completed along Polk Street very recently. 


The purpose of this letter is to describe traffic, traffic safety, delivery and parking issues with the 
proposed project.  The brief memorandum submitted by the developer does not address or impartially 
assess the transportation issues for this project. Each area of concern is described below along with 
other planning issues that must be considered. 


1.  Project Description 


The Planning Department description of the project cites 22,500 square feet of grocery use whereas 
the Transportation Management memorandum uses 44,000 square feet.  Which is correct?  It appears 
that the Planning Department screening for potential impacts may have assumed that the project 
would use only the footprint, whereas the transportation management memorandum uses both stories 
of the structure, doubling the potential impacts. If this is the case, the environmental review needs to 
be redone. 
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2. Lack of Traffic Impact Study   


a. Increase in Project Traffic Generation 


The proposed project requires a use permit and should also require a full Traffic Impact Study.  A 
Traffic Impact Study from a prior environmental review or traffic conditions from previous uses may be 
used for reference information in lieu of new analysis if impacts are equal to or less than the 
previous use or proposal.  However, the currently proposed supermarket would have much higher 
pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular traffic than the previous uses or proposals.  The project clearly will 
create additional parking, noise, traffic congestion, traffic safety, and freight access issues.  
Apparently, based on a review of documents you have collected from the City, the developer was not 
required to submit a traffic impact study.  Instead, the reviewers only requested a Memorandum 
regarding how the project truck delivery and unloading would be accommodated.  Thus, other 
significant environmental impacts are not being addressed.  The project may have a significant effect 
on the environment and this is the standard in CEQA to prepare an Environmental Impact Report. 


Prior environmental documents done for the site are not accurate gauges of how a grocery retail 
project would impact the transportation, parking, air quality, noise impacts, emissions, and traffic safety 
of the neighborhood. Previously, the site was an auto repair facility and, most recently, Lombardi’s 


Sports and Recreation store.  


For instance, the trip generation rates for the two prior uses of the property - an auto repair use and a 
sports/ recreation store have much lower trip generation rates than a supermarket, as tabulated below. 


Land Use 
ITE Land 
Use Code 


Weekday 
Daily Trip 


Rate per 1,000 
S.F. 


Weekday PM 
Peak Hour 


Trip Rate per 
1,000 S.F. 


Auto Repair 943 16.28 2.26 


Sporting Good 
Superstore 


861 
 


28.75 2.02 
 


Supermarket 
(Suburban) 


850 106.78 9.24 


Supermarket 
(Dense Multi-
Use Urban) 


850 154.55 10.94 


Table 1 - Auto Repair, Sporting Goods and Supermarket Trip Generation Rate Comparison 
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Note that the weekday pm trips will increase above the historical uses by 8.92 trips per 1,000 square 
feet, or 200 trips (per the 22,500 square foot project description used by the Planning Department). If 
the use is 44,000 square feet as described in the Transportation Management Memorandum, the 
increase in trips will be 400 trips per hour over the prior use.  The trip rate for the prior use was 28.75 
trips per 1,000 square feet; the proposed 365 Whole Foods market use would be almost eight (8) 
times that rate at 154.55 trips per 1,000 square feet. 


b. Changes in Traffic Patterns from Upcoming Street Projects 


Traffic reports for previous uses cannot be used because the essential four steps of traffic forecasting--
trip generation, distribution, mode split and traffic assignment--are no longer accurate given that the 
Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project will open in Fall 2018. This will change existing traffic patterns. In 
addition, those prior Traffic Impact Studies do not consider the traffic diversion onto Polk and Jackson 
that will increase base volumes onto which this new project traffic will be added.  This, in turn, could 
influence the project traffic assignment to the street network.  Truck access routes and volumes will 
also change when the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit is completed and operating.  This has not been 
considered.  c. Cumulative Traffic Impacts from Upcoming Land Development Projects 


The late 2018 opening of the new California Pacific Medical Center (CPMC) Hospital and its impact on 
traffic distribution is also not considered.  This new eleven-story hospital located within one-half mile of 
the site will create cumulative traffic impacts that also have not been considered.  Other developments 
may also be proposed in the project vicinity.  These need to be identified and their cumulative effect on 
traffic and parking analyzed.   None of this has been considered for the proposed project or in prior 
environmental reviews for this site. 


d. Traffic Operations Issues 


A traffic study needs to be prepared to review the following potential impacts:  
1. Queuing at the intersection and the entrance to the parking garage. 
2. Delays and emissions caused by customers searching for parking. 
3. Delays to Muni buses (Lines 10,12 and 19). 
4. Safety conflicts between trucks and bicycles, pedestrians, handicapped and transit buses along 


all site frontages and truck routings. 
5. Diversion of traffic, changes to traffic distribution and assignment due to the Van Ness Bus 


Rapid Transit Project and diversion of traffic. 
6. Cumulative traffic impacts. 


3.  Vehicle Miles of Travel and Transportation Impacts Assessment  


Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is the new state-mandated measure of a CEQA traffic impact rather than 
Level of Service (LOS).  VMT is an important metric for determining the environmental impacts of the 
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project because VMT correlates with air pollution impacts: the more miles traveled, the more air 
pollution results.  In San Francisco, the “Align Program” was introduced in March 2016 and the City 


now defines a CEQA significant traffic impact as an increase in VMT by land use category and traffic 
zone. For retail uses, the urban VMT is estimated at 12.6 miles per 1,000 square feet of use.  With an 
increase of 400 new peak hour trips compared to the prior use, even if they are each only 1/2 mile-long 
and 30 percent by auto, this would be an increase of 60 VMT per 1,000 sq. ft. in the peak hour which is 
significant relative to the 12.6 VMT baseline per 1,000 square feet of retail.  The significance threshold 
for VMT growth needs to be addressed in a Traffic Impact Study. 


In any case, VMT alone does not fully inform the public of the direct effect of the project on their 
community.  The key purpose of CEQA is public disclosure on environmental impacts and this project 
is not providing the public disclosure that is required.   


These direct VMT impacts and others need to be considered along with cumulative effects from the 
Van Ness BRT Project, and the new CPMC Hospital as well as other ongoing and proposed 
development.   


4.  Vehicle Miles Traveled, Air Quality and Noise Analysis    


The project will generate more traffic than prior uses (see discussion above).   This increase in traffic 
will be in addition to increased volumes resulting from diversion off of Van Ness and onto Polk and 
adjacent streets and the opening of the new CPMC Hospital and Medical Office Building at Geary and 
Van Ness.  


In addition, the lack of parking in the neighborhood will result in additional congestion and VMT as 
people search for available parking.   


There are many currently unanswered questions that must be answered and evaluated in order to 
properly analyze the project’s impacts and to provide the required disclosures to the public who will be 
directly impacted by the project’s impacts on traffic, parking, noise, and air quality. Is the existing public 


parking garage use to cease? Where will the cars now using this garage park?  How much additional 
VMT will be created by the increase in the intensity of use and as people search for more limited 
parking?  Does that amount of additional VMT trigger greenhouse gas and PM 2.5 emissions analysis 
under BAAQMD guidelines?  Will noise mitigations be needed for adjacent residents due to traffic 
deliveries and vibration impacts of large trucks? 


In addition to the above issues, 65-foot semi-trailer trucks are proposed to use a loading area that will 
supplant what is now five (5) metered public parking spaces along Jackson Street frontage.  Trucks 
could operate throughout the day and night, and on some approaches BACKING into the loading area.  
This will result in traffic congestion, additional air quality impacts, increased greenhouse gases and 
lessened safety for transit users, bicyclists using the new Polk Street bike path, and pedestrians 
crossing streets and using the public sidewalk. The proposals to access the supermarket with full size 
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semi-trailer trucks would also interfere with operations on Muni lines 10, 12 and 19. The proposal that 
smaller trucks and catering pick-ups would use the receiving gate and its roughly 10-foot square 
receiving area is equally unsafe.  It will limit the accessibility of the sidewalk to pedestrians and will 
force wheelchair users to go into the street to get around delivery trucks.  


The impacts will be as follows and have not been studied in the City’s environmental review: 


• Interference with Muni operations on lines 10, 12 and 19, 


• Traffic congestion and severe intersection delays, resulting in secondary air quality, safety, 
greenhouse gas and noise impacts   


• Potential VMT impacts due to increased parking shortage and secondary induced travel 


• Loss of parking and secondary air quality, safety and noise impacts 


• Loss of extremely short supplies of on-street, metered parking and subsequent increase in 
greenhouse gases and VMT as people search the neighborhood for parking. 


5. Parking Impact Analysis Needed 


The garage on this site operates as a commercial garage and was recently re-permitted to operate by 
the San Francisco Police Department. Thus, the supermarket will have no parking.  On one recent 
weekday afternoon, there were only four (4) parking spaces available in the parking garage.  On a 
second occasion, no spaces were available1.   


In terms of parking, the use would need to provide approximately 90 parking spaces per the ITE 
Parking Generation (4th Edition) demand of 2.27 vehicles per 1,000 of gross floor area for urban 
supermarkets.  Currently, the public parking garage on the ground floor of the building has a total of 
approximately 70 parking spaces.  It is already essentially at full occupancy.  The parking garage sells 
parking by the hour and the day as well as monthly permits.  Currently those spaces that are available 
for short-term parking are priced at $3.50 per hour and overnight parking for $25.  When asked about 
monthly parking, we were told none was available until February and the price was $380 per month. 
From this and prior visits to check occupancy, we conclude that the parking garage has no available 
spaces for the proposed use. 


In addition, the proposed loading area on Jackson Street will displace four existing metered public 
street parking spaces for private freight deliveries and overhang the sidewalk presenting an 
accessibility barrier.   


                                                      
1 Field Visit November 22, 2017 and November 29, 2017, Patrice Siefers. 
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A parking study needs to be prepared to address this severe parking deficiency.  If the existing 
vehicles parked in the parking structure are totally displaced, there would still be a shortage of about 
20 spaces.  Further, the locations for serving the 70 displaced vehicles currently using the parking 
garage need to be identified.  Additional VMT needs to be added to the impacts to account for these 
displaced parkers searching for parking each day. 


6.  Truck Access and Freight Management Plan Needed 


In lieu of a Traffic Impact Study, a memorandum was prepared to outline how freight operations would 
be managed at this constrained site.  This memorandum does not address the problem of full size 
semi-trailer trucks unloading on two lane neighborhood commercial streets nor does it properly 
propose a management scheme for the proposition of delivering grocery products to the store.    


Three access alternatives were reviewed in the memo and three sizes of trucks were assumed.  The 
memo compares truck trips from three, suburban southern California supermarkets and the Whole 
Foods at California/Franklin and claims that the data show “notably lower” truck trips on a daily and 


weekly trucks.  The numbers of truck deliveries are not “notably lower”; they are in fact, about the 


same. This is because the City does not allow tractor-trailers to use public arterial streets for loading 
and unloading.  One difference is the Whole Foods at California/Franklin has more van deliveries. 
While no formal count was taken, over six van deliveries/pick-ups during the hour traffic were observed 
at the Whole Foods at California/Franklin.  In addition, at that time, there were two small delivery trucks 
parked on California and one delivery underway in the oversize space on the surface lot2 


Goods movement is accomplished in the constrained City environment by downloading goods to small 
trucks and placing loading docks off of streets that are Transit Preferential Streets and Bicycle Routes.  
Also, vendors are scheduled so fewer spaces on the street are needed.  A Transportation 
Management Memorandum should determine the delivery scheduling such that a minimum number of 
parking spaces on the street are removed, access to the use is via properly designated streets and 
truck turning radii are sufficient not to interfere with Muni operations, pedestrian, bicycle and other 
motorized traffic.  All of this should be addressed in the Transportation Management Memorandum. 


The transportation management memorandum submitted by the applicant considers three possible 
directions of approach to the site – southbound right turn from Polk, northbound left turn from Polk and 
westbound through movement from Jackson.   In both directions from Polk, the largest trucks cannot 
make the turns needed because they will be too far from the loading area curb and would require 
backing into the loading area.  In addition, the turning radii drawings shown in the Transportation 
Management Memorandum all clearly show that the truck turns cannot be made without entering:  the 


                                                      
2 Field Visit November 29, 2017, Patrice Siefers. 
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opposing lane, the bus stops, the designated motorcycle parking along the east side of Polk Street 
opposite the proposed supermarket, and the bicycle lane.  


We do not know if they can make turning movements at other intersections and streets en-route or 
what their routing would be because those two key items are not covered in the memorandum. For 
truck movements arriving from the north, access via Larkin Street is recommended; however, Larkin 
between Bay and Pacific (one block from Jackson) is restricted to trucks under 6,000 pounds (e.g. 
small trucks).   New turning restrictions for trucks to and from Van Ness will need to be considered for 
post-Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit access.  Further, the routing to and from the proposed project needs 
to be checked against the Municipal Code with respect to street weight restrictions and truck 
restrictions, bicycle network, and transit lines.  In addition, turning radii need to be checked for each 
size truck proposed for the route to/from Van Ness and the Store at each intersection along the access 
route.  Examples of where on-street unloading by semi-trailers has been approved in a Neighborhood 
Commercial District on a Transit Preferential Street and a Bicycle Route should be provided as well. 


Once a feasible method for getting the trucks there is accurately outlined, the time of arrival and truck 
size need to be proactively managed and a management plan prepared.  In the City, these 
management techniques have included: 


•  use exclusively 30 to 48 foot-long trucks and vans, depending upon which best fit the street 
geometrics 


•  structural changes to the building to incorporate an appropriate loading dock  


•  limit deliveries to off-peak, early morning or late evening and specifically scheduling deliveries to 
allow a very limited number of on-street spaces to be used throughout the delivery period without 
interfering with street sweeping 


•  develop and enforce specific limits or prohibition on the use permit to restrict catering vans and other 


ancillary deliveries. 


In addition, the existing accessibility and  complete availability to pedestrians of the wide sidewalks 
needs to be preserved as called for in the Polk Streetscape Plan and the Transportation Sustainability 
Plan as well as the Transportation Element of the General Plan. If the “receiving gate” on Jackson is 


used, it will block sidewalk access for the handicapped.  It is likely there is a handicapped resident on 
the block because there is a handicapped metered parking space on Jackson at Polk.  How will the 
users of this parking space be affected by the new loading area along Jackson and the potential loss of 
use of their parking space? How will pedestrian and handicapped safety be affected by having to use 
Jackson Street rather than the sidewalk when goods are delivered to the “receiving gate”? These types 


of considerations need to be taken by the Planning Department and developer consistent with the 
City’s Vision Zero traffic safety program. 
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The total demand for delivery trucks per the loading memorandum is 10 per weekday.  However, an 
hourly analysis was not done. This estimate is optimistically low given current experience of the four 
“peer stores” compared in Table 1 of the memorandum.  Peer stores had 15, 10 and 16 daily truck 


deliveries.  It is unclear what justifies a daily truck estimate of 10 trucks per day at the proposed store. 
Also, the loading memorandum does not make a specific estimate for the number of van deliveries per 
day.  These deliveries would be substantial and space will be needed to accommodate the loading and 
unloading of vans for caterers, food delivery applications and inter-store deliveries. Table 1 of the 
memorandum shows a daily van total of 20 vans loading and unloading at the Whole Foods at the 
California/Franklin store.  Where will these vans and small trucks load and unload?  Catering and 
delivery trucks will no doubt be used similarly to the Whole Foods store at California/Franklin.   There 
is no estimate of their number or proposed location for them to load and unload their goods in the 
transportation management memorandum.  There is a vague reference to some deliveries using the 
receiving gate; however, it is unclear what, when or how this gate would be used and no analysis as to 
whether it is properly sized. .   


7. Transportation Code Requirements   


a. Large Semi-Trailer Trucks only allowed with appropriate loading docks 


The project does not meet one of the basic tenets of transportation management with respect to goods 
movement in San Francisco.  First, the only vendors or stores allowed to bring full size semi-trailer 
trucks into the city are those that have a loading dock and accessible location to properly enter and 
leave the loading dock.  Even then, the hours of delivery are restricted so as not to interfere with traffic, 
Muni or street sweeping.  Otherwise, the goods being moved are broken into smaller trucks or vans. 
This is true of supermarkets, restaurant supply trucks, building supplies, contractors and moving van 
lines.   


Large trucks are generally prohibited from using street parking. For instance, Safeway on Bay Street 
accepts semi-trailer truck deliveries at North Point/Powell at a legitimate loading dock (during off peak 
hours).  Safeway in the Marina District does not due to lack of a loading dock. The Whole Foods at 
Franklin/California occupies 24,650 square feet and has a loading dock. Its use permit specifically 
prohibits on street loading and unloading.  An off-street loading space is required for all retail uses 
greater than 10,000 square feet per Planning Code Section 152. 


The project needs to provide evidence supporting a variance in the City’s standard restrictions in truck 


sizes.  We do not see an instance where the size, shape or topography of the site warrant any 
variance from the Code. 


b. Public street space is not allowed to be used for non-public usage 
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A second code issue is that the proposal includes giving city street space and/or property to non-public 
uses (in this case, give metered spaces to a supermarket for loading and unloading).  This violates the 
General Plan tenets regarding public street space not being used for private development. 


8.  Transportation Element of the General Plan 


Policy 40.2 of the Transportation Element of the General Plan calls for discouraging access to off-
street loading and service facilities from transit preferential streets, pedestrian oriented streets on the 
Bicycle Route Network.  In this case, the project would provide access to loading using the Polk Street 
frontage (a Transit Preferential Street and a Bicycle Route) and along Jackson (a Transit Preferential 
Street).  The types of backing maneuvers called for in the developer’s Transportation Management 


Memorandum would interfere with bicycles, buses, passengers, pedestrians and other auto traffic and 
create a pedestrian and bicycle safety hazard. The maneuvers proposed in the transportation 
management memorandum are inconsistent with the General Plan.  


The Transportation Element of the General Plan also calls for designating and coordinating truck and 
bicycle planning so that trucks and bicycle are routed to separate streets where possible.  


9.  Other Plans Not Considered 


A proper environmental analysis would determine the consistency of the proposed land use and design 
details with existing City planning documents.  Since there has been no environmental document 
prepared, there is no analysis of this project against the established plans and policies of the City.  
Some of the plans that need to be considered are:  


• The Polk Streetscape Project 


• Changes to the routing and stop locations for the 19-POLK, 10-FOLSOM and 12-PACIFIC 
buses under the Muni Forward Program 


• The Van Ness BRT  


• Vision Zero Street Safety Program  


• Traffic management plans for the opening of the new CPMC Hospital at Geary and Van Ness, 
and  


• The Transportation Sustainability Plan.   


None of these plans have been considered and thus there is not coordination between the project and 
the City’s policies, design standards and ordinances.  For instance, the Polk Streetscape Project is 


dedicated to improving the pedestrian, transit and bicycle environment and safety as well as to provide 
a beautiful streetscape.  Conformance of the proposed 65-foot semi or several 40-foot trucks adjacent 
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to a bike lane on Polk Street, and conformance of using Jackson Street parking for loading and 
unloading activities with the Polk Streetscape Project needs to be demonstrated. 


 10.  Conclusions 


1. The Transportation Management Plan and Loading Analysis Summary needs to be expanded 
to analyze the entire routes between the project and established truck routes in the City.  This 
needs to consider not only truck turning templates but also weight and length restrictions along 
the routes and their status as Transit Preferential Streets and Bicycle Routes.  The truck 
templates at the proposed curb loading area need to include any back-up movements for the 
truck to be completely aligned with the curb and outside the adjacent travel lane. 


2. A traffic analysis is needed to address traffic operational effects of the project as well as the 
cumulative effects of street projects and land development projects. 


3. A parking analysis is needed to address the severe parking deficiency associated with the 
current project proposal.   


4. A VMT analysis is needed to address the project trips and the induced traffic from inadequate 
parking and vehicles circulating to find a parking space as well as from diverted traffic off of Van 
Ness onto Polk once the Van Ness BRT begins service next fall. 


5. Air quality and greenhouse gas analyses are needed to address the effects of project-related 
VMT and any congestion-related effects on automobile, truck and transit vehicles ability to 
efficiently travel. 


6. A complete discussion is needed of the project’s compliance with the City policies listed above. 


Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this comment letter. 


Thank you for the opportunity to assist you with a review of this proposed development. 


Sincerely, 


 


Keith B. Higgins, PE, TE 







 
  1455 First Street, Suite 301        T: 707.252.7122 
  Napa, CA 94559                         F: 707.255.6876 
 
 
 


                                                                                                                                                                                                   JOSHUA S. DEVORE 
                                                                                                                                                 jdevore@dpf‐law.com 


 
 


 


April 25, 2018 
 
 


Nicholas Foster 
Senior Planner, Northeast Team 
Current Planning Division 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
c/o Jonas P. Ionin 
Planning Commission Secretary 
 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
 
VIA EMAIL:   nicholas.foster@sfgov.org 


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 


 
RE:  1600 JACKSON STREET ‐ 365 BY WHOLE FOODS 
 


Dear Mr. Foster, Mr. Ionin, and Commissioners: 
 
With  apologies  for  the  last‐minute  communication, we write  on  behalf  of  Tony  Vargas  and 
further to our April 18, 2018  letter with additional serious concerns regarding the attempt to 
force  through  approval  of  the  1600  Jackson  Street  project  despite  its  clear  failure  to  follow 
applicable  rules and  regulations. This  letter  supplements our prior concerns, and highlights a 
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few of the largest failures of the project revealed in last‐minute submissions that dictate it must 
be rejected.   
 
The critical environmental study, traffic management plan, and loading analysis for the project 
were not provided until after the period for written comments to be submitted to the Planning 
Commission  passed.  We  have  not  had  sufficient  opportunity  to  fully  analyze  all  of  the 
submissions  provided  yesterday  afternoon,  nor  has  Keith  Higgins,  the  traffic  engineer  that 
provided his comments on the earlier drafts.  As noted previously and discussed further below, 
we respectfully submit that the hearing scheduled for tomorrow should not go forward under 
the present circumstances, and any action taken thereat would be illegal.  
 
The packet of materials provided to the Planning Commission and provided to the public after 
close of business on Friday, April 20 contains a draft motion adopting  findings approving  the 
Project  (the  “Draft Motion”).  The Draft Motion  attempts  to  address  or  deflect  some  of  the 
patent deficiencies of  the project. One of  its conclusions  is  that  the off‐street  freight  loading 
space’s deficiency is a lawful preexisting condition.  (See Draft Motion at 7, citing Planning Code 
Section 150(c)(1).)  That is incorrect.  That conclusion ignores the full language of Planning Code 
Section 150(b), which directs the opposite conclusion. That provision provides that: 
 


Off‐street parking and  loading  spaces, according  to  the  requirements  stated  in 
this  Article  1.5,  shall  be  provided  for  any  structure  constructed,  and  any  use 
established, whether public or private,  after  the original effective date of  any 
such requirement applicable to such structure or use. 


 
The draft motion’s analysis focuses solely on the “existing building” but ignores that there is a 
new use proposed.  (Draft Motion at 7, Packet page 20.)  Indeed, the very next page of the Draft 
Motion acknowledges that the proposed “General Grocery store” is a “new use.”  (Draft Motion 
at 8.) The updated application submitted and provided with  the Planning Commission packet 
admits as much, checking the “Change of Use” box under Item 3.1 The failure to acknowledge 
that Section 150(b) requires new uses to comply with the loading requirements is fatal. 
 
Even giving the  largest benefit of the doubt that the pre‐existing nonconforming  loading zone 
was a  legal nonconforming feature, and even  if the “use” of the general grocery project  is the 
same “use” as the abandoned Lombardi’s sporting goods store, that deficient off‐street loading 


 
_____________________________________ 
1 We note that the revised application provided with the public notice and planning commission packet is unsigned 
and as such appears defective on its face. 
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zone was abandoned  in December 2014 when  the  store closed.2   Any  legal nonconformance 
that  is “discontinued for a continuous period of three years”  is forfeited and future use “shall 
be in conformity with the use limitations of” the Planning Code.  (SF Planning Code § 183(a).)  In 
short,  planning  staff’s  conclusion  that  the  off‐street  loading  zone’s  deficiency  is  a  legal 
nonconformance is wrong. 
 
Further, as noted above, numerous key analysis that dramatically alter the scope of the project 
were  not  provided  in  advance  of  the  notice  of  hearing  or  written  comment  deadline,  nor 
included with the hearing packet.   Only on the afternoon of April 24, 2018, less than 48 hours 
before  the  scheduled  hearing,  were  the  CEQA  Categorical  Exemption  Determination, 
Transportation  Analysis,  or  Transportation  Management  Plan  provided.  Because  these 
documents are critical to even the most basic understanding of the project and provided  less 
than 72 hours before  the hearing,  the hearing  cannot proceed  and must be  renoticed  for  a 
future date after  concerned parties have had a proper opportunity  to  consider  the project’s 
true  scope  and  impact.  (See  SF  Admin.  Code  § 67.1‐1(b)  (“The  notice  should  inform  the 
residents of  the proposal or planned activity,  the  length of  time planned  for  the activity,  the 
effect of the proposal or activity….”))  There is not even a “brief general description” of the on‐
street loading zone provided in the notice of hearing.  (Ca. Gov’t Code § 54954.2(a).)   
 
Indeed, as to the on‐street  loading zone that now appears to be planned, but not  included  in 
the notice, the documents finally provided less than 48 hours before the hearing actually show 
a  proposed  taking  of  128 ½  feet  of  public  street  space  for  private  use:  the  Transportation 
Management Plan (TMP) that has finally been provided (and claims only 100‐feet of taking in its 
text, see TMP p. 3) eventually reveals: 
 


If  the  80  foot  extension  of  the  existing  20‐foot  yellow  zone  is  granted,  the 
loading zone would be 100‐feet‐long. Adjacent to this yellow zone, to the west is 
a 24‐foot‐long curb cut for the building’s driveway, adjacent this yellow zone to 
the east would be a proposed 28‐foot, 6‐inch‐long red zone, extending from the 
yellow zone to the curb. 


 
(TMP Attachment B, Loading Analysis Memo at 8‐9  (emphasis added).)   As noted  in our prior 
submission, such taking is plainly contrary to the General Plan. 
 


 
_____________________________________ 
2 The building owner also evidenced “a clear intent  … to abandon a nonconforming use” when it previously put forth plans 
to raze the structure and build a residential building in its place.  SF Planning Code § 183(a) 
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The  reason  for  this  additional  previously  undisclosed  conversion  of  public  street  space  to 
private use stems from the recognized deficiencies in truck movements, and highlights further 
shortcomings of the analysis – or lack thereof – of truck movements.  The project’s consultant 
has only analyzed three turns at the intersection of Jackson and Polk, and concluded that one‐
third are  incompatible with the project’s plans. Rather than expand the analysis or conduct a 
full  traffic  study,  the  TMP  instead  proposes  a  truck  route  through  a  small  residential  street 
more than 300‐feet away (and thus outside the noticing of the hearing provided by the project).  
Without doing any apparent analysis of the feasibility of  its proposed truck route, the Loading 
Analysis Memo (at p. 10) falsely claims that: 
 


Since  Larkin  Street  is  one‐way  southbound,  trucks  and  vans would  be  able  to 
turn  onto  westbound  Jackson  Street  without  affecting  any  on‐street  parking 
spaces or blocking any travel lanes. 


 
(TMP Attachment B at 10.) We suspect the northbound traffic on Larkin such as this fire engine 
captured by Google Street View would be surprised to learn they are going the wrong way: 
 


 
Larkin looking southbound towards intersection of Jackson and Larkin.  Opposing traffic is travelling northbound. 


 


Little credibility can be given to an analysis which has such a glaring shortcoming.  A full analysis 
of  the  entirety  of  the  transportation  management  plan’s  truck  routing  is  required  at  a 
minimum.   At best, the project’s consultant – who plainly never visited the  location proposed 
for this extensive truck traffic – thought that Larkin was one‐way‐southbound because it knew 
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that no trucks over 3‐tons were permitted on Larkin between Broadway and Pacific: 
 


 
Larkin  looking northbound towards Broadway from  intersection of Larkin and Pacific.   No trucks over 3 tons are allowed to use 
this block. 


 


But  that hardly makes  the Project’s plans better  to route  trucks  to a residential street where 
truck  traffic  is already restricted.  In short,  the Project,  its consultants, planning staff, and  the 
Planning  Commission  have  no  idea  whether  trucks  can  actually  follow  the  proposed  route 
because it was not studied.   
 
As discussed above, the hearing scheduled for tomorrow should at the  least be postponed, or 
the project  should be  rejected  in  its entirety. We  thank  the Commission  for  its  attention  to 
these numerous issues, and remain available for any questions you may have. 
 
          Respectfully submitted,  
 


DICKENSON, PEATMAN & FOGARTY 
 


          /s/ Joshua S. Devore 
 
                                            Joshua S. Devore   


Thomas S. Adams 











 
Dear Commissioners, Mr. Ionin and Mr. Foster:
 
Further to our email below, please see the attached supplemental comment letter on behalf of our
client, Tony Vargas, related to tomorrow’s noticed hearing for the subject property. 
 
We have also attached a copy of our prior submission for your reference.  Please let us know if you
have any questions.
 
Respectfully,
Joshua S. Devore
 
JOSHUA S. DEVORE
T:  707.252.7122  | JDEVORE@DPF-LAW.COM
 

From: Joshua S. Devore 
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 3:16 PM
To: 'nicholas.foster@sfgov.org'; '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'
Cc: Thomas Adams; Louise Mercier
Subject: 1600 Jackson Street
 
Dear Commissioners, Mr. Ionin and Mr. Foster:
 
Please see the attached comment letter on behalf of our client, Tony Vargas, and accompanying
letter of Keith B. Higgins, PE, TE related to the pending conditional use permit application for 1600
Jackson Street noticed for hearing on April 26. 
 
We appreciate your consideration of the attached and are available for any questions you may have.
 
Respectfully,
Joshua S. Devore
 
JOSHUA S. DEVORE
DICKENSON, PEATMAN & FOGARTY
1455 FIRST STREET, STE. 301  |  NAPA, CA  94559
T:  707.252.7122  |  F:  707.255.6876
JDEVORE@DPF-LAW.COM | WWW.DPF-LAW.COM

 
For current wine industry news, visit www.lexvini.com

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:    This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it may contain
confidential information that is legally privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or
attached to this transmission is STRICTLY PROHIBITED.  If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by
reply e-mail, by forwarding this to dpf@dpf-law.com  or by telephone at (707) 252-7122, and destroy the original transmission and its
attachments without reading or saving in any manner.  Thank you.

 

mailto:jdevore@dpf-law.com
mailto:jdevore@dpf-law.com
http://www.dpf-law.com/
http://www.lexvini.com/
mailto:dpf@dpf-law.com


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

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 hearing--November 8th
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:18:58 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: Paula Bruin [mailto:paulabruin@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:12 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods hearing--November 8th
 

 

To all the commissioners:
 
I fully support the use of the former Lombardi’s building for a full-service grocery (Whole 
Foods Market).  I believe the Polk Street corridor has too many empty buildings and is 
presently in a very shabby condition.  I am a resident/owner at 1650 Jackson St.
 
Paula Bruin
 
RichHillsSF@gmail.com
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
planningrodneyfong.com
milicent.jonhson@sfgov.org
joel.koppel@sfgov.org
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
dennis.richards@sfgov.org
John.Rahaim@sfgov.com
Nicolas.Foster@sfgov.org
Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org
 
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@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:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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mailto:RichHillsSF@gmail.com
mailto:myrna.melgar@sfgov.lrg
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mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please continue hearing on 650 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:18:35 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: Renee Curran [mailto:sfmeancat@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:18 AM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Please continue hearing on 650 Divisadero
 

 

Planning Commission,

I support affordable housing for my neighborhood, done right.

Please continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community’s concerns are
addressed in the affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT,
which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th.

Stop ignoring our community!  Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

Thank you,

 
Renee Curran

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


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 650 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:18:21 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: May, Christopher (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:14 AM
To: Gus Hernandez; planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Cc: affordabledivis@gmail.com; Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC)
Subject: RE: Opposition to 650 Divisadero
 
Hi Gus,
 
My staff report clearly states that “More than one hundred additional emails were received from
members of the community requesting that the Commission continue the item to a later date in
order to allow Supervisor Brown’s pending legislation, which proposes to increase the amount of
required affordable housing units in this project, to be enacted by the Board of Supervisors.” 
 
“More than one hundred” would seem to me to adequately summarize the 95 emails you are
describing.
 
Christopher May, Senior Planner
Northwest Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9087 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
 

From: Gus Hernandez <gushernandez1@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:10 AM
To: May, Christopher (CPC) <Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>;
Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Secretary, Commissions
(CPC) <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

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


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

Cc: affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Opposition to 650 Divisadero
 

 

Dear Chris and Planning Commissioners,
 
I went through the hearing packet and counted at least 95 emails that have the subject line "I
Oppose 650 Divisadero" or "Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero."  But they were not indicated as
opposition in the executive summary.  Please correct this error.
 
I also noticed the following letters missing, attached here.
-Harvey Milk Club letter in opposition 
-Sierra Club letter opposing CEQA exemption dated March 2018 (attached)
-Letter from Mark Kessler, historian, requesting reconsideration of CEQA exemption
 
Gus
 
 
March 13th, 2018
 
Dear San Francisco Planning Commission:
 
We write to you today in opposition of the proposed project for 650 Divisadero Street.
San Francisco is experiencing a housing affordability crisis like never before. The City has
reached and surpassed the target for market rate housing for 2022 by 200%; yet there is clearly no
need for additional market rate housing in San Francisco.
 
In response to the density giveaway provided in 2015, which allowed this project to grow from
16 to 66 units with no increase in the rate of on-site affordable units, Affordable Divis held
community meetings and a neighborhood forum to create the Divisadero Community Plan. This Plan,
devised by neighbors and community members, calls for half of new housing units on Divisadero
Street to be affordable. However, out of the total 66 units, the proposed project for 650 Divisadero
would include only 9 affordable housing units and a staggering 57 units of
market rate housing. Without an increase in on-site affordable housing, the 650 Divisadero
project is neither necessary nor desirable for the community.
 
We stand with Affordable Divis in their request for more on-site affordable housing for this
project, and we oppose the proposed project for 650 Divisadero until it meets the on-site
affordable housing needs of the community as outlined by Affordable Divis and the Divisadero
Community Plan.
 
For these reasons, the Executive Board of the Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club strongly
encourages you to agree to the on-site affordable housing requirements for 650 Divisadero



proposed by Affordable Divis.
 
Signed,
 
The Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club Executive Board
 

March 29, 2018
 
 
RE: Opposition to Categorical CEQA exemption for 650 Divisadero project
 
Sierra Club supports infill development. We also support proper evaluation of potential environment
impacts per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as well as the inclusion of affordable
housing to prevent sprawl development in rural areas.
 
Unfortunately, the categorical exemption at 650 Divisadero is not authorized by CEQA, particularly
because the site was used for decades as an automotive repair facility, long before modern standards of
pollution control were in effect. The proposal at 650 Divisadero requires full CEQA review and the impacts
of development fully analyzed. Aside from the non-compliance CEQA, we are also concerned that the
proposal does not include enough affordable housing.
 
We point out the following facts regarding the need for an environmental impact report:
 

•    In the Categorical Exemption document, the Planning Department states that hazardous
materials exist on the site, and that the proposed demolition would not “substantially” alter
existing groundwater quality. SFPUC is adding groundwater into the San Francisco drinking
supply. 
•    Per CEQA, a categorical exemption shall not be used for a project that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.
•    A building can be considered a historical resource if it meets one of four criteria: If the property
is associated with a historically significant event (Criterion 1), person (Criterion 2), or architectural
style (Criterion 3), or if there is potential to gather historically significant information from the site
(Criterion 4).  
•    The Planning Department affirms that this project meets Criterion 3: “While the building was
not surveyed in the Van Ness Auto Row Survey, based on the historical use and age of the
building it is a moderately early example of the second most important group of auto-related
facilities established by the study. In addition, the building was referenced in two prior
publications, The Architect & Engineer and The Early Public Garages of San Francisco. Thus,
the building appears to be a significant individual resource under Criterion 3."
•     

In summary, Hazardous materials and water quality are issues that can be examined in an Environmental
Impact Report. The impacts of demolishing a historic resource should be fully analyzed.
 
In addition, the project as proposed calls for 9 units of affordable housing out of a total of 66 units. This is
an inadequate amount of affordable housing and does not further San Francisco's share of regional
affordable housing. It also does not meet the late Mayor Ed's Lee's goal of half of all new housing being
affordable.
 
In addition to the need for an EIR, the Sierra Club believes that more affordable housing at this project
should be required in exchange for the density deregulation from the NCT rezoning in 2015.
 
Sincerely,
 
 



John Rizzo
Sierra Club Chapter Excecutive Committee
 
 
Mark Kessler
San Francisco, CA
 
June 30, 2017
 
San Francisco Department of City Planning
Christopher May, Planner
christopher.may@sfgov.org
Re: 650 Divisadero Street
Case No.: 2013.1037E
 
Dear Mr. May,
I am opposed to the proposed development at 650 Divisadero. I believe that the San
Francisco Planning Department (SFPD) erred in its determination that the existing
garage lacks the integrity to qualify as a historical resource. Additionally--and in
consideration of the impending loss of the garage--SFPD compounded its error in
settling for the required minimum of affordable housing units.
 
I am a San Francisco resident, California architect, and author of a book devoted to
these early garages. My discussion of this garage is cited in the "Historic Resource
Evaluation Response" in support of SFPD's conclusion that the garage is individually
significant under California Register Criterion 3.
 
The SFPD finding that the building lacks integrity is attributed to facade alterations
that damage original elements (Figs 1-2). I do not agree that the damage reaches
this critical threshold. While the changes are visually horrific--ruining the facade's
symmetry and rhythm of alternating solid and void bays--they are ultimately
superficial.
 
The form of the head building, including its roof profile and facade subdivisions
(attic story and end-bay projections), has survived. Moreover, the facade's southern
end bay retains its integrity, providing intact examples of the facade's essential
ornamental elements and character defining features (Fig 3). Due to this
circumstance, and the symmetry of the original composition, the opposite end bay
(and matching bay facing Grove) can be accurately reconstructed. The ornamental
shafts of the attic pilasters--many of which are simply obscured beneath coats of
paint--can be stripped and/or repaired.
 
The three middle bays of the original ground floor served as crucial compositional
(and functional) elements, but were always plain. Two of the three bays were open
voids, requiring little more than demolition to restore. (The original heads and
jambs of the storefront and south garage door opening remain inscribed on the
facade.)
 
Beyond the details however, the strict application of the Secretary of Interior's
Standards and Guidelines to this facade is unfortunate, as that document does not
anticipate a building type like this. To judge this facade on its ability to convey its

mailto:christopher.may@sfgov.org


significance through a preponderance of original construction is to misunderstand
the source and nature of that significance. The importance of this facade is not
located in revelatory building materials, crafts, or construction technologies. Rather,
its architectural and cultural/historical significance resides in Baumann's ironic
application of formal, academic design to this new utilitarian building type. Material
authenticity is beside the point when the design conceptualization is predicated on
billboard-like simulations of other building types (train stations) and materials
(stucco scored to look like masonry). It's wrongheaded to conclude that this garage
lacks integrity--and is therefore disposable--because much of its stucco and stock
ornamentation are not original. New or old stucco performs equally well in
conveying the true significance of the facade.
 
While reconstructing the end bays (that form the northwest corner) is not an ideal
mode of preservation, it is not difficult to convey that one end bay is original while
the others are reproductions. Certainly this solution, which honestly leverages
original construction, is preferable to losing the entire structure.
 
The rendering of the project sponsor's original 16-unit design demonstrates the
staying power of the garage's architectural integrity. Despite the introduction of
design modifications that accommodate the change in use, the garage maintains its
form, materials, schematic composition, and general character. Implicitly, this
design recognizes the presence of an historical resource. This solution is also
preferable to losing the entire structure.
 
Realistically I know that the garage will be demolished, regardless of its designation
as a historical resource. The key issue then becomes, what does the City realize in
return for approving the demolition of this important building? What needs are
addressed through the replacement? Elsewhere I have written, "In some instances,
as in the construction of affordable housing in the Tenderloin [or in this case, NoPa],
we may decide that the loss of a garage is in our best interest."1 Affordable housing
is indeed an urgent need. Enhancement of the City's supply of affordable housing is
a priority of the General Plan, and a mandate of the Planning Department.
 
The current design calls for 66 units; 9 of these are affordable, as required by law.
However, most projects that conform to this law do not hinge upon the loss of a
cultural and architectural artifact. The original 16-unit project offers many relative
advantages: the preservation of the garage; its adaptive reuse to retail; and, the
setback of the residential block, which maintains the scale, bulk and character of the
architecture on Divisadero Street.  If the 16-unit proposal was profitable, the 66-unit
development is likely to be significantly more so.  In exchange for granting this large
expansion in project scope (encompassing the demolition of the garage), the City
can and should act upon its mandate to enhance affordable housing and require
more than the minimum number of affordable units.
 
I urge SFPD to reconsider its evaluation of the garage at 650 Divisadero,
acknowledge its significance as a historical resource, and require additional units of
affordable housing, especially in consideration of the garage's demise.
 
Thank you.
 
Sincerely,
Mark Kessler



Associate Professor
Department of Design, UC Davis
 
 
 



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 MINIMUM COMPENSATION ORDINANCE TO GIVE

RAISE TO SOME OF SAN FRANCISCO’S LOWEST PAID WORKERS
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:38:22 AM
Attachments: 11.7.18 MCO Signing.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 1:13 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS MINIMUM COMPENSATION
ORDINANCE TO GIVE RAISE TO SOME OF SAN FRANCISCO’S LOWEST PAID WORKERS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, November 7, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS MINIMUM

COMPENSATION ORDINANCE TO GIVE RAISE TO SOME
OF SAN FRANCISCO’S LOWEST PAID WORKERS

In-home supportive care workers and nonprofit workers under City contracts receive wage
increase

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today signed legislation increasing wages for
in-home supportive service (IHSS) workers and nonprofit workers under City contracts, who
are among the lowest paid workers in San Francisco. This legislation comes after an
agreement was reached following weeks of collective negotiations between Mayor Breed, the
Board of Supervisors, and labor leaders.
 
“This is about making sure that we remain a city for people of all incomes and backgrounds,”
said Mayor Breed. “These workers care for many of our most vulnerable residents and it is
important that they receive a fair wage so they can continue to do this essential work and
remain a part of our communities. I want to thank our labor partners and the Board of
Supervisors for their collaboration on this issue.”
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, November 7, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS MINIMUM 


COMPENSATION ORDINANCE TO GIVE RAISE TO SOME OF 


SAN FRANCISCO’S LOWEST PAID WORKERS 
In-home supportive care workers and nonprofit workers under City contracts receive wage 


increase 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today signed legislation increasing wages for in-


home supportive service (IHSS) workers and nonprofit workers under City contracts, who are 


among the lowest paid workers in San Francisco. This legislation comes after an agreement was 


reached following weeks of collective negotiations between Mayor Breed, the Board of 


Supervisors, and labor leaders.  


 


“This is about making sure that we remain a city for people of all incomes and backgrounds,” 


said Mayor Breed. “These workers care for many of our most vulnerable residents and it is 


important that they receive a fair wage so they can continue to do this essential work and remain 


a part of our communities. I want to thank our labor partners and the Board of Supervisors for 


their collaboration on this issue.” 


 


The legislation will enact amendments to the Minimum Compensation Ordinance (MCO) to 


phase-in an hourly wage increase of $3.75 above the current wage being received by 20,000 


IHSS workers over the next five years. This represents a 25% increase from the current wage 


received by IHSS workers, who collectively care for 22,000 low-income seniors and individuals 


with disabilities in San Francisco. Additionally, the legislation will increase the hourly wage by 


$1.50 for certain City-contracted nonprofit workers who provide important support services to 


many of our most vulnerable residents, representing a 10% wage increase from their current 


levels. 


 


“This is not only the morally right thing to do for this largely immigrant and woman of color 


workforce, this is smart city planning that will benefit all San Franciscans,” said Supervisors 


Sandra Fewer and Hillary Ronen, who were the lead sponsors of the legislation. “San Francisco’s 


senior population is exploding and is expected to increase by 69% between 2010 and 2030. We 


only have 29 residential care beds for every 1,000 seniors. Already, half of shelter residents are 


over 50 years old and the nonprofit and home care industries can’t hire enough workers to meet 


demand today. This raise is essential to keep these critical workers. Thank you to Mayor Breed 


for working with us to make it happen.” 


 


The City Controller will also convene a working group with nonprofit organizations, City 


Departments, and labor representatives in the coming months to discuss and work to address 
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wage equity and compaction issues nonprofit organizations may face in implementing 


amendments to the MCO.   


 


“We want to recognize Mayor Breed and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors for taking an 


important step in recognizing the contributions of home care providers and non-profit workers in 


San Francisco,” said Arnulfo De La Cruz, SEIU Local 2015 Executive Vice President.  “Home 


care providers are struggling to make ends meet. Instead of having to relocate, it’s important that 


providers be able to stay in their communities so that they can provide care to the seniors and 


people with disabilities who depend on them. We believe this ordinance is an important first step 


in achieving that and thereby protecting the dignity and respect of our most vulnerable 


residents.” 


 


### 


 







The legislation will enact amendments to the Minimum Compensation Ordinance (MCO) to
phase-in an hourly wage increase of $3.75 above the current wage being received by 20,000
IHSS workers over the next five years. This represents a 25% increase from the current wage
received by IHSS workers, who collectively care for 22,000 low-income seniors and
individuals with disabilities in San Francisco. Additionally, the legislation will increase the
hourly wage by $1.50 for certain City-contracted nonprofit workers who provide important
support services to many of our most vulnerable residents, representing a 10% wage increase
from their current levels.
 
“This is not only the morally right thing to do for this largely immigrant and woman of color
workforce, this is smart city planning that will benefit all San Franciscans,” said Supervisors
Sandra Fewer and Hillary Ronen, who were the lead sponsors of the legislation. “San
Francisco’s senior population is exploding and is expected to increase by 69% between 2010
and 2030. We only have 29 residential care beds for every 1,000 seniors. Already, half of
shelter residents are over 50 years old and the nonprofit and home care industries can’t hire
enough workers to meet demand today. This raise is essential to keep these critical workers.
Thank you to Mayor Breed for working with us to make it happen.”
 
The City Controller will also convene a working group with nonprofit organizations, City
Departments, and labor representatives in the coming months to discuss and work to address
wage equity and compaction issues nonprofit organizations may face in implementing
amendments to the MCO. 
 
“We want to recognize Mayor Breed and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors for taking an
important step in recognizing the contributions of home care providers and non-profit workers
in San Francisco,” said Arnulfo De La Cruz, SEIU Local 2015 Executive Vice President.
 “Home care providers are struggling to make ends meet. Instead of having to relocate, it’s
important that providers be able to stay in their communities so that they can provide care to
the seniors and people with disabilities who depend on them. We believe this ordinance is an
important first step in achieving that and thereby protecting the dignity and respect of our most
vulnerable residents.”

 
###

 
 
 



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 STATE’S DECISION TO DELAY VOTE ON BAY-DELTA PLAN
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:38:12 AM
Attachments: 11.7.18 Bay Delta Vote Delay.pdf

11.6.18 Governor Brown, Lt. Governor Newsom Bay Delta 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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 1:37 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT*** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON STATE’S DECISION TO DELAY VOTE ON
BAY-DELTA PLAN
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, November 7, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** STATEMENT***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON STATE’S DECISION TO

DELAY VOTE ON BAY-DELTA PLAN
 
“I want to thank the State Water Resources Control Board for their decision today to delay
voting on an update to the Bay-Delta Plan.
 
I am supportive of taking a collaborative approach whenever possible to find solutions to the
issues we face. Like Governor Brown and Governor-Elect Newsom, I believe the best solution
to this problem will come from voluntary negotiated agreements with the State that will
deliver the best results for both the ecosystem of the Bay Delta and the residents of San
Francisco. By delaying a vote today to pursue these alternatives, we can avoid lengthy and
costly litigation that would significantly harm efforts to strengthen the Bay Delta environment.
 
I look forward to continue working with our state and local leaders on a solution that restores
the vibrant fish and wildlife habitats of the Bay Delta while ensuring water reliability for 2.7
million Bay residents who depend upon this vital natural resource. I am confident that we will
find an answer that positively serves our environment and our residents.”
 

###
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Wednesday, November 7, 2018 


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


  


*** STATEMENT*** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ON STATE’S DECISION TO DELAY 


VOTE ON BAY-DELTA PLAN  
 


“I want to thank the State Water Resources Control Board for their decision today to delay 


voting on an update to the Bay-Delta Plan. 


 


I am supportive of taking a collaborative approach whenever possible to find solutions to the 


issues we face. Like Governor Brown and Governor-Elect Newsom, I believe the best solution to 


this problem will come from voluntary negotiated agreements with the State that will deliver the 


best results for both the ecosystem of the Bay Delta and the residents of San Francisco. By 


delaying a vote today to pursue these alternatives, we can avoid lengthy and costly litigation that 


would significantly harm efforts to strengthen the Bay Delta environment. 


 


I look forward to continue working with our state and local leaders on a solution that restores the 


vibrant fish and wildlife habitats of the Bay Delta while ensuring water reliability for 2.7 million 


Bay residents who depend upon this vital natural resource. I am confident that we will find an 


answer that positively serves our environment and our residents.” 
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:36:36 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Awbrey [mailto:weegreenmea@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 10:57 AM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero

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

Planning Commission,

We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right. Over 500 community members and local residents
have organized and pressed the developers of the projects at 650 and 400 Divisadero for higher levels of truly
affordable units, but our efforts have so far fallen on deaf developer ears.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation
proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November
13th.

Stop ignoring our community! Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

Thank you,
Lisa Awbrey

Sent from my iPad

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


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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition of Whole Foods/365=Amazon at Jackson and Polk
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:36:33 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: Teresa Nittolo [mailto:tnittolo@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 11:43 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Peskin,
Aaron (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Subject: Opposition of Whole Foods/365=Amazon at Jackson and Polk
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 

This Thursday we meet again as the Whole Foods/365= Amazon hearing  continues. I’ve

spoken numerous times, in opposition as a small business owner on Polk Street for

28 years. I wanted to personally thank you all for taking the time to look at this

project from both sides. I'm sure decisions such as these can be overwhelming at

times..

One of the Commissioners,  said he went around to areas in our city, where similar projects

were approved and some businesses were down as much as 30%. I couldn't survive with this

kind of loss, and I know many of my neighbors could not as well. Could you? We need to keep

our district, a diverse street and not a homogenized version. Please think about the negative

impact. Rick from Cole hardware said it best, approval could be ” unleashing a trojan horse.”  I

fear this is a true statement. Originally this project was supposed to be a Whole Foods/365 now

it’s a full service grocery store not too far from the other location. What about the mention of

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


selling “just a few accessories on the second floor” what type of accessories? Now the project

sponsors are back with their latest proposal of 8 units of housing, this is a weak attempt to

appease our much needed housing situation. I feel that if this project is approved it could be

the stepping stone needed, for Amazon to try and dominate our city.
 

Last week, I went to many business (inspired by the commissioners that did the same) on Polk

Street to hear why they would, or wouldn't support Whole Foods 365/Amazon,  most opposed.

Some responses; businesses afraid, not being able to compete, concern Amazon potentially

renting other vacant storefronts, lunch spots already struggling and now with the thought of

this, traffic congestion, less parking for their customers, etc, etc,...We need to look at this, long

term.  Maybe my business will not be affected in a negative way, but many will. People

complain about the blight of this empty location, what happens when smaller businesses are

forced to close? More empty storefronts...I remain in solidarity with small business owners as

they are the footprint of the Polk St corridor, here and throughout our city, even through our

struggles, we continue to operate and keep San Francisco diverse, interesting and vibrant. This is

what community is about, not corporate big box stores… I've read multiple articles showing the

detrimental effects that Amazon has had on small businesses. It’s impossible for me as a small

business to support a company that has made most of their money, undercutting businesses

such as the ones that outline our communities, paying employees low wages, and avoiding

paying many taxes.

This city needs affordable housing.  One of my employees commutes from Oakland, she would

love to be able to live in the city but cannot afford to. San Francisco is changing, not for the

best, part of this problem is many residents have been displaced by bigger companies coming

in, revitalizing areas and those on lower incomes have nowhere to go. I’m hopeful, Thursday a

decision will be made keeping this small business corridor intact. We need the help of

officials in San Francisco to look out for the smaller businesses and the lower and

middle class population that find it more and more challenging to live and have

businesses here... There are many other locations in the city that would be more

appropriate for this project and it’s not in a small business zone. I support housing

and community over convenience. Please oppose this proposal on Thursday.
 

Thank you for your time,  

Teresa Nittolo



Belle Cose & Molte Cose

2036 Polk Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

415-474-3494
 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:36:29 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: Lea Burkenroad [mailto:lrburkenroad@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 12:49 PM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero

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

Planning Commission,

We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation
proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November
13th.

Stop ignoring our community! Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

Thank you,

Sent from my iPhone

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


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:34:55 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: katherine riley [mailto:riley_katherine@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 1:01 PM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero

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

Planning Commission,

We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation
proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November
13th.

Stop ignoring our community! Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

Thank you,
Katherine
Neighborhood resident since 2002, Mom, Teacher, concerned citizen

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:riley_katherine@yahoo.com


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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:34:26 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: Quintin Mecke [mailto:q.mecke@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 1:15 PM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
 

 

Dear Planning Commission,

We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are
addressed in the affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore
NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th.

Stop ignoring our community! Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero, you did it
repeatedly for CorePower yoga so how about you try siding with the community for
once.

Thank you,

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


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

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); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Opposition to 3637-3657 Sacramento St. Project
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:34:14 AM
Attachments: LetterOfOpposition3637-3657SactoSt.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: John Beverly Jones [mailto:jbev@me.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 1:26 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Letter of Opposition to 3637-3657 Sacramento St. Project
 

 

To Whom it May Concern - I am attaching our letter of opposition to the proposed project at
3637-3657 Sacramento St. As you will see, we are deeply concerned about the devastating
effect this construction will have on the neighborhood. I would like the attached letter entered
in the notes of the Thursday 11/08 hearing on the proposed building.  Please feel free to
contact me with any questions. I also would like to be kept informed on any further
developments regarding the permitting of this ill-conceived project.

Best Regards,
J.B. Jones
Managing Partner Atelier Associates
3625 Sacramento St.

John Beverly Jones
3562 Moore St.
Los Angeles, CA 90066
m: 310.463.7333
h: 310.390.4544
jbev@me.com

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:mary.woods@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
tel:310.463.7333
tel:310.390.4544
mailto:jbev@me.com



LETTER OF OPPOSITION 
 
November 7, 2018 


 
Mary Woods Senior Planner 
San Francisco Planning 
Department 1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
John Beverly Jones, Partner 
Atelier Associates 
3625 Sacramento St. 
San Francisco, CA 94108 
310.463.7333 
jbev@me.com 


 
Re: Opposition to Proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento St.  


Dear Ms. Woods, 


We are the owners of 3625 Sacramento Street, San Francisco, CA. We are writing to 
outline our deep concerns and strong opposition regarding the proposed project at 
3637-3657 Sacramento Street which is two lots to the west of our property. The 
developer, Litke Properties, is asking for several variances and conditional use 
permits, which we oppose for the specific reasons set forth herein. Our family has 
lived and worked in this neighborhood for 65 years. My father, Proctor Jones, ran his 
Publishing and Photography business out of 3625 for 20 of those years. We have 
watched these blocks of Sacramento Street mature with boutique businesses and fine 
dining that respect the existing scale and architecture of the neighborhood. San 
Francisco and especially this area needs to preserve what the rest of the world comes 
here to see: unique architecture, boutique shopping, Victorian scale, and diversity. 


 
                     
  







 
 
 
 
 


As owners of Lot 016, our property is impacted by the current proposal. 
Please See Exhibit 1 


 
 
 
                      ! 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  


Exhibit 1 







 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Requests 
 


The developer is requesting two CUPs related to the size of the project. 
 


1. The developer’s request for a CUP regarding the size of the lot 
(“lot area greater than 5000 sq ft”) violates the Planning Code 
because the developer is seeking to combine two over-size 
lots into one massive parcel, which would be nearly three 
times the size allowed by the Planning Code. 


 
We oppose this because the two existing lots they are combining in this development 
already each exceed 5,000sf; 3637-41 Sacramento Street is currently 7956sf and 
3657 Sacramento is currently 6630sf. 


 
This greatly exceeds the size recommendations for the Neighborhood 
Commercial district and its intent of development that is appropriate to the district and 
compatible with adjacent buildings. Additionally, the massing of the proposed building 
greatly exceeds every other building on the block of this NC district in height, number of 
stories and street frontage. (121.2(a) and (b)) (see Exhibit 3, below) The proposed size 
will dwarf our building, look massive, and block all of the light for our tenants on 
the west side of our building. 


 
The Sacramento Street NCD represents a transitional area between a more major 
thoroughfare, California Street, and a purely residential area, Presidio Heights. 
Sacramento Street is 68’-9” wide, a two lane street with parallel parking on either side, 
and stop signs at every intersection. The scale of the proposed development is actually 
more in line with the NC-S district on 
California Street, where it is a 104’ wide, four-lane street with transit service. The 
zoning of the two districts represents the very different nature of the two streets and we 
feel that the intent of retaining the character of small scale development should be 
maintained in the Sacramento Street NCD by not granting this CUP. 


 


The proposed lot size creates a building that is not necessary or desirable to the 
neighborhood, and is not compatible with the neighborhood.







 
 


              !      


The scale of the proposed building is too large in comparison to 
the existing buildings on both the north and south side of 
Sacramento Street. 
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2. The developer is also requesting a CUP for “non-residential 
use size over 2500sf.” 


The proposed ground floor retail is 6,555sf and the second floor medical/dental is 
9,976sf. This exceeds the size limit for non-residential uses on both the ground floor 
(retail: 2.6x Use Size Limit) and second floor (medical offices-4x Use Size Limit). 


Per Planning Code section 121.2(a) the Use Size Limit is in place to protect and 
maintain a scale of development appropriate to the district. By greatly exceeding 
the specified Use Size Limits the developer is creating a building that does not 
maintain the scale of development of the NC district. 


The proposed size of the second floor medical offices even exceeds the Use Size 
Restriction for the nearby NC-S district on California Street (6000 sf) and is almost that 
of a Regional Commercial District (10,000 sf). This proves that it clearly does not 
comply with the recommended criteria (121.2(a)(2)) that the proposed use will serve 
the neighborhood or that the nature of the use requires a larger size in order to 
function. 


If the developer had not chosen to combine the two large lots into one massive lot 
(requiring a CUP for lot size exemption) the sizes of the proposed uses would be 
smaller. 


Additionally, the disproportionate size of the non-residential use is the major driver of 
the excessive size of the underground parking garage. In exceeding 5,000 sf of retail 
area this triggers the requirement for off street parking, requiring 13 spaces. By 
exceeding 5,000 sf of health services area this triggers the requirement for off street 
parking of 32 more spaces. If a CUP is granted for exceeding both of these use size 
limits it creates the need for 45 additional off street parking spaces which is 71% of the 
proposed underground parking. This represents approximately 24,500 sf of the 
proposed garage or two full levels of the three underground parking stories. 


 
 


Rear Yard Variance Requests 
 
 


We understand that the developer has made changes in the rear yard variance 
requests pursuant to letters of objection from the property owners at the rear and 
side of the proposed project. Notwithstanding, we echo the arguments made 
below by them: 
 
The developer is requesting three variances for the rear yard, all related to the 
top of the underground parking garage. By requesting such a large underground 
parking structure that extends all the way to the rear property line the developer 
proposes creating a structure with a top floor level that is 4’-8” above existing grade at 
the Southeast corner and up to 8’-7” above existing grade at the Southwest corner. 







Additionally, the developer is asking that on top of this they be allowed to have a 6’-0” 
high solid wall. This creates a structure on the rear and side property lines that varies 
from 10’-8” high to 14’-7” high above existing grade. All of the needs for these variances 
are based on decisions of the developer to request Conditional Use Permits for 
exceeding the non-residential use size limits. None of these three variances are 
based on any extraordinary circumstances that do not generally apply to any 
other property in this district. 


 
We oppose all of these rear yard variances because it will create a discontinuity in the 
mid- 
block rear yard space, and having 10’ to 14’ high walls on the property lines is a gross 
violation of the intent of the rear yard ordinances. 


 
 


1. Developer is requesting a variance for “developed top 
surface of underground parking garage is in rear 15’ of 
lot.” 


 
We oppose any variance to the garage occupying the rear 15’ of the lot. 


 
There are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to this property that 
do not generally apply to any other property in the same district (305(c)(1)). 


 
The enforcement of the requirement would not create any unnecessary hardship. The 
only hardship would be to the size of the underground parking garage which is only 
required to be as large as shown due to the choice of the developer to request retail 
and health services that exceed the Non-Residential Use Size Limits for the 
Neighborhood Commercial District. (305(c)(2)). 


 
This variance is not necessary to preserve or enjoy a substantial property right 
possessed by any other property in this district. (305(c)(3)). 


 
Granting this variance would be materially detrimental to properties in the vicinity by 
disrupting the midblock, landscaped open space (134 & 305(c)(4)). [By allowing the 
developed top surface to be above the existing grade in excess of the allowed height and 
with a wall that exceeds the allowed height] 


 
 
 


2. Developer is requesting a variance for “Deck exceeds 3’ above 
grade at any point in required open area.” 


We oppose any variance to the deck surface exceeding 3’ in the required rear yard 
setback. 


 
There are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to this property that 
do not generally apply to any other property in the same district (305(c)(1)). 







The enforcement of the requirement would not create any unnecessary hardship. The 
only hardship would be to the floor locations or size of the underground parking garage 
which is only required to be as large as shown due to the choice of the developer to 
request retail and health services that exceed the Non-Residential Use Size Limits for 
the Neighborhood Commercial District. (305(c)(2)). 


 
This variance is not necessary to preserve or enjoy a substantial property right 
possessed by any other property in this district. (305(c)(3)). 


 
Granting this variance would be materially detrimental to properties in the vicinity by 
disrupting the midblock, landscaped open space (134 & 305(c)(4)), by allowing the 
developed top surface to be above the existing grade in excess of the allowed height 
and with a wall that exceeds the allowed height. 


 
 


3. Developer is requesting a variance for “Railing exceeds 3’-6” in 
required open area.” 


We oppose any variance to the railing exceeding 3’-6” in the required rear yard setback. 
 
There are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to this property that 
do not generally apply to any other property in the same district (305(c)(1)). 


 
The enforcement of the requirement would not create any unnecessary hardship. The 
only hardship would be to the floor locations or size of the underground parking garage 
which is only required to be as large as shown due to the choice of the developer to 
request retail and health services that exceed the Non-Residential Use Size Limits for 
the Neighborhood Commercial District. (305(c)(2)). 


 
This variance is not necessary to preserve or enjoy a substantial property right 
possessed by any other property in this district. (305(c)(3)). 


 
Granting this variance would be materially detrimental to properties in the vicinity by 
disrupting the midblock, landscaped open space (134 & 305(c)(4)), by allowing the 
developed top surface to be above the existing grade in excess of the allowed height 
and with a wall that exceeds the allowed height. 
 
Below Grade Parking 
 
As part of the mass of this project, it includes three stories of below grade 
parking. Although we agree that parking for the neighborhood is needed and a public 
parking garage is necessary for this project to replace the lost parking in the existing 
structures, if the size of the project is reduced, there will not be a need for the developer 
to excavate a full 3 stories below grade. 
 
As adjacent property owners, we are terrified of what this type of excavation will do to 
our existing structure and foundation, not to mention the noise, dirt, time and truck traffic 
in front of our property. There is no plan or discussion regarding the protection of 
foundation, subsidence issues with the neighbors or us. 
 







What will be required of the developer to protect our properties? There are tenants in 
our and adjacent properties who have been there many years, have established 
reputations and rely upon people coming to their business, offices and salons. As well, 
we depend upon the income from this property to survive. If we lose our tenants due to 
length of time of construction, noise of excavation, pile driving, lack of parking during 
construction, etc., we will most likely be unable to recover. Elderly tenants will be 
displaced (one adjacent Tenant, Jack Taylor, is in his 90’s).  
 
We vigorously oppose the size of the garage and excavation of 3 stories below 
grade. 


 
In summary, 


• We oppose the CUP regarding size of lot, 
• We oppose the CUP regarding size of non-residential space, 
• We oppose all three variance requests regarding the rear yard 
• We oppose the size of this project regarding its impact upon the structure of 


our and adjacent properties, impact on existing businesses, impact due to 
mass and size upon the light onto our property without architectural 
modification to preserve the light entering the street. 


 
        This project would have a detrimental effect on businesses in our building and 
others that have been there for 10-20 years, and long- time residents, who live 
around and adjacent to this project. While we understand the push for more 
housing in San Francisco, it should not be done without regard to the Planning 
Codes that are in place to protect our neighborhoods, and certainly not at the 
expense of long-time residents and families. We understand that neighborhoods 
change, but the size and scale of this project as proposed will have a large, 
negative impact on this block and the Sacramento Street corridor. We understand 
that public policy in San Francisco in this climate supports the construction of 
multi-family housing. This is high market rate housing, and with approximately 500 
+ new nearby apartments in the pipeline within 6 blocks, more market rate housing 
of this size is not worth sacrificing the neighborhood feel and architecture of this 
block. 
 
We strongly urge you to deny the Conditional Use Permits and Variances for the 
project as currently shown. 


 
Sincerely, 


 


 
 
John Beverly Jones, Atelier Associates 







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

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: May, Christopher (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero per the neighborhoods request.
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:33:31 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: Aaron Goodman [mailto:amgodman@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 2:30 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero per the neighborhoods request.
 

 

Planning Commission, 
 
We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right. Continue the hearing for 650
Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation
proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on
Tuesday, November 13th. Stop ignoring our community! Continue the hearing for 650
Divisadero. 
 
 
Thank you,
 
Aaron Goodman D11 

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:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue Hearing for 650 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:33:04 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: David Woo [mailto:davidgwoo@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 3:17 PM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Continue Hearing for 650 Divisadero
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the
affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the
Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th.

The community has and continues to be ignored, but we continue to organize because
affordability matters in our community. Continue 650 Divisadero.

Thank you,
 
David Woo
 

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


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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed 365 in Lombardi"s
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:32:57 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: Michelle Callarman [mailto:mcpolkadot@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 3:39 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); HillisSF@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: Fwd: Proposed 365 in Lombardi's
 

 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michelle Callarman <mcpolkadot@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, October 3, 2018
Subject: Proposed 365 in Lombardi's
To: "Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org" <Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>,
"HillisSF@gmail.com" <HillisSF@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>, "john.rahaim@sfgov.org"
<john.rahaim@sfgov.org>, "nicholas.foster@sfgov.org" <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>

Dear commissioners, 

I work in a small business just a 
block from the site of the old Lombardi's. I cannot afford to live near my job. I commute from
Oakland, which is expensive and time-consuming and very stressful. I know my story is not
unusual, I am not asking you to feel sorry for me. But I am asking you to take this rare
opportunity of available space in SF to build affordable housing.

I do not want Amazon in the neighborhood that provides my livelihood and provides
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individuality, warmth and color to SF. Make no mistake, Amazon is the Death Star and has its
destructive force pointed directly at already struggling small business.

BUT...if Amazon is opening a 365 in Lombardi's, they must compromise with us (for aren't we
compromising by allowing them this foothold in SF?) Amazon must split the building with
affordable housing. They will not be allowed to open a 365 if they do not make this
compromise. Please stand strong! Stand up to the Death Star! Protect out beautiful city from
looking like every other place!  

Thank you for considering my heartfelt plea!

Sincerely,
Michelle Callarman

Sent from my iPhone



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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter Opposed to the 365 Store at Polk and Jackson Streets:
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:32:46 AM
Attachments: updated letter 365 store .docx

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Elaine Tanzman [mailto:ettanzman@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 4:15 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Rahaim,
John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Re: Letter Opposed to the 365 Store at Polk and Jackson Streets:
 

 

Dear Commissioners and city planners: 
 
Please see the attached letter: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thanks,
 
Elaine Tanzman 

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

November 7, 2018



Ms. Elaine Tanzman

1580 Jackson Street, #15

San Francisco, CA 94109



Dear Commissioner Hillis: 



I am strongly opposed to Amazon/Whole Foods's opening a 365 Store on Polk and Jackson Streets. I have lived across the street from this site for 40 years. It is likely that will slow the three bus lines, the 19, 27, and 12 buses that run on Polk and Jackson Streets. Both Polk and Jackson are two-lane streets and this intersection is too narrow to accommodate the traffic that a chain store with a 70-space parking is likely to generate. In the light of San Francisco's burgeoning traffic problems, it would be a poor city planning decision to give a green light to this project.         



The traffic report that Kittelson and Associates did in which they concluded that this store will not have a substantial negative impact on the transportation network. However, Kittelson does not explain how they came to this conclusion. In addition, they cite examples of situations which appear to contradict it. For example, they have a contingency plan for abating car queues which they say may occur as cars line-up to enter the parking garage on Polk Street. If these car queues occur, they will have a 

[bookmark: _GoBack]a negative impact on the transportation network because they will cause traffic congestion on Polk Street. During peak shopping times cars will queue up to enter the parking garage on Polk and will interfere with the flow of traffic on Polk. Their report is also incomplete. For example, they omitted the 27-bus which along with the 12 line runs adjacent to where Amazon/Whole Foods plans to conduct loading activities on 65-foot delivery trucks on Jackson Street. 



I don't think there is enough evidence to conclude that the vast majority of the people in this neighborhood support this store. Amazon/Whole Foods paid for a poll to gauge whether residents in this neighborhood want this store to open. Because this company paid for this poll and we don't know who they polled, I am skeptical of this conclusion. The other poll was done on Nextdoor.com, a social networking site, and was not based on a random sample. 



In addition, many people who testified in favor of this store lived at the April 26th hearing live in either of two condominiums at 1591 Jackson street or 1650 Pacific Street. 

These people are likely to gain financially if that store opens because property values increase when chain stores move into a neighborhood. The Russian Hill Neighbors who also support it don't live in the Polk Gulch neighborhood whose residents are most likely to experience the problems and benefits of opening this store. 



Sincerely, 



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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:32:30 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Monica Herbert [mailto:monicaherbert@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 4:26 PM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
 

 
Planning Commission,

We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the
affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the
Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th.

Stop ignoring our community! Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

Thank you,
 
 
Monica Herbert
monicaherbert@hotmail.com
(415) 602-6679
 

“If I am not for myself, who will be for me? But if I am only for myself, what am I? And if not now, when?”

―Hillel the Elder
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://www.goodreads.com/author/show/5785492.Hillel_the_Elder


 



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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Revised letter opposed to the 365 Store
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:32:21 AM
Attachments: updated-2 letter 365 store .docx

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Elaine Tanzman [mailto:ettanzman@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 4:34 PM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Rich Hillis; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Subject: Re: Revised letter opposed to the 365 Store
 

 

 
 
Elaine Tanzman
 
 
On Wednesday, November 7, 2018, 4:33:28 PM PST, Elaine Tanzman <ettanzman@yahoo.com> wrote:
 
 
Dear Commissioners and city planners: 
 
Please see this revised letter opposing this store.
 
Thanks, 
 
Elaine Tanzman

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

November 7, 2018



Ms. Elaine Tanzman

1580 Jackson Street, #15

San Francisco, CA 94109



Dear Commissioner Hillis: 



I am strongly opposed to Amazon/Whole Foods's opening a 365 Store on Polk and Jackson Streets. I have lived across the street from this site for 40 years. It is likely that the traffic that this store will attract will slow the three bus lines, the 19, 27, and 12 buses that run on Polk and Jackson Streets. Both Polk and Jackson are two-lane streets and this intersection is too narrow to accommodate the traffic that a chain store with a 70-space parking is likely to generate. In the light of San Francisco's burgeoning traffic problems, it would be a poor city planning decision to give a green light to this project.         



The traffic report that Kittelson and Associates did concluded that this store will not have a substantial negative impact on the transportation network. However, Kittelson did not explain how they came to this conclusion. In addition, they cite examples of situations which appear to contradict it. For example, they have a contingency plan for abating car queues, which they say may occur as cars line-up to enter the parking garage on Polk Street. If these car queues occur, they will have a negative impact on the transportation network. During peak shopping times, it is likely they will occur. Their report is also

incomplete because they omitted the 27-bus which runs adjacent to the place where Amazon/Whole Foods plans to load products. 



In addition, as some Commissioners have concluded, I don't think there is enough evidence to conclude that the vast majority of the people in this neighborhood support this store. Amazon/Whole Foods paid for a poll to gauge whether residents in this neighborhood want this store to open. Because this company paid for this poll and we don't know who they polled, I am skeptical of this conclusion. The other poll was done on Nextdoor.com, a social networking site, and was not based on a random sample. 



Many people who testified in favor of this store lived at the April 26th hearing live in either of two condominiums at 1591 Jackson street or 1650 Pacific Street. 

These people are likely to gain financially if that store opens because property values increase when chain stores move into a neighborhood. The Russian Hill Neighbors who also support it don't live in the Polk Gulch neighborhood whose residents are most likely to experience the problems and benefits of opening this store. 



Sincerely, 





[bookmark: _GoBack]Elaine Tanzman 







   





 

1



1





From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: 650 divis
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:32:12 AM
Attachments: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.msg

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.msg
Stop Ignoring our Community!.msg
Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.msg
650 Divisadero.msg

 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero

		From

		Denise Zietlow

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; christopher.may@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com






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














Planning Commission,





I support affordable housing for my neighborhood, done right.





Please continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th.





Stop ignoring our community! Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.





Thank you,





Denise Zietlow








Sent from my iPhone








Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero

		From

		Maya Chupkov

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; christopher.may@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com






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














Planning Commission,





We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.





Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th.





Stop ignoring our community! Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.





Thank you,


Maya





Sent from my iPhone








Stop Ignoring our Community!

		From

		Lisa Windes

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; christopher.may@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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





 





Enough is Enough
The developer of 650 Divisadero plans to build 80% of the units as market rate units, which in today’s San Francisco, means totally unaffordable to most neighborhood residents.





When this project was proposed in 2015, it was only going to provide 9 units of affordable housing out of 66 units.  Thanks to our advocacy, the project will now likely include at least20% affordable, but that is still not enough.





The Community Has Spoken
Affordable Divis wants as much affordable housing as possible in our neighborhood. The Divisadero Community Plan calls for projects to include 50% of the units to be affordable. We would like to see more projects with 100% affordable housing.  Our petition for 33%  affordable was signed by Affordable Divis, ASNA, HANC, and over 300 neighbors.











Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero

		From

		Basil Ayish

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; christopher.may@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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





 





Planning Commission,

I support more housing for our neighborhood, but not at any expense; there is no shortage of demand and a willingness to pay for market rate housing. If done right, though, sufficient affordable housing will be a cornerstone consideration to any new housing project, not mere lip service.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th.

Stop ignoring our community!  Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

Thank you,






Basil Ayish


1751 Grove St, San Francisco, CA 94117








650 Divisadero

		From

		Dean Preston

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Affordable Divis Now

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; christopher.may@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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





 





Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:












I live three blocks from the project site.  












650 Divisadero is before you with an unacceptable 13.5% BMR.  Amidst our affordability crisis, it is concerning that this project would be presented to this commission with 86.5% of the units completely unaffordable to most neighborhood residents. If a vote is forced on the project in its current form, with no guarantee of anything above 13.5% affordable, conditional use should be denied.












This is not your standard grandfathered project under the citywide inclusionary deal. Divisadero & Fillmore were rezoned in 2015, allowing quadruple the number of units on this site, a windfall to the developer, with no heightened affordability rates. Some of the value created by the rezoning should have been captured as a community benefit through more affordable units. The failure to do this was later recognized as a mistake by the Planning Director. Thanks to the persistence of the community group Affordable Divis, corrective legislation is finally moving forward.












The Commission should continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th. A number of amendments to the legislation have been requested by Affordable Divis.  Once the legislation is finalized, there will be a new baseline affordability rate for projects in this area. In the meantime, perhaps you can encourage the developer to meet with the community to propose a more substantial level of affordability.












Thank you for your consideration of these comments.












Dean Preston
















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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:31:13 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: Jennifer Liu [mailto:jferliu@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 1:29 AM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
 

 

Planning Commission,

We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community’s concerns are
addressed in the affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and
Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday,
November 13th.

Stop ignoring our community!  Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

Thank you,
Jennifer Liu, Native San Franciscan

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


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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:31:03 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Shannon Bolt [mailto:shannon.e.bolt@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 1:46 AM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
 

 

Planning Commission,

We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the
affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the
Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th.

Stop ignoring our community!  Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

Thank you,
Shannon Bolt 

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


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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue the 650 Divisadero hearing until legislation is finalized.
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:30:43 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: Hugo Kobayashi [mailto:sffishhead@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 7:40 AM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Continue the 650 Divisadero hearing until legislation is finalized.
 

 

Planning Commission, We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right. Continue the
hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation
proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday,
November 13th. Stop ignoring our community! Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero. Thank you,

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


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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero!!!
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:30:35 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: Hugo Kobayashi [mailto:sffishhead@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 7:42 AM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero!!!
 

 

Planning Commission,

We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community’s concerns are addressed in the affordability
legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on
Tuesday, November 13th.

Stop ignoring our community!  Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero!!!

Thank you,

Hugo Kobayashi

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


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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Opposition - 1600 Jackson St., - Amazon 365
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:30:20 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: Vasu Narayanan [mailto:vasu@realfoodco.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 8:04 AM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Rich Hillis; Richards, Dennis
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; christine.d.johnson@sfgov.og; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Kim, Jane (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: Letter of Opposition - 1600 Jackson St., - Amazon 365
 

 

 
Dear Commissioners and Supervisor Peskin
 
My name is Vasu Narayanan and I recently acquired Real Foods on Polk. I have owned and
operated grocery stores in many parts of the Bay Area, over the past 20 years and have
personally experienced the damaging effect of Whole Foods opening in the vicinity of my
businesses. I am against the Whole Foods 365 project proposed for 1600 Jackson St. I hope
the planning commission will take a leadership role in being a champion for housing and
protecting small businesses and communities and allow larger companies to operate only in
appropriate surroundings.
 
Some key points
 

1)      Empty building – no dislocation of tenants – sufficient housing with bonus for
30% affordable housing and still can accommodate retail
 
2)      Existing retailers in the neighborhood can continue to invest and grow and thrive
and NOT become Zombie businesses causing many to lose employment (if you allow
Whole Foods 365 to open here)

 
3)      This location alone will have enough selling square footage to match all the 16
retail spaces on both sides of Polk St. between Vallejo and Broadway (except

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


Walgreens), meaning Whole Foods would be effectively given enough space to cover a
full two sided block to overpower and destroy small businesses in the vicinity.  

 
4)      The major supporters come from Russian Hill farther away from the location than
people close by – except tenants from next door who fear losing views and wrongly
think low income housing is what will come there thus affecting their real estate
values.

 
5)      There are plenty of grocery options here – only a few blocks away and also lots of
delivery options. This neighborhood has not suffered from lack of grocery options.

 
6)      Most small businesses are owner operated and single employee - hence most
people are unable to attend the hearing in person. So the true opponents are
substantially more than the supporters lobbied by Whole Foods.

 
7)      At least 50 nearby businesses will be detrimentally impacted – we have already
seen this at other locations where Whole Foods has opened with the city.

 
8)      An opportunity to expand housing here will be forgone for ever if the current
application goes through. 

 
9)      Developer has not responded to multiple overtures by merchants and locals who
suggested a Special Utility District option and/or full size retail below new housing
development.

 
10)  Proposing 8 market rate units vs. possible 80+ units is an insult – Also, the
developer’s statement that housing is not viable is categorically wrong, given analyses
by other developers.

 
11)  So many local manufacturers and wholesalers have been hurt by Amazon
discontinuing businesses with local players and centralizing buying nationwide. This
trend will only get worse as they consolidate their ever expanding line of Amazon Go,
Amazon star, Whole Foods and Whole Foods 365 and choke smaller businesses.

 
Please don’t squander this opportunity to do the right thing. Expand housing, preserve the
neighborhood character, let small business grow and thrive and everyone will be better off –
including the developer.
 
Respectfully
 
Vasudev Narayanan
 

 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:29:55 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Denis Mosgofian [mailto:denismosgofian@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 8:41 AM
To: Rodney Fong; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC);
affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero

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

Dear Planning Commission,

We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation
proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November
13th.

Stop ignoring our community!  Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

And please, stop approving market rate developments until and unless affordable housing for low, moderate and
middle income folks can afford the housing being approved.  All projects should be required to build 33% - 50% of
units as affordable.

Thank you,

Denis Mosgofian
District 5
San Francisco

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


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

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: Potrero Power Station Mixed Use Case 2017-011878ENV
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 9:29:52 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: Dennis Hong [mailto:dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 8:50 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Schuett, Rachel (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Kim, Jane (BOS); Breed, London
(MYR); Marlia.Cohen@sfgov.org
Subject: Potrero Power Station Mixed Use Case 2017-011878ENV
 

 

Good morning Honorable Members of the SF Planning Commission. I'm sorry I will be
unable to attend this mornings 11/08/2018 meeting. However, I fully support item
number 13 on your agenda – DEIR - 2017-011878ENV - POTRERO POWER
STATION – Draft Environmental Impact Report. I'm currently reviewing this DEIR
and as noted, I will submit my comments to this DEIR by November 19, 2018. Both
the Developer and the San Francisco Planning Department has done a fine job with
this Document. Let me rough in my initial comments.

Your Recommendation; Review and Comments, good or bad - can help in expediting
the RTC process and getting a final Certification.

This Mixed use Project shows great promise. This area has several major, if not many
other projects both in the pipeline and under review. All these projects will help this
semi blighted area in it's revitalization. This includes Table 2-1 on pages 2-14 of
Volume 1 which pretty much says it all – a well thought out Project from the
Developer with a good use of retail and office space, 2,682 housing units, hotel, PDR
and more. Wow where else can you get so many units to be added to the our City?

I see this as another ideal project that will bring so much additional housing, retail,
office, PDF and other mixed use to this area. Just think per table 2-1 it shows an
additional 2,682 housing units from this Project alone.

mailto:commissions.secretary@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: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/


I hope we do not loose the opportunity to get this project approved. Only because I
feel that these Developers are moving on with their projects some where else, only
because so much time passes on with this process, construction costs keep rising
and it hurts their bottom line.

Okay, as usual, said enough, more of my comments will be submitted later. I'm a
resident of San Francisco for more than 74 Plus years. Now retired. Can I have
everyone’s support on this Project too? If you have any question regarding my email,
please reach out and let me know what your concerns are.
 
Please include this as part of the DEIR Document/file.

Honorable Commissioners with all that said, can I have your support and any
comments to help expedite this project thru the system, as I believe it will help with
the RTC.

 

Best, Dennis



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

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); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Pre-Application Letter of Support for 1355 Fulton
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 10:26:53 AM
Attachments: HAND Pre-Application Letter of Support for 1355 Fulton (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: HAND [mailto:hand4sf@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 10:22 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Hand4sf; BrownStaff; Brown, Vallie (BOS)
Subject: Pre-Application Letter of Support for 1355 Fulton
 

 

Mr. Ionin, 
Please see the attached community letter of support on behalf of the members of Haight-
Ashbury Neighors for Density (HAND) in favor of the proposed project at 1355 Fulton. We
believe this project is an excellent example of transit-oriented development with zero
displacement and we urge the Planning Commission to quickly approve it. 
 
Best, 
 
--
Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density 
 
To opt out of future emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe" 
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November 7, 2018 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
c/o Jonas Ionin, Commission Secretary 
1650 Mission Street, Room 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Letter of Support for: 
Proposed Development at 1355 Fulton Street 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
We write to you on behalf of Haight-Ashbury Neighbors for Density. We are a neighborhood 
group of residents in the Haight, Cole Valley, NOPA, and Inner Sunset who support the creation 
of more housing in our neighborhoods in Supervisorial District 5. 
 
San Francisco faces an unprecedented housing shortage and affordability crisis. We, as 
residents, have seen the effects of these dire problems firsthand in the form of displacement, 
increased homelessness, and rent hikes among our friends and neighbors. Mayor Breed, who 
represented our District as Supervisor until recently, stated the solution to this problem simply: 
“We have to build more housing. We have to build more housing. We have to build more 
housing.” 
 
It is with her words in mind that we welcome the proposed development of 75 new homes with 
ground-floor retail and parking at 1355 Fulton St. Situated next to transit-rich Divisadero Street, 
the proposed structure would take advantage of the state density bonus law to make 20–35% of 
the units affordable BMR within a 10-minute walk of several MUNI bus lines: 5R, 21, 22, 24, 31, 
and 38R. We are excited that the development would convert a commercial site to mixed-use 
residential with absolutely no displacement and without evicting any residents. 
 
We welcome the creation of 75 new homes at 1355 Fulton St to NOPA, and we greatly 
appreciate the additional housing stock it will bring to our city at a time when we need it the 







most. We look forward to working with the developers to ensure that they bring housing of all 
affordability levels to our beautiful neighborhood, contribute to our thriving community character, 
and facilitate future residents’ access to public transit. As this development progresses through 
the application process, we ask that you join us in supporting more housing in District 5 by 
approving this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Haight-Ashbury Neighbors for Density (https://www.facebook.com/haightfordensity/) members, 
including: 
Robert Fruchtman 
Phillip Kobernick 
Nicole Lindler 
Corey Smith 
Charity Pitcher-Cooper 
Anne Sauer 
Steve Worsfold 
Amy Meyer 
Michael Siliski 
Michael Ducker 
Keziah Perez Sonder Plattner 
Andrew Sullivan  
Rahul K Gupta  
Ben Marks 
Nikhil Sthalekar 
Dan Federman  
Hannah Edelsberg 
Michael Ducker 
Jordan Yelinek  
Matthew Gerring 
Derek Lyon  
Norma Guzman  
David Stone  
Christopher Stone  
Theodore Gordon  
John Lee 
Isabelle Malouf 
R Fran Fran  
Xo Wang  
Nikhil Sthalekar 
 



https://www.facebook.com/haightfordensity/













From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods, Polk and Jackson
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 10:03:48 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: John J. Riley [mailto:johnjriley@mindspring.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 10:03 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); 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: Whole Foods, Polk and Jackson

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

Dear Members of the Planning Commission, and Staff:

I am writing in support of the proposed Whole Foods project at Polk and Jackson (Russian Hill), in San Francisco.

As a resident of the neighborhood for many, many years, I think the project provides the neighborhood with
something it desperately needs:  A reliable place to shop for organic foods.  (Real Food Company used to be that
place, but has neglected its duty to the neighorhood for about 5 years by bleeding its Filmore/Filbert location to a
slow death, while cocurrently understocking its shelves on Polk.)  We need a place we know we can go to that won’t
be out of milk, butter, whatever.  And more, a good grocery store to which we can walk.

I’d also like to point out that we need to fill that space with a thriving market that will generate foot traffic on Polk
Street, which will inure to the benefit of other merchants.  It’s a dead zone now.

A final comment:  I don’t understand why this is taking so long when the need is so apparent.  The market should
already be up and running.  (Out of respect, I’m tempering my frustration with the delay.)

Thank you for your consideration.

John Riley

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:johnjriley@mindspring.com


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please approve 1600 Jackson at Hearing Thursday, November 8th
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 10:03:44 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: gloriart8003@sbcglobal.net [mailto:gloriart8003@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 10:02 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); Peskin,
Aaron (BOS)
Subject: Please approve 1600 Jackson at Hearing Thursday, November 8th

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

Dear Commissioners,

As a resident of 1650 Jackson Street, I SUPPORT the Whole Foods 365 for
the former Lombardi space at 1600 Jackson and ask you to approve this
much needed addition to our neighborhood.

Thank you,

Gloria Allen
Owner/ Resident  Apartment 605 since  2001

Sent from my iPad

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Street Whole Foods 365 CUP
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:58:05 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
 
From: Karen Dold [mailto:trattratt@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:56 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: 1600 Jackson Street Whole Foods 365 CUP
 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Trattratt <trattratt@aol.com>
Date: November 6, 2018 at 11:00:20 AM PST
To: commissions.secretary@sf.gov.org
Cc: 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,  aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
Subject: 1600 Jackson Street Whole Foods 365 CUP

1650 Jackson Homeowners Association
1650 Jackson Street

San Francisco, CA  94109
 

Case No. 2016-000378CUA
1600 Jackson Street
 
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
We at 1650 Jackson Street, a condominium building adjacent to 1600 Jackson Street
consisting of 68 residential units and two retail units, support the proposed Whole Foods
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mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org


365 project with  residential units on Jackson and Polk streets. A poll of our residents voted
overwhelmingly in favor of this project.  We are very pleased that Whole Foods 365 and
Village Properties have not given up on our neighborhood and have worked diligently with
the Planning Commission to come up with a solution that everyone could be satisfied.
 
 
We would like to remind the commissioners that our neighborhood turned down a
proposal for a ban on formula retail and we have no objection to a store such as
Whole Foods 365 being a part of our neighborhood. We already have numerous
vacant retail sites on Polk Street between Broadway and California Streets and
believe that this project would greatly boost all retail on Polk Street and would bring
much needed foot traffic to the neighborhood in addition to supplying us with an
affordable grocery store within walking distance of our neighbors. Having a full-
service grocery would complement the offerings of the small retail businesses in the
neighborhood such as Cheese Plus, Bel Campo Meats, and The Jug Shop, which are
not on everyone's budget nor are they appropriate for everyday shopping.
 
We would also like to reiterate the fact that the building at 1600 Jackson is a viable one and
a perfect spot for this project.  We believe it is wasteful to destroy a building such as this
and goes against all that San Francisco stands for.  Our neighborhood has increased in
density and will continue to do so for the foreseeable future. We need to keep up with the
requirements of a growing neighborhood with a full service grocery and anchor store such
as Whole Foods 365. This store will also improve walkability for our neighborhood and will
work along with the Transit First requirements of San Francisco.
 
Finally, we object to the many forces outside of our neighborhood who are vehemently
opposed to this project.  We believe the neighbors should carry weight in their own
neighborhood.  We also object to the stance of the MPNA who has taken no poll in the
neighborhood to verify their stance.
 
Please listen to the voices of the people who actually live in this neighborhood and approve
this project so that we can finally see some progress on this issue.  
 
Thank you.
 
Best regards,
Frank Burkatzky, President
Dick Wayman, Vice President
Lindsey Kotterman, Secretary
Bob Kamm, Treasurer
Karen Dold, Member-At-Large
 
 
 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Street, Case No. 2016-000378CUAVAR
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:57:56 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: Karen Dold [mailto:trattratt@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:57 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: 1600 Jackson Street, Case No. 2016-000378CUAVAR
 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Trattratt <trattratt@aol.com>
Date: November 6, 2018 at 10:12:43 AM PST
To: commissions.secretary@sf.gov.org
Cc: RichHillis@SF@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,  aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
Subject: 1600 Jackson Street, Case No. 2016-000378CUAVAR

October 6, 2018
 
 
FROM:
Karen and David Dold
1650 Jackson Street
Units 503 and 504
San Francisco, CA  94109
 
Case No. 2016-000378CUAVAR
1600 Jackson Street
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:trattratt@aol.com
mailto:commissions.secretary@sf.gov.org
mailto:SF@gmail.com
mailto:myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:joel.koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:john.rahaim@sfgov.org
mailto:nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org


 
Dear Planning Commissioners:
 
We are owners of two units at 1650
Jackson Street, directly adjacent to
the property at 1600 Jackson
Street. We have lived at this
address since 1991 and are directly
adjacent to 1600 Jackson Street.
We would like to add our support to
the mixed use project being
proposed at 1600 Jackson Street
for a Whole Foods 365 store and
residential rental units.  We believe
that this compromise with our
neighborhood is a good one and
we applaud both Whole Foods
and Village Properties for
sticking with our neighborhood
and supporting our desires as
well as the desires of the
Planning Commission.  The
property in question has been
vacant for about three years.
This is a viable building suitable
for this project without much
alteration and this is the most
sustainable option for this
property.
 
During the last few years, our
neighborhood has come together,
along with the Russian Hill
Neighborhood Association, (and
despite the Middle Polk
Neighborhood Association which
has not listened to the desires of
the neighborhood, has not taken
a vote, and has not performed
due diligence by neighborhood
outreach to verify their view like
The Russian Hill Association
has) to work with Whole Foods and
the developer to have our needs
met.  We believe that both the
Whole Foods 365 team and the
developer have continued to meet
our demands and have been open
to discussions and meetings. We
have all put in a great deal of time
and energy on this project and feel
that we should be listened to.  We
thoroughly object to the many
non-residents who have voiced
their opinions against this
project - including some of our
local merchants and the



Merchant Association.  It is our
feeling that the opinions of those
who live here should be given
weight as to what our
neighborhood needs. We support
our merchants and they should
in turn support us.
 
We would hope that the Planning
Commissions would put aside their
own prejudices which were very
obvious two hearings ago and look
at all of the correspondence written
in favor these last couple of years
of this project. We would also like
to remind the Commission that
this neighborhood did not vote
for a ban on formula retail and
that a Whole Foods 365 would be
welcomed here.
 
During the last few years, our
neighborhood density has
increased overwhelmingly.  There
are many other large scale projects
which will be coming up in the next
few years.  One is already being
proposed across the street from us
at 1641 Jackson which is now on
the market for sale.  We have had
large multi-unit residential projects
built recently on Pacific and
Washington Streets in this
neighborhood.  We will definitely
need a full-service, walkable
grocery store in which to shop
which is not a small, expensive
specialty store such as The Cheese
Shop, Bel Campo Meats, or The
Jug Shop.  These are not full-
service stores where one could
shop every day.  
 
Right now, there are numerous
vacant retail spots on Polk St.
between Broadway and
California St.  We believe having
a Whole Foods 365 store on Polk
would boost business for
everyone.The addition of an
anchor store such as
Whole Foods 365 would be
a welcome addition to our
neighborhood and would
most assuredly boost foot



traffic on Polk Street to
help Polk get back on
track.  Formula retail has
certainly not adversely
affected Chestnut Street
which is a lively, viable
street. Polk Street certainly
deserves more than another
coffee retail spot, nail salon,
gym or massage
establishment. We can
guarantee that this would be
a successful spot in the
neighborhood. 
 
In closing, I would like to remind
you that one of the commissioners
complained about not liking the
Whole Foods any longer on
California Street because the lines
were too long and it was not as
friendly.  We believe the lines are
too long and the store crowded
because the neighborhood has
grown and that we need another
full-service store.  
 
Please vote to approve this
project.  The life and health of
our neighborhood depends on it.
 
Sincerely,
Karen and David Dold
1650 Street Units 503 and 504
San Fracisco,  CA 94109

 Reply  Reply All  Forward



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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:48:31 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Susan Mallon [mailto:sfmallon@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:32 AM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero
 

 

Planning Commission,

We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the
affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the
Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th.

Stop ignoring our community!  Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

Thank you,

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


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

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, SENATOR SCOTT WIENER, ASSEMBLYMEMBER DAVID

CHIU, SUPERVISOR AARON PESKIN, AND CITY LEADERS APPLAUD PASSAGE OF PROPOSITION A TO
STREGTHEN THE EMBARCADERO SEAWALL

Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:48:21 AM
Attachments: 11.7.18 Proposition A.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:46 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, SENATOR SCOTT WIENER,
ASSEMBLYMEMBER DAVID CHIU, SUPERVISOR AARON PESKIN, AND CITY LEADERS APPLAUD PASSAGE
OF PROPOSITION A TO STREGTHEN THE EMBARCADERO SEAWALL
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, November 7, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED, SENATOR SCOTT WIENER,

ASSEMBLYMEMBER DAVID CHIU, SUPERVISOR AARON
PESKIN, AND CITY LEADERS APPLAUD PASSAGE OF

PROPOSITION A TO STREGTHEN THE EMBARCADERO
SEAWALL

$425 million General Obligation bond will fund life safety improvements to the San Francisco
waterfront

 
San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed, Senator Scott Wiener, Assemblymember
David Chiu, Supervisor Aaron Peskin, City Administrator Naomi Kelly, and numerous other
City leaders joined together to thank San Francisco voters and applaud the approval of
Proposition A, the $425 million General Obligation bond to address urgent life safety
improvements to the San Francisco waterfront.
 
The Seawall Program is a citywide effort to strengthen the Embarcadero Seawall and create a
more sustainable and resilient waterfront. The current vote tally according to the San
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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, November 7, 2018 


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


  


  


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED, STATE SENATOR SCOTT 


WIENER, STATE ASSEMBLYMEMBER DAVID CHIU, 


SUPERVISOR AARON PESKIN, AND CITY LEADERS 


APPLAUD PASSAGE OF PROPOSITION A TO STREGTHEN 


THE EMBARCADERO SEAWALL  
$425 million General Obligation bond will fund life safety improvements to the San Francisco 


waterfront 


 


San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed, State Senator Scott Wiener, State 


Assemblymember David Chiu, Supervisor Aaron Peskin, City Administrator Naomi Kelly, and 


numerous other City leaders joined together to thank San Francisco voters and applaud the 


approval of Proposition A, the $425 million General Obligation bond to address urgent life 


safety improvements to the San Francisco waterfront. 


 


The Seawall Program is a citywide effort to strengthen the Embarcadero Seawall and create a 


more sustainable and resilient waterfront. The current vote tally according to the San Francisco 


Department of Elections has the measure passing with over 80% of the vote. 


 


“San Franciscans voted resoundingly to strengthen the Embarcadero Seawall,” said Mayor 


Breed. “Our city understands the urgency of being prepared not only for the next big earthquake, 


but also for the eventual impacts of climate change and sea level rise. This is an important step to 


ensure a safe waterfront for everyone.” 


 


The Embarcadero Seawall stretches over three miles of waterfront from Fisherman’s Wharf to 


just beyond AT&T Park. The Seawall sits over unstable mud and is vulnerable to lateral 


spreading and settlement in a major earthquake. If the Seawall were to fail it could destroy or 


seriously damage critical utilities, transportation infrastructure, and buildings along the 


Embarcadero. The Seawall underpins the Embarcadero Historic District and provides flood 


protection to over 500 acres of the city and regional transportation systems, including the BART 


and Muni Metro underground transit network. 


 


“Protecting San Francisco from sea level rise and earthquakes will be one of the most important 


projects of our generation, and I’m pleased to see that San Francisco voters see the value of this 


investment,” said Supervisor Peskin, who sits on both the California Coastal Commission and 


the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and was the lead sponsor of 


the General Obligation bond. “The time is now to ensure a safe and resilient waterfront for San 


Francisco residents and visitors alike.” 
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1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


With $425 million in general obligation bond funding approved by voters, the Port has identified 


funding sources for the full $500 million needed in Phase I for life safety improvements. Current 


and planned funding includes a $425 million local General Obligation bond, a grant from the 


State of California ($5 million), as well as contributions from the San Francisco Planning 


Department and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency ($2 million) and the Port 


($14 million). Additionally, the Port is pursuing State legislation to support the remaining 


funding need to the Seawall Program through the Port’s Infrastructure Financing District. Full 


infrastructure improvements to the Embarcadero Seawall are estimated to cost up to $5 billion 


and will require continued investments from local, state, federal, and private partners. 


 


“I commend San Franciscans for approving Prop A funds to strengthen the Embarcadero 


Seawall,” said Senator Wiener. “I look forward to working closely with the Port of San 


Francisco and the City of San Francisco as we leverage these local funds with state and federal 


dollars to make sure San Francisco is safe.”  


 


“Passing Prop A was a must – and now we will do whatever we can to leverage this local 


funding at the state level to ensure San Francisco has a safe waterfront for future generations,” 
said Assemblymember Chiu. 


 


“This is an important down payment on one of the most critical pieces of infrastructure in our 


city – not just for seismic safety, but for sea level rise,” said City Administrator Kelly, who 


chairs the Capital Planning Committee. “I’m proud of San Francisco for voting to responsibly 


invest in this vital Program and the safety of our city.” 


 


“I’m thrilled by the results on Prop A. On behalf of the entire Port team, we will work hard to 


ensure the Seawall Program meets the strict standards of accountability, fiscal responsibility, and 


transparency San Francisco voters expect and deserve,” said San Francisco Port Commission 


President Kimberly Brandon. 


 


The Seawall Program is led by the Port of San Francisco, in consultation with the Mayor’s 


Office, the Board of Supervisors and Supervisor Peskin’s Office, City Administrator’s Office, 


City Controller’s Office, Department of Emergency Management, Department of the 


Environment, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, the San Francisco Public 


Utilities Commission, San Francisco Public Works, the San Francisco Planning Department, and 


the San Francisco Airport.  In addition, stakeholders for the Program include Port of San 


Francisco tenants, the residents of San Francisco, and state and federal partners. 


 


“The Port is incredibly grateful to San Francisco voters for approving these funds in order to 


keep our waterfront safe and plan for sea level rise,” said Port of San Francisco Executive 


Director Elaine Forbes. “Our talented Seawall team is already working to ensure an efficient and 


expeditious rebuild and repair of the most critical life safety areas of the Seawall.”  


 


The Port of San Francisco manages the waterfront as the gateway to a world-class city, and 


advances environmentally and financially sustainable maritime, recreational and economic 


opportunities to serve the San Francisco Bay Area and California.  
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For more information on the Seawall Program, visit sfseawall.com. 
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Francisco Department of Elections has the measure passing with over 80% of the vote.
 
“San Franciscans voted resoundingly to strengthen the Embarcadero Seawall,” said Mayor
Breed. “Our city understands the urgency of being prepared not only for the next big
earthquake, but also for the eventual impacts of climate change and sea level rise. This is an
important step to ensure a safe waterfront for everyone.”
 
The Embarcadero Seawall stretches over three miles of waterfront from Fisherman’s Wharf to
just beyond AT&T Park. The Seawall sits over unstable mud and is vulnerable to lateral
spreading and settlement in a major earthquake. If the Seawall were to fail it could destroy or
seriously damage critical utilities, transportation infrastructure, and buildings along the
Embarcadero. The Seawall underpins the Embarcadero Historic District and provides flood
protection to over 500 acres of the city and regional transportation systems, including the
BART and Muni Metro underground transit network.
 
“Protecting San Francisco from sea level rise and earthquakes will be one of the most
important projects of our generation, and I’m pleased to see that San Francisco voters see the
value of this investment,” said Supervisor Peskin, who sits on both the California Coastal
Commission and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and was
the lead sponsor of the General Obligation bond. “The time is now to ensure a safe and
resilient waterfront for San Francisco residents and visitors alike.”
 
With $425 million in general obligation bond funding approved by voters, the Port has
identified funding sources for the full $500 million needed in Phase I for life safety
improvements. Current and planned funding includes a $425 million local General Obligation
bond, a grant from the State of California ($5 million), as well as contributions from the San
Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency ($2
million) and the Port ($14 million). Additionally, the Port is pursuing State legislation to
support the remaining funding need to the Seawall Program through the Port’s Infrastructure
Financing District. Full infrastructure improvements to the Embarcadero Seawall are
estimated to cost up to $5 billion and will require continued investments from local, state,
federal, and private partners.
 
“I commend San Franciscans for approving Prop A funds to strengthen the Embarcadero
Seawall,” said Senator Wiener. “I look forward to working closely with the Port of San
Francisco and the City of San Francisco as we leverage these local funds with state and federal
dollars to make sure San Francisco is safe.”
 
“Passing Prop A was a must – and now we will do whatever we can to leverage this local
funding at the state level to ensure San Francisco has a safe waterfront for future generations,”
said Assemblymember Chiu.
 
“This is an important down payment on one of the most critical pieces of infrastructure in our
city – not just for seismic safety, but for sea level rise,” said City Administrator Kelly, who
chairs the Capital Planning Committee. “I’m proud of San Francisco for voting to responsibly
invest in this vital Program and the safety of our city.”
 
“I’m thrilled by the results on Prop A. On behalf of the entire Port team, we will work hard to
ensure the Seawall Program meets the strict standards of accountability, fiscal responsibility,
and transparency San Francisco voters expect and deserve,” said San Francisco Port



Commission President Kimberly Brandon.
 
The Seawall Program is led by the Port of San Francisco, in consultation with the Mayor’s
Office, the Board of Supervisors and Supervisor Peskin’s Office, City Administrator’s Office,
City Controller’s Office, Department of Emergency Management, Department of the
Environment, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission, San Francisco Public Works, the San Francisco Planning Department,
and the San Francisco Airport.  In addition, stakeholders for the Program include Port of San
Francisco tenants, the residents of San Francisco, and state and federal partners.
 
“The Port is incredibly grateful to San Francisco voters for approving these funds in order to
keep our waterfront safe and plan for sea level rise,” said Port of San Francisco Executive
Director Elaine Forbes. “Our talented Seawall team is already working to ensure an efficient
and expeditious rebuild and repair of the most critical life safety areas of the Seawall.”
 
The Port of San Francisco manages the waterfront as the gateway to a world-class city, and
advances environmentally and financially sustainable maritime, recreational and economic
opportunities to serve the San Francisco Bay Area and California.
 
For more information on the Seawall Program, visit sfseawall.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: RE 3637-3657 Sacramento Street.
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:22:03 AM
Attachments: 2018-11-06 KMKOppositionForm.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: wimmort@sbcglobal.net [mailto:wimmort@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 4:10 PM
To: Woods, Mary (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: RE 3637-3657 Sacramento Street.

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

Dear Ms. Woods,

Attached is a form in which I declare my opposition to the Litke Properties, Inc development at 3637 to 3657
Sacramento Street.

Sincerely,

Karel Merlin Kretzschmar

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:wimmort@sbcglobal.net



LETTER OF OPPCISITTON


Planning Department
City and County of San Francisco
L650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94L03


RE: 3637-3657 Samamento Street - Opposition to proposed project 2007.134T8


To \Mhom It May Concern:


This letter is to express OPPOSITION for the proposed project at363T _3657
Sacramento Street. I oppose the demolition of the two structures and construction
of one new mixed-use building for th,e following reason[s):


I oppose the proiect size because it is incompatible with the surrounding
low-density residential neighborhood, and ii much Iarger than the
Planning guidelines for Sacramento Street.


I oppose ilre size of this proiect because of the negative impact it will
have on the residents and businesses of Sacramento Street;


Other: t
t- I


ao.t 'ret
f..r ]E.


Thank you for your tim


t \


Lil-h.,L Pou 7c-f,oc (i.r "(eq r,t { regf.t\L 9,ua
3Lturs C,Crl Ct-rrztS .
e and consideration of this letter of opposition.


B- M sG-., u., ){. .- z-. c t+&( A{(


<a^92


Sincerely,


Name


Business Name (if applicable)


Address: <tr C q


Email Address and/or Telephone: GLc R,4L. l,c=l
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Teatro Zinzanni and Kenwood Investments Hotel & Theater Proiect Seawall Lots 323 &324

Broadway and The Embarcadero Case No. 2015-0L6326ENV
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:21:40 AM
Attachments: 323 & 324 Broadway CCDC 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: Jason Chommanard [mailto:jason.chommanard@chinatowncdc.org] On Behalf Of Malcolm
Yeung
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 4:10 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC)
Subject: Support for Teatro Zinzanni and Kenwood Investments Hotel & Theater Proiect Seawall Lots
323 &324 Broadway and The Embarcadero Case No. 2015-0L6326ENV
 

 
Hello Planning Commissioners -
 
Please find Chinatown CDC's letter in support of Teatro Zinzanni and Kenwood Investments
Hotel & Theater Project.
 
Thanks -
 
______________________________________
Malcolm Yeung | Deputy Director
Chinatown Community Development Center
myeung@chinatowncdc.org | 415-742-1654
https://www.chinatowncdc.org

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



Chinatown (ommunitv
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San Francisco Planning Department
1-650 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 941,03
Attention: Laura Lynch


RE Support for Teatro Zinzanni and Kenwood Investments
Hotel & Theater Proiect
Seawall Lots 323 &324/Broadway and The Embarcadero
Case No. 2015-0L6326ENV


On behalf of the Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC), I am writing to
express our support for the Teatro Zinzanni/Kenwood Investments hotel and theater
project and the Planning Department's decision that the project qualifies for a Mitigated
Negative Declaration.


For over 30 years, Chinatown CDC has been dedicated to the pursuit of our mission to
build community and enhance the quality of life for San Francisco's residents. We are a
place-based community development organization that strives to empower low-income
residents by providing advocacy, planning, organizing, housing development and
property management for neighborhood across the city. As you know, we are
particularly attentive to protecting Chinatown and thus are pleased to report that
Chinatown CDC wholeheartedly supports theZinzanni/Kenwood hotel and theater
project at Broadway and The Embarcadero, the gateway to Chinatown and North Beach.


We have participated in numerous meetings with the Project Sponsor and we are fully
aware of the hotel and theater project's uses, design and scope, and we support the
proj ect wholeheartedly!


The hotel and theater will support the Arts, create a new public park in our
neighborhood, is designed to fit into the historic distric! will be sustainably built, and
respects the 40-X height and bulk limit for the site.


Chinatown CDC strongly believes that the Zinzanni/Kenwood hotel and theater project
should be approved, and we urge you to support the issuance of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the project. Thank you for your anticipated support for the
Kenwood/Zinzanni hotel and theater project.


Sincerely,


Malcolm Yeung
Chinatown Community Development Center


Prcperties prcfession.alty managed by Chinatown Community Development Center do not disuiminate based on race, color, creed,


KE 'fiili,?!;ii'^i3il?Tl,fi!i!{i;Elf"liJiliil,i'f!!S;,'i!l,i3i!#,",fi,;J7:1"::f::!:Xi::i",;:3::'!i:lf;1i,3:,"!,iif}iii?i,i!'


1525 Grant Avenue


San Francisco,CA 94133


TEL 415.984.1450


FM 415.362.7992


TTY 415.984.9910


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

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); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the conditional use application of Amazon/Whole Foods at 1600 Jackson
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:20:44 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: AMY SHERMAN [mailto:amybsherman@me.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 5:33 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Support for the conditional use application of Amazon/Whole Foods at 1600 Jackson
 

 

Commissions secretary: 
 
I live on Russian Hill at Larkin and Green.  Since the closing of Big Apple grocery store I
have relied more heavily on delivery services because there is NO full service grocery store
that I can walk to and carry my groceries home from. Big Apple was just 2 block away from
the proposed Whole Foods 365. Our neighborhood is densely populated and needs a real
grocery store. The other stores in the neighborhood are not anywhere near adequate, I shop at
them so I know this to be true. 
 
I understand the need for housing, but those demanding it and those in opposition to Whole
Foods 365 don’t live in this neighborhood and aren’t impacted by the lack of a grocery store
trhe way I am. I will continue to shop at the other local stores, but I also believe that 365 will
complement their selection. 
 
Right now we have 4 coffee shops in 3 blocks—Saint Frank, Peet’s, Starbucks, and Royal
Grounds and soon there will be a Philz. This is ridiculous and does not serve the locals who
live in the neighborhood. If more housing is added, where will everyone shop? Will they
survive on coffee? No. There will be even more need for a grocery store. I implore you to
serve the people who live on Russian Hill. WE NEED A GROCERY STORE. 
 
Thank you,
 
Amy Sherman
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Amy Sherman
2201 Larkin St #4
San Francisco CA 94109
 
415.729.5114
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: AMAZON 365 1600 Jackson st.
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:20:22 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: lebeaunobhill@gmail.com [mailto:lebeaunobhill@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 8:00 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC);
Planning@rodneyfong.com
Cc: Moe Jamil; Ray Bair
Subject: AMAZON 365 1600 Jackson st.

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

At a time with all municipalities, counties and states finding themselves dealing with an obvious shortage of
housing, I find it amazing that this project continues to be presented with the least amount of housing possible? As
members of the planning department, I would think that any project of this scope would require a maximum use of
the property to provide as much housing as is feasible . Just look across the street where Belcampo meat co is, that
project maximized the use of the property footprint.It provides necessary housing and commercial space on the
ground floor.
What the city, county and state needs more than anything is more HOUSING, not more food options. We don’t have
a shortage of food options in our city, what we have is a shortage  of housing,whether it be “affordable” or high end.
This project started with Whole Foods being the sponsor , now that AMAZON has taken over, we all have to ask if
we want to have this chameleon of a corporate disruptor come into our community. They are already in our
everyday life as it is. We need to say NO to this project. Thank you Joseph Omran Lebeau Nob Hill Market

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:lebeaunobhill@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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:20:18 AM
Attachments: 2018-11-06 LLKOppositionForm.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: willith@sbcglobal.net [mailto:willith@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 4:23 PM
To: Woods, Mary (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Re: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street

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

Dear Ms. Woods,

Attached is a form in which I state my opposition to the Litke Properties, Inc development at 3637 to 3657
Sacramento Street.

Sincerely,

Ann Kretzschmar

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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TETTER OF SPFSSETTGN


Planning Department
City and County of San Francisco
L650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103


RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Opposition to proposed project ZOO7.134ZE


To \.,Vhom It May Concern:


This letter is to express OPPOSITION for the proposed project at363T -3652
Sacramento Street. I oppose the demolition of the two structures and construction
of one new mixed-use building for th-e following reason[s):


I oppose the proiect size because it is incompatible with the surrounding
Iow-density residential neighborhood, and is much larger than the
Planning guidelines for Sacramento Street.


I oppose the size of this proiect because of t}e negative impact it will
havern theresidents and businesses of Sacramento Street.


0ther:


Thank you for your time and consideration of this letter of opposition,


Sincerely,


Name: 4 Nrn L K Za rzscft fid t<


Pnt*+;s a-


Business Name [if applicableJ


Address I


Email Address and/or Telephone: e-


r0 I
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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: Evidence of Secondary Impact
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:19:42 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: aj [mailto:ajahjah@att.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 9:40 PM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Shanahan, Thomas (ECN); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Tom Temprano; Ivy Lee; Hood, Donna (PUC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Evidence of Secondary Impact
 

 

Dear Ms. Poling,
 
For the administrative record:
 
 
The "Heads I Win, Tails You Lose" PRC Section 20199(b)(3) proscribes a finding of significance for "the adequacy of parking for a project" [for the Balboa Reservoir Project itself].  
 
This proscription can neither be logically nor fairly extended to apply to the elimination of the historical and existing use of the PUC Reservoir for CCSF student parking.
 
Only a lack of integrity and autocratic overreach would allow the City to pretend that PRC 21099(b)(3) can override adverse impacts on City College stakeholders.
 
I wish to present substantial evidence to support the claim of secondary physical effects on City College caused by the proposed Reservoir Development:
 
Excerpted from 5/1/2017 City College answers to questions asked by Reservoir RFP finalists   https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=10716 :
 

CCSF’s developing (but not yet adopted) Facilities Master Plan (FMP) shows two structured parking facilities – one on the west side of the Ocean Campus west of the Performing Arts Education Center, and one on the east side of
the Campus east of the Stadium. These parking structures are shown on the FMP in anticipation of the Balboa Reservoir development, which will result in the loss of up to 1,004 parking spaces that CCSF has had access to for
many decades...
Development of the parking structure is not tied to development of the PAEC –it is tied to
the loss of parking due to development of Balboa Reservoir. Timing of construction of the

parking structures should occur ahead of the loss of the equivalent parking due to Balboa

Reservoir development.

CCSF does not believe it should bear the burden of developing the parking 
structures and the associated costs. CCSF has enjoyed use of the Balboa Reservoir site for 
1,004 parking spaces for decades, and although CCSF utilizes the parking under a fully-
revocable license from the SFPUC, many now perceive it as an extension of CCSF’s campus.  
CCSF is only master planning potential sites for parking structures on campus land due to 
the potential loss of the Balboa Reservoir parking.

 
 
Excerpted from 5/3/2018 BOT Study Session on Facilities Master
Plan https://www.ccsf.edu/dam/Organizational_Assets/About_CCSF/Admin/facilities_planning/2017FMP/20180503/20180503%20CCSF%20Study%20Session%20Final.pdf 
:
 

Two Year Bond Fund Budget
 2018-2020 

• $45M – Planning and Approval Phase
   – Design and Approval of PAEC and Priority FMP projects
       • STEM, Student Development, Renovate Science Hall 
       • Parking Replacement Plan
 – Immediate Benefit Projects 
       • Smart Classrooms, Instructional Technology 
       • Sustainability and Energy Efficiency Projects 
       • CDC Design, Wayfinding, Swing Space Prep
 – Saves Escalation Cost – Earlier starts for next projects 
 

CCSF Study Session 
Conceptual Budget Exercise 

 Building                                                                              Total 
Performing Arts Education Center                                    $221M 
Student Union                                                                   $144M 
Instructional                                                                       $126M 
Stem Complex                                                                   $309M 
Child Development Center                                                  $20M 
Central Plant                                                                       $34M 
Student Services                                                              $104M 
Instructional ‐ Visual Arts (Renovation)                              $26M 
Instructional ‐ Batmale (Renovation)                                  $83M 
Science Hall (Renovation)                                                $114M 
East Parking Structure (877 Spaces)                                 $91M 
West Parking Structure (1,030 Spaces)                             $83M 
Total Ocean Campus (Phase I)                                       $1.355B
 
Submitted by:
Alvin Ja                       11/6/2018   
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:19:38 AM
Attachments: Letter of opposition Nov 6 2018 - Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson Street.msg

Collected letters of opposition - Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson Street.msg
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Letter of opposition Nov 6, 2018 - Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson Street

		From

		Ray Bair

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Cc

		Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

		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; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org



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





 





Commissioners,





 





I’m writing today to state my opposition to the proposed Whole Foods/Amazon 365 store at 1600 Jackson St. I have written and spoken to you many times expressing my disapproval of this project. I plan to attend the Nov 8 hearing to speak on this matter as well.





 





I believe housing is the best and highest use for the property at 1600 Jackson St. Village Properties purchased the property from the Lombardi family with the expectation to build housing at the site. Your commission has stated numerous times your desire for this site to be built as housing, because you also know housing is the best and highest use of the property at 1600 Jackson St. If you approve the CUP at this time, there is ZERO chance this property will ever be developed into significant housing in our lifetimes. Housing is what a small corridor like Polk St needs, not a big box convenience food store.





 





At the last hearing members of the commission and the public used the term “Full-Service Grocery Store” a number of times. It was volleyed as a new term of virtuous endearment for the project. Yet this Amazon 365 store is not a full-service grocery store. The Whole Foods Market located just 5 blocks away on California St, however, is a full-service grocery store with service counters for meat, seafood, prepared foods, and cheese; and staff to assist you with nutritional and body care products, prepared foods, produce and more.  This new concept for Amazon/Whole Foods is designed as a convenience store with no service counters and a minimum of staff as I’m sure you already know because you have studied the floor plans. If you approve this PUC at this time, our neighborhood will not enjoy the benefits of a “Full-Service Grocery Store” that is integral to our neighborhood. Instead we will have a nameless and faceless shopping experience designed for convenience over community.





 





It’s well known that Amazon is a retail killer. They destroy the playing field, as they don’t just want a share of the market, they want the entire marketplace.  How will smaller independent retailers like myself compete with an organization with endless resources? If indeed the neighborhood were to benefit from a full-service grocer at 1600 Jackson St, why can it not be a local independent who wants to share and build within the existing community? Why do we need Amazon within our small business corridor?  





 





You know the small food and beverage retailers on 24th St and Haight St have suffered after the opening of Whole Foods Markets there, you’ve visited the local merchants and heard it for yourselves. These are communities that previously had a grocer in both these locations, but this is not the case with Polk St. Why would you purposefully and consciously offer an incentive for Amazon over the independents here who have built Polk St into such a vibrant area?  You are hopeful that Amazon won’t drive us out of business, yet what incentives do we, the locally owned family businesses, receive in return?  How will your hopes benefit those who appreciate and enjoy what the locally owned family businesses have/are doing to make our community great?





 





Over the course of the hearings little has been mentioned about traffic congestion. This retail footprint is a bit small for Amazon 365, and the developer has worked to retain as much retail space within the design of the space. The loading area is woefully inadequate to accommodate the tremendous amount of trucked deliveries needed to supply a store that should expect revenues upwards of $500,000 per week.  I should know, I’m a seasoned retailer with a tight footprint of my own. The sheer number of deliveries and waste is staggering.





 





Furthermore, the parking lot entrance and exits are quite small and limited in visibility. Polk St is narrow, so narrow that we can only have one green bicycle lane southbound directly at the mouth of the parking garage.  Northbound Polk St has a “sharrow” for cyclists because the street is quite narrow. As a pedestrian friendly street, our sidewalk is filled all hours of the day. Our street and sidewalk are jam packed with bodies and vehicles every day.  Obviously, Amazon will be a huge success, they have the resources to assure it. So, if hundreds of cars and pedestrians will visit this location each hour, how will they all fit on the street and navigate the narrow parking entrance?  





 





I already see cars lined up in the street and in the garage waiting for pedestrians (or not) to clear the sidewalk, while frustration mounts in the street with cyclists being forced out of their new green lane and fast-moving distracted motorists trying to squeeze through the narrow lanes to their destinations. I see this now, and this garage currently gets very light use. It’s not difficult to visualize how bad it will be with hundreds of cars entering and exiting and the increase in foot traffic to the location every day.  This is a recipe for failure and gridlock on this steep grade of narrow road.





 





The parking lot is a deal breaker in another way, as it will alter the shopping patterns of the neighborhood.  Many on the side of Amazon 365 are frustrated to shop at other local stores including our local Whole Foods Market and Trader Joe’s because the parking lots are full, and the stores are crowded. They’re hopeful that this potential new store will provide them relief. Yet, they hope to drive to and park at the new location, even if the new store is only 3 or 4 blocks closer to them.  I know from my shopping habits, most likely yours too, that if you park in a private retailers parking lot, you not only don’t park there and leave to shop elsewhere, you are restricted from such activity and may be ticketed and/or towed for doing so.  Any belief that shoppers will park at 365 and walk up or down the hill to other retailers is simply not a true belief.  If Amazon were to develop the parking area into housing and/or propose a cooperative arrangement with local merchants to use the parking area, it would show they truly are committed to the community.  Otherwise, their private parking lot will only add exponential more vehicles on Polk St and drive customers out of the small independent businesses.





 





I have been involved in this debate for the past 3 years, when the lease was announced in November 2015.  All along, I and others in the neighborhood have objected in favor of housing and against formula retail.  We have always offered the project sponsor the idea of having a local grocer instead of the retail-killer Amazon.  More importantly, we offered (as did Commissioner Richards and others) the idea to work with our district supervisor, mayor’s office, and community groups to create a special use district allowing the development of significant housing (60+ units) at the location AND a 20,000 sq ft retail grocery store on the ground floor. We are now 3 years into this debate and the developer, who is a master at this type of mixed use development, wants you to believe it is not feasible to explore and execute. I don’t buy it, and neither should you. Had the developer taken our community seriously we might have the store and housing completed already. 












If you are worried the developer won’t build housing here if the CUP is denied, consider this…We have ZERO chance of significant housing being developed here if it is granted. With the addition of an insulting 8 units of housing, the fate of this corner will be forever sealed, as displacing both business and housing in the future would be unthinkable and impossible without an act of god.





 





In conclusion, I strongly believe this CUP should be denied.  A company as large and controversial as Amazon should not be allowed to operate in our small community here without a significant contribution to our city and neighborhood. To be granted the privilege of coming in and disrupting the other businesses, yet to give nothing back to the community in return is a handout of mammoth scale. To imagine the opportunity to develop 60, 70, 80, or more units of housing on this site, and to see that opportunity lost so that Amazon can prosper while others diminish would be a horrible legacy for you, our community, and our city.





 





I want to thank you for your tireless efforts to steer our community towards its greatest potential and ask that you spend 2 minutes watching this video about Polk St created by SFGovTV. I hope this will further enlighten you to the what I believe is at stake in this debate, and the many wonderful delights Polk St has to offer. 





 





-Ray























Ray Bair

Cheese Plus
Best Cheese Shop 


in SF -


San Francisco Magazine

2001 Polk St @ Pacific Ave
San Francisco, CA 94109
415 921 2001
cheeseplus.com
facebook.com/cheeseplus
instagram.com/cheeseplus
blog.cheeseplus.com









Collected letters of opposition - Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson Street

		From

		Ray Bair

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rich Hillis; 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



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





 





Commissioners,





Attached are 16 letters of opposition collected from local residents and merchants who are unable to attend the hearing this Thursday.  I have been asked to forward their letters to you on their behalf.  





Please find the attached PDF document with 16 letters of opposition to the Amazon 365 project at 1600 Jackson St.





Sincerely,


 


-Ray





Ray Bair

Cheese Plus
Best Cheese Shop 


in SF -


San Francisco Magazine

2001 Polk St @ Pacific Ave
San Francisco, CA 94109
415 921 2001
cheeseplus.com
facebook.com/cheeseplus
instagram.com/cheeseplus
blog.cheeseplus.com








1600 Jackson St. Amazon 365 Letters of Opposition 11.06.18.pdf

1600 Jackson St. Amazon 365 Letters of Opposition 11.06.18.pdf







































































































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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Street 2016-000378CUA
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:19:36 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Judith P. Roddy [mailto:jproddy11@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 5:17 AM
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Rahaim, John (CPC); Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards,
Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Re: 1600 Jackson Street 2016-000378CUA
 

 

Good morning,
 
On the eve of yet another hearing for the proposed Whole Foods Market 365 at 1600
Jackson Street, I am left wondering what else I can do to show my support for the
project.
 
Does this email matter? I do not know. Will my having spoken at prior hearings
matter? I do not know. Did the fact that I had to work and could not attend the
October hearing matter? I do not know. Will my being at the hearing tomorrow
matter? I do not know. 
 
And yet, in light of how I feel about how our country is faring right now, to sit back
and do nothing does not seem like the right thing to do.
 
Below is my email dated October 2 that I would ask you to skim. I will not bore you
with my two or three preceding emails.
 
So, at the risk of taking your time unnecessarily, all I can do is repeat:

I love my neighborhood.
My neighborhood has problems: Empty storefronts, lack of vitality, lack of
anchor destinations to attract foot traffic. 
My neighborhood is dense, and its density requires services.
We do not have a full-service grocery store in our neighborhood. We have

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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smaller shops that are great for special occasions but that I find unaffordable
for routine shopping.
I wish the local merchants so in opposition of Whole Foods Market 365 had
embraced Whole Foods Market 365 as an opportunity rather than as a threat.
I wish the Planning Commission would continue to listen to those of us who
actually live in the neighborhood. 
The MPNA does not speak for me.
I admire Whole Foods Market 365 and Village Properties for continuing to
believe in the viability of their vision that was first presented to the
neighborhood in 2015.
I thank you for your time.

I do not know what else I can say, except I hope you think of what is best for OUR
neighborhood and that you think of us who live in and love our neighborhood and
approve the Whole Foods Market 365 at 1600 Jackson Street as it is presented
tomorrow.
 
Thank you.
 
Judi
Judith Roddy
1591 Jackson Street
No. 11
San Francisco, CA 94109 
 
On Tue, Oct 2, 2018 at 9:16 AM Judith P. Roddy <jproddy11@gmail.com> wrote:

October 2, 2018
 
Supervisor Peskin, Commissioners and Mr. Rahaim,
 
My name is Judith Roddy, I am 64 years old and I have owned a condominium at 1591
Jackson Street at the corner of Jackson Street and Polk Street since 2000. Repeating
what I wrote you in April, 2018, if (and that’s a big if) I can afford to, I hope to retire and
live the rest of my life at 1591 Jackson Street.
 
Here are three things that struck me at the April 26, 2018 hearing:

My neighbors and I are passionate about our neighborhood;
Many people and organizations from outside our neighborhood who had
probably never visited our neighborhood showed up and spoke in opposition
of Whole Foods Market 365;
There was an emotional, frustrated outburst when Whole Foods Market 365
was not given the green light: Frustrated because those of us who live in the
neighborhood are merely trying to work with you to get what we feel our
neighborhood needs and we felt our needs were not being understood.

 
Or, maybe the Commission DID understand. Quoting (more or less, as I recall)
Commission President Rich Hillis: “If I walked around the neighborhood and asked 100
neighbors if they wanted the Whole Foods Market 365 at the corner of Polk and Jackson
Streets, 99 of them would say YES.”
 

mailto:jproddy11@gmail.com


As the April 26 hearing started to wind up, members of the Whole Foods Market 365 and
Village Properties teams were asked by the Commission to incorporate housing in their
project.
 
Did my neighbors and I think Whole Foods and Village Properties would put one more
penny or one more minute into their project? Absolutely not!
 
Kudos to Whole Foods and Village Properties for NOT abandoning our neighborhood, for
coming up with a plan that meets the Commission’s request for housing and for
maintaining a plan to bring a badly-needed, full-service grocery store to our
neighborhood.
 
Please vote to approve Whole Foods’ and Village Properties’ proposal for their
viable mixed-use alternative for the site. The life and health of our neighborhood
depends on it.
 
More months have passed and the former Lombardi Sports building is still vacant. Polk
Street is still lined with vacant storefronts.
 
Does the neighborhood need more small shops and boutique convenience stores? In my
opinion, no. As I write this, I have heard of at least two mixed-use projects in the pipeline
in the immediate vicinity that will unlikely result in housing above small commercial
parcels on the ground floors. Does the City need more housing? Probably, although I am
concerned that no matter how much housing is built, the evidence I see every day in the
neighborhood in which I work (SOMA – Mission Street between 7th Street and 8th Street)
supports San Francisco is suffering from a medical crisis – not merely a housing crisis.
 
I am becoming involved with the newly-formed Discover Polk Community Benefit District
and recently attended a meeting where a neighborhood business owner said, “What our
neighborhood needs is more foot traffic.”
 
Indeed, our neighborhood needs open, vibrant and well-kept storefronts that provide
goods and services to its neighbors and that attract people.
 
The addition of Whole Foods Market 365 is a welcome addition to our neighborhood and
would most assuredly boost foot traffic on Polk Street to help Polk Street get back on
track. Neighborhoods are not neighborhoods without businesses to support its residents.
 
When I got to the head of the line at Trader Joe’s (at California Street and Hyde Street)
last night at 6:20 PM, the young lady behind the counter, perhaps having dealt with a lot
of cranky customers, smiled sheepishly and asked me how long I was in line. Having
timed my experience just for the fun of it and because I found in incredible that the line
was so very long, I confidently replied, “14 minutes and 27 seconds.” On countless
occasions I have experienced similar long lines at Whole Foods at California Street and
Franklin Street. I believe these long lines demonstrate a need for the Whole Foods
Market 365 in my neighborhood that will not only attract foot traffic to our neighborhood
but will also serve my neighbors and my Russian Hill neighbors.
 
I understand why neighborhood businesses such as Cheese Plus, The Jug Shop and
Belcampo Meat Co. are concerned about Whole Foods Market 365 taking away their



business. I understand their fear as more and more of us are buying items online. Foot
traffic will help them! (Personal story: I am ADDICTED to the Brown Butter Cookie
Company’s Brown Butter Sea Salt cookies. 12 cookies on its website: $13. 12 cookies at
Cheese Plus: $14. What did I do Sunday afternoon? I marched to Cheese Plus and
bought a box for $14. What is the likelihood of Whole Foods Market 365 having these
cookies on its shelves: None. (Please do not ask me how many cookies I ate!)
 
I have written the following to you before: It is my understanding the Middle Polk
Neighborhood Association (an organization that says it represents our neighborhood
which confuses me because I am a member and I have never been asked my opinion
about Whole Foods Market 365) would prefer housing with small, ground floor retail units.
I do not understand this because of the many vacant commercial spaces on Polk Street
and surrounding streets. Why demolish a perfectly good building to add housing and
small retail when Whole Foods is ready to step in, pretty much guarantee an ongoing
business for many, many years and solve a neighborhood need? Although I understand
the need for housing in San Francisco, 1600 Polk Street is an existing building that has
been in place for decades, is not displacing residential units or well-established local
businesses and, architecturally, is appropriately scaled for the neighborhood and Polk
Street. I find it illogical to add to the neighborhood’s population density by adding housing
when the population’s basic service needs are not already met.
 
Having attended both prior hearings, I am disappointed I cannot be at Thursday’s hearing
because I must be at work; however, I will be with you in spirit and in support of Whole
Foods Market 365 and Village Properties.
 
Thank you for your time and for all you do for San Francisco.
 
Judith Roddy
1591 Jackson Street, No. 11
San Francisco, CA 94109
415.819.4360
 
By email to:
Supervisor Aaron Peskin (by email to Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org)
John Rahaim, Director of Planning (by email to John.Rahaim@sfgov.org)
Rich Hillis, President, Planning Commission (by email to richhillissf@gmail.com)
Myrna Melgar, Vice President, Planning Commission (by email
to myrna.melgar@sfgov.org)
Rodney Fong, Commissioner (by email to planning@rodneyfong.com)
Milicent A. Johnson, Commissioner (by email to milicent.johnson@sfgov.org)
Joel Koppel, Commissioner (by email to joel.koppel@sfgov.org)
Kathrin Moore, Commissioner (by email to kathrin.moore@sfgov.org)
Dennis Richards, Commissioner (by email to dennis.richards@sfgov.org)
Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: 650 divis
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:17:53 AM
Attachments: Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.msg

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.msg
Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero..msg

 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero

		From

		Carolyn Hanrahan

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; christopher.may@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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





 





Planning Commission,

We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th.

Stop ignoring our community!  Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

Thank you, 


Carolyn Hanrahan





sent by Android ☎








Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero

		From

		aida jones

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; christopher.may@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com






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














Planning Commission,





We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.





Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th.





Stop ignoring our community like you did letting that yoga for the 1% chain get around our ban!





Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.








Thank you,








Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

		From

		Affordable Divis Now

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Affordable Divis Now

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; christopher.may@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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





 





Planning Commission,

We support affordable housing for our neighborhood, done right.

Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero until the community's concerns are addressed in the affordability legislation proposed for Divisadero NCT and Fillmore NCT, which goes to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 13th.

Stop ignoring our community!  Continue the hearing for 650 Divisadero.

Thank you,  





Gus Hernandez


Co-Chair


Affordable Divis


 










From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please vote for the Whole Foods 365 store on Polk
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 3:14:50 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: Carla Schlemminger [mailto:carla.schlemminger@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 3:00 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); 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: Please vote for the Whole Foods 365 store on Polk

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

Dear Commissioners,

Please vote YES to approve the proposed Whole Foods 365 store on 1600 Jackson at Polk Street in the old
Lombardi’s space.

The quality of the produce, store concept, and price point are all appealing. I often walk to Polk from Pacific
Heights and this would be another positive reason to go there. I don’t see it competing with other local stores on the
block, or even the current WF store on Franklin which is super crowded.

Last, this is a great tenant for that large, long-vacated space!

Thank you,
Carla Schlemminger
SF native

Sent from my iPad

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


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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of opposition - Amazon Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson St
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 2:50:18 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: Kate Chase [mailto:katechase@me.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 2:31 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Rich 
Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); 
Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Subject: Letter of opposition - Amazon Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson St
 

 

Dear Commissioners, 
I am writing to you once again to reiterate my opposition to having a big-box, corporate 
Amazon/WholeFoods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street.
 
As someone who believes in the power of community, I was shocked to see their latest round 
of floor plans —  no service, no staff, mostly just kiosks for prepared foods and then a paltry 8 
units of housing instead of a robust and inclusive number of more like 80 — it reeks of 
commodity.  

While I do recognize that retailers must evolve or die, what Amazon is saying to everyone 
with these plans is that they believe convenience and profit trumps caring and community.  I 
also recognize that we are living in a city where you can order anything at the click of a button 
and can have almost anything you want delivered to your door so it's easy to get carried away 
without stopping to think about the downside when it comes to piling on ever more 
conveniences.   I also believe a life that is all about the destination and not the journey will 
soon backfire on us as humans and that sooner than later we will see the downside of what 
happens when we’re no longer fostering community and human relationships and replacing 
that with ever more conveniences.
That all said, I urge you to just deny their CUP.
Thank you in advance for your care and consideration on this issue.
 
Sincerely,

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


Kate Chase
 
1335 Filbert Street, #204
SF  CA  94109



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

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); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: YES on Whole Foods 365 at Polk and Jackson
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 1:41:03 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: Sloat Van Winkle [mailto:sloatvw@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 12:20 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: YES on Whole Foods 365 at Polk and Jackson
 

 

Hi
 
I’m a resident of the neighborhood and live 2 blocks away from the too-long empty
Lombardi Sports Store. We very much need a grocery akin the the proposed 365, much
more than yet another bland expensive condominium building.
 
I feel that the opposing view is unrealistic to suggest that value-priced housing
can be constructed at that location and at this time of our real estate cycle.
It is a detriment to he neighborhood for this large building to sit vacant for
another long period of posturing. Please approve the 365.
 
Thank you
 
Frederick Sloat Van Winkle
1426 Jackson St

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:nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


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

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: In support of 650 Divisadero
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 1:41:02 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: Sidharth Kapur [mailto:sidharthkapur1@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 1:06 PM
To: Rich Hillis
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: In support of 650 Divisadero
 

 

Commissioner Hillis,

I just wanted to write in support of the 650 Divisadero project. This seems like a great
opportunity to start using the new NCT zoning. It provides 6 or 7 on-site affordable units and
is replacing a 1-story industrial building, so no one is being displaced by this project. Please
approve it promptly.

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/


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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 3637-3657 Public Comments: Major Updates
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 1:41:01 PM
Attachments: Opposition v. Support.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: Jennifer Kopczynski [mailto:Jennifer_Kopczynski@gap.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 12:14 PM
To: Woods, Mary (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Subject: 3637-3657 Public Comments: Major Updates
 

 

To the Planning Commission:
 
I am writing to clarify statements related to the “Public Outreach and Comments” on the 3637-
3657 Sacramento Street proposal, which is on the agenda for this Thursday. 
 
This project has been loosely “in discussion” on and off for several years.  Up until 10/22/18, when
we received the hearing notice, the general public did not know if and when the public hearing
would actually occur.  Since the official letter of notification was received on 10/22, there have been
an additional 176 letters of Opposition sent to the Commission, which are currently not referenced
in the Summary packet.  Also, others have emailed their Opposition letters directly to the
Commission, (which we requested per the Sunshine Ordinance on 11/1/18, but have not heard back
yet).  This puts the number of Opposition letters at a minimum of 198 as of 11/6/18.
 
It is important to note that 100% of the opposition letters referenced are current, 2018, letters. 
Many other opposition emails and letters were sent over the years, but were not counted in the
Commission’s Summary of “21”.  On the contrary, the “135 letters of support” include 35 letters
dated 2014, referencing and supporting outdated plans from 2012.  This is not fair, and it seems very
one-sided.  In fact, many of the people who signed support letters in March 2018 did not even
remember signing at all, which is another reason it wouldn’t be fair to include outdated letters from
4 years ago.

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



3637-3657 Sacramento 


 
 


Public Comments as of 11/6/18 







Letters of Support 
91 (as of 11/6/18) 


 
Of the 135 letters referenced in the Commission’s Summary: 


– At least 9 individuals or businesses have switched from 
“support” to “oppose”, or are no longer in the neighborhood. 


– 35 of the letters are dated 2014, referencing the outdated plans 
from 2012.  Additionally, there is no way of knowing if those 
people still reside or work in the neighborhood, or if they have 
reviewed the new plans dated 2018.  (3 of these letters were 
duplicates - signed in 2014 and again in 2018 by the same 
individual, and were being counted twice). 
 


We believe this puts the number of valid support letters at 91 
– (many of these signed by current tenants of the developer.)   


 







Letters of Opposition 
Minimum of 198 as of 11/6/18 


 


21 letters sent on 9/21/18 (referenced in the Commission’s Summary) 
+23 more sent on 10/28/18 
+25 more sent on 10/30/18 
+24 more sent on 10/31/18 
+64 more sent on 11/2/18 
+30 more sent on 11/5/18 
+6 more sent on 11/6/18 
 


In addition, other letters and emails were sent directly to the Planning 
Commission which are not included in the above numbers (at least 5 that we 
are aware of which were not counted). 


 
This puts total letters of opposition at a MINIMUM of 198, with more coming 
in before 11/8. 


 







Letters of Support v. Opposition 
As of 11-6-18 
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Map of Support vs. Opposition 
As of 11-6-18 


PROPOSED PROJECT SUPPORT OPPOSITION 





		3637-3657 Sacramento

		Letters of Support
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Please see attached recap of the current status of letters of opposition v. support for this project. 
This is to the best of our knowledge as we are obviously not privy to every communication being
sent to the Commission.
 
We want to ensure everyone on the Commission has the opportunity to see these major updates
prior to the hearing on Thursday.  Our hope is that the Commission will continue to seriously
consider all public comments on this project.
 
Respectfully,
 
Jennifer Kopczynski



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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson St Whole Foods proposal
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 1:40:53 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: Robert Bluhm [mailto:robertbluhm84@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 1:14 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: 1600 Jackson St Whole Foods proposal
 

 

Re: 2016-000378CUA

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I’m writing once again to relay my strongest support for the WF365 application, especially in
light of the recent changes to the proposal.

The provision of 8 housing units, in particular with inclusion of two-bedroom units, seems to
me very positive and shows a serious, good faith effort to respond to the Commission’s
direction over the past several months.

I live on Russian Hill about 6-7 blocks northeast of the proposed grocery. The community
through multiple surveys has indicated a clear desire for this grocery store, and the long lines
at neighboring TJs and the Whole Foods on Franklin St reinforce a strong demand.

The WF365 store would be the single most beneficial action in years to boost foot traffic and
make Polk St a really vibrant neighborhood business district.

Thank you again for your patience and perseverance in considering this.

Robert Bluhm
74 Macondray Ln

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
x-apple-data-detectors://2/1


Sent from my iPhone



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Actual Opposition Letters, FYI
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 1:40:52 PM
Attachments: opposition letters 11.5.18.pdf

opposition letters 10.31.pdf
opposition letters 11.2.pdf
opposition letters 9.21.pdf
opposition letters 10.28.pdf
opposition letters 10.30.pdf
LETTER OF OPPOSITION.updated.pdf
3637-3657 Sacto. St. - Four Opposition Letters (11-3-1).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: Jennifer Kopczynski [mailto:Jennifer_Kopczynski@gap.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 12:39 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: brandonponce@yahoo.com
Subject: FW: Actual Opposition Letters, FYI
 

 

Hello,
I am attaching the actual Letters of Opposition that I reference in the below email.  I have hard
copies and have them organized by address, however if you need proof, here it is.
Thank You,
Jennifer
 

From: Jennifer Kopczynski 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 12:14 PM
To: Woods, Mary (CPC) (mary.woods@sfgov.org); jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org;
millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org;
dennis.richards@sfgov.org
Subject: 3637-3657 Public Comments: Major Updates
 
To the Planning Commission:
 
I am writing to clarify statements related to the “Public Outreach and Comments” on the 3637-
3657 Sacramento Street proposal, which is on the agenda for this Thursday. 
 

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













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































LETTER OF OPPOSITION 


Planning Department 
City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street – Opposition to Proposed Project 2007.1347E 


To Whom It May Concern: 


This letter is to express OPPOSITION for the proposed project at 3637-3657 
Sacramento Street.   I oppose the demolition of the two structures and construction 
of one new mixed-use building for the following reason(s): 


I oppose the project size because it is incompatible with the surrounding 
low-density residential neighborhood, and is much larger than the 
Planning guidelines for Sacramento Street.


I oppose the size of this project because of the negative impact it will 
have on the residents and businesses of Sacramento Street.


Other: __________________________________________________________________________________ 


__________________________________________________________________________________________ 


Thank you for your time and consideration of this letter of opposition.  


Sincerely, 


Name: ________________________________________________________________________________________________ 


Business Name (if applicable):_____________________________________________________________________  


Address: _____________________________________________________________________________________________ 


Email Address and/or Telephone: __________________________________________________________________ 


Signature_______________________________________________________________Date_____________________________


My doctor's office is located in that area, which already has a high traffic 
and parking density. This will increase this and negatively impact this 
area. 


April Miller


1091 Bush Street #304, San Francisco, CA 94109


10/31/18





				2018-10-31T15:45:09-0700

		april.miller@am.jll.com




























This project has been loosely “in discussion” on and off for several years.  Up until 10/22/18, when
we received the hearing notice, the general public did not know if and when the public hearing
would actually occur.  Since the official letter of notification was received on 10/22, there have been
an additional 176 letters of Opposition sent to the Commission, which are currently not referenced
in the Summary packet.  Also, others have emailed their Opposition letters directly to the
Commission, (which we requested per the Sunshine Ordinance on 11/1/18, but have not heard back
yet).  This puts the number of Opposition letters at a minimum of 198 as of 11/6/18.
 
It is important to note that 100% of the opposition letters referenced are current, 2018, letters. 
Many other opposition emails and letters were sent over the years, but were not counted in the
Commission’s Summary of “21”.  On the contrary, the “135 letters of support” include 35 letters
dated 2014, referencing and supporting outdated plans from 2012.  This is not fair, and it seems very
one-sided.  In fact, many of the people who signed support letters in March 2018 did not even
remember signing at all, which is another reason it wouldn’t be fair to include outdated letters from
4 years ago.
 
Please see attached recap of the current status of letters of opposition v. support for this project. 
This is to the best of our knowledge as we are obviously not privy to every communication being
sent to the Commission.
 
We want to ensure everyone on the Commission has the opportunity to see these major updates
prior to the hearing on Thursday.  Our hope is that the Commission will continue to seriously
consider all public comments on this project.
 
Respectfully,
 
Jennifer Kopczynski



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

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: in support of the WF project at 1600 Jackson Street
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 11:43:10 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: Michael Scheu [mailto:michaelrscheu@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 11:32 AM
To: michaelrscheu
Subject: in support of the WF project at 1600 Jackson Street
 

 

To whom it may concern,
 
I am writing in support of the pending Whole Foods 365 project at 1600
Jackson Street.  This store will fill a void in the neighborhood and actually
draw more foot traffic to the area, potentially boosting the revenues of local
merchants.  
 
I have attended presentations by Whole Foods, held at the proposed site last
year, and was impressed with their vision and willingness to work with  and in
support of our local merchants.  
 
The current abandoned building is an eyesore and a magnet for homeless.  It
has been vacant for several years, and is in need of attention.    We are eager for
action. 
 
Thank you for your consideration,
 
Mike Scheu
1426 Jackson Street, SF CA

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
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mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
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mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
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http://www.sfplanning.org/


 
 



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

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: Hypocrisy in 11/17/2016 letter from City to CCSF
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 9:12:12 AM
Attachments: 2016-11-17 CCSF BOT Letter_FMP Update_City Comments_Signed JRahaim.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: aj [mailto:ajahjah@att.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 3:35 AM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Shanahan, Thomas (ECN); Yee, Norman (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS);
Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Hood, Donna (PUC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rafael
Mandelman; Brigitte Davila; Shaw, Linda (MYR)
Subject: Fw: Hypocrisy in 11/17/2016 letter from City to CCSF
 

 

Hi Jeanie,
 
Please add the following 10/9/2017 email and attachment (letter to City College
signed by John Rahaim) into the administrative record for Balboa Reservoir.
 
Thanks, 
Alvin Ja
 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: aj <ajahjah@att.net>
To:
Sent: Monday, October 9, 2017 10:37 PM
Subject: Hypocrisy in 11/17/2016 letter from City to CCSF
 
BOT, Chancellor, Facilities Committee:
 

HYPOCRISY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT PLANNERS
 

In reviewing Sunshine Ordinance documents, I have come across a 11/17/2016

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
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT


November 17, 2016


Rafael Mandelman, Board of Trustees President


Thea Selby, Board of Trustees Vice President
Amy Bacharach, Trustee
Brigitte Davila, Trustee


Steve Ngo, Trustee


Alex Randolph, Trustee


John Rizzo, Trustee
Bouchra Simmons, Trustee
City College of San Francisco


50 Phelan Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94112


Re: CCSF Facilities Master Plan Draft Preferred Option


Dear President Mandelman and Board of Trustees,


The San Francisco Planning Department is pleased to support the City College of San Francisco (GCSE) in


its efforts to create a Facilities Master Plan (FMP) that furthers the College's educational mission and
deepens its connections to the communities it serves. We are fully committed to continuing our


partnership with CCSF to help you fulfill the College's mission and return to full enrollment.


1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479


Recepfion:
415.558.6378


Farc:
415.558.6409


Planning
Information:
415.558.6377


Planning Department staff, in coordination with staff from SFMTA, OEWD, SFPUC, the Recreation &
Parks Department, and BART, has submitted written comments throughout the FMP process and I want
to acknowledge and commend the work of the CCSF master planning team. The FMP Draft Preferred


Option (presented at the CCSF Workshops on November 1 and 2, 2016, and at the CCSF Board of


Trustees on November 17, 2016) incorporates many of the recommendations provided on earlier draft


options to the master planning team from the public, CCSF community, and City agencies. In response to


the Draft Preferred Option, City staff has submitted additional written comments to CCSF staff
representing the collective feedback of multiple agencies in a memo attached to this letter. The Planning


Department and its partner agencies encourage CCSF to continue to incorporate designs, strategies, and


policies into the FMP that reflect existing community-based plans and City policies.


I n general, the Planning Department strongly recommends that plans for City College's Ocean Campus


and its Centers be considered holistically as part of the City fabric and within the context of the


neighborhoods where they are located. More specifically, the paragraphs below provide a high level


summary of these recommendations and the comments submitted to CCSF staff.


Access, Parking, and Transportation Demand Management (TDMJ


Access to the Ocean Campus is of vital importance to both CCSF and the City, and will require a range of


transportation choices for students and employees. In order to support affordable access for students,
reduce high levels of roadway congestion, and reduce the burden of financing and operating parking,


the City urges CCSF to make transit, biking, walking, and shuttles more attractive and shift mode share
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towards these options. For example, as Ocean Campus is served well by several transit lines, CCSF could


partner with transit agencies on programs like a student transit pass, creating more affordable


transportation options for students.


To realize CCSF's Sustainability Plan objectives and other transportation goals, the City recommends that


CCSF implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies that reduce short- and long-


term parking demand. Strategies could be included in the FMP, in a concurrent process, or an effort


immediately following the FMP. TDM measures include standard practices that optimize parking


resources while reducing capital expenditures that could be allocated elsewhere, such as educational


facilities that directly support CCSF's educational goals. CCSF has stated that it anticipates maintaining or


increasing the number of parking spaces associated with the campus as on-and off-campus surface


parking is replaced with buildings. This level of parking provision would have negative consequences for


neighborhood congestion—there is a demonstrated relationship between the provision of on-site


parking and the amount of driving to that site—and at $50,000 to $80,000 per space, the cost required


for such a proposal would be enormous. For a fraction of the cost, CCSF can implement a suite of transit


incentives, parking management measures, and other TDM strategies that help lower parking demand,


congestion, and the visual impact of parking structures, while still providing adequate parking for


members of the CCSF community who need it.


Urban Design


The location of the Ocean Campus on the vibrant Ocean Avenue commercial corridor and within San


Francisco's urban neighborhoods requires careful consideration of the interface between the campus


and its surrounding context. Currently, the campus has a tenuous and inconsistent physical relationship


to its neighbors and to city streets, with large setbacks, underutilized public spaces, and surface parking


being the predominant pattern, particularly along Ocean and Phelan Avenues. The City urges CCSF to


recognize its role as a gateway to the neighborhood in order to foster a vibrant, safe, and friendly


pedestrian environment utilizing the following strategies:


1. Locating future buildings close to the sidewalk;


2. Programming these buildings with ground-level, street-facing active uses;


3. Increasing pedestrian access and connections to campus from the surrounding neighborhoods;


and,


4. Designing campus open spaces with active uses in mind, particularly when located along public


rights of way.


The current draft of the FMP shows progress on items 1 and 3 above, and the City looks forward to


seeing how the rest of these strategies can be adopted as the plan is further fleshed out in the coming


months. Furthermore, it is recommended that the FMP include strong and specific urban design intent—


and potentially design guidelines—to ensure that the Plan's design vision is implemented as intended.


Ocean Avenue


As a primary gateway for both the Ocean Campus and the neighborhood, Ocean Avenue plays a key role


in both CCSF and City planning efforts. In 2015, the Planning Department, in cooperation with multiple


City agencies and with community input, completed the Ocean and Geneva Corridor Design plan, which


articulates a streetscape design and multi-modal access vision for the Ocean corridor. The preferred
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"expanded roadway" alternative would significantly improve pedestrian and bicycle connectivity and
safety to City College. In addition to making the journey to City College more enjoyable, the design can
help San Francisco reach its Vision Zero goal of eliminating traffic deaths by 2024.


The preferred option, which was vetted by CCSF as part of the community outreach process, would
require a public bicycle lane and pedestrian way on CCSF property along Ocean Avenue. Given the
unsafe conditions currently found on Ocean Avenue and the vital importance of the street for campus
access, the City urges CCSF to incorporate the recommendations of the Ocean and Geneva Corridor
Design plan "expanded roadway" alternative into the FMP.


Balboa Reservoir Development Access &Interface
With SFPUC's Balboa Reservoir property slated for development in the coming years, the City urges CCSF
to describe in the FMP how the College's development west of Phelan Avenue will interact with the
proposed Reservoir development. The more clarity the FMP can provide about City College's vision for
its physical interface with the Balboa Reservoir project site, the more sensitive to City College the Balboa
Reservoir developer can be.


While the design of the Reservoir site has not yet begun, roadway access to the Reservoir site is a critical
element that needs to be considered now as part of CCSF's master planning process. The current draft
of the FMP indicates only a single point of ingress/egress to the Reservoir site from Phelan Avenue
adjacent to Riordan High School, over which the City already has an access easement. The City urges
that the FMP indicate additional preferred locations for roadway access from Phelan Avenue to the
future Lee Avenue extension. The City understands that the creation of any such additional roadways on
property owned by City College would be subject to the July 28, 2016 Board of Trustees resolution on
Balboa Reservoir.


The Planning Department and our partner agencies are thrilled to be working with CCSF to articulate a
vision for City College and its continued legacy in San Francisco. Please do not hesitate to reach out to
me or my staff if you have any questions.


Best gards,


Jo Rahaim


Director, Sa Francisco Planning Department


sAm FAawcisco 3
PLAHNINQ DEPARTMENT







 


www.sfplanning.org 


 


 


CCSF Facilities Master Plan Update 
Consolidated City Agency Comments on Draft Preferred Option (7. Nov. 2016) 
The following comments represent feedback collected from staff at the Planning Department, OEWD, 
SFMTA, SFCTA, Rec and Park, and SFPUC on CCSF’s Draft Preferred Facilities Master Plan (FMP) Option 
for the Ocean Campus. The comments are in response to the draft presented to the FMP Working Group 
on October 25, 2016 (attached as the last page of this document). 


Campus Access, Parking & Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 


1. In general, proposed changes to the campus along the borders with Ocean and Phelan will likely 
encourage greater pedestrian activity along these streets, which the Planning Department and 
SFMTA support. It is important to ensure that changes are made with an eye to safety, however, 
to ensure there is adequate space for pedestrians on sidewalks and that street crossings are 
easy and safe. The opening up of the NE corner of Ocean and Phelan, as “City College Plaza” or a 
Front Door to the campus, will dramatically change the flow and volume of pedestrians at this 
complicated intersection, and there must be careful planning and coordination with SFMTA 
when doing so. Indeed, the redesign of certain pedestrian corridors on campus must be done 
with an eye to how this will affect pedestrian crossings. 


2. Before proposing parking facilities based on an assumed parking demand, it is recommended 
and standard practice to first consider policy, program and pricing measures that reduce 
demand for parking and optimize existing parking resources at the campus. Without such 
measures (commonly referred to as Transportation Demand Management, or “TDM”), CCSF 
risks excessive capital expenditures that could be allocated to elsewhere, such as classrooms or 
other expenditures that directly support educational goals. CCSF has stated that it anticipates 
that existing parking will be replaced at approximately a 1:1 ratio; however, at $50,000 to 
$80,000 per space, the cost of the parking structures required for this proposal would be 
enormous, and likely infeasible from both a design and financial perspective. The City urges 
CCSF to move forward with campus plans and consider a suite of parking management and TDM 
measures that, for a fraction of the cost, can reduce parking demand, congestion and the visual 
impact of parking structures (see comment #3).   


3. CCSF’s efforts to minimize the visibility of parking from public rights of way and to better 
distribute parking around campus are commended. It is recommended that CCSF identify 
additional distributed parking locations to (1) better minimize parking-related congestion and 
(2) have a contingency plan in case it is not feasible to create adequate auto access to the 
eastern parking location. 


4. CCSF should work with SFCTA and Caltrans to determine feasibility of the proposed new 
driveway just west of the I-280 off-ramp. Bob Masys, Senior Engineer at SFCTA 
(bob.masys@sfcta.org, 415-522-4835), has indicated that the proposal would face substantial 
obstacles, including: 


• Regrading and/or retaining walls would likely be needed; 
• Left turns may not be possible at that location due to conflicts with the light rail; 
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• The location encroaches on Caltrans property; and 
• Overall proximity of the intersection to other intersections is problematic and may need 


Caltrans and SFMTA approvals of variance from standards. 
5. Where is the proposed access for below grade parking at Student Service Building? Please 


include conceptual-level access scheme.   
6. As consistent with San Francisco Planning Code (Sections 145.1 and 155), the General Plan, the 


Balboa Park Area Plan, and the forthcoming Urban Design guidelines, CCSF should incorporate 
active uses on the Phelan-facing ground floor of the parking structure  proposed between the 
Arts Complex and Riordan High School; minimize frontage dedicated to parking and loading on 
all sides; and design structures to minimize conflicts with pedestrians and cyclists.  


7. The ingress and egress to the parking structure proposed between the Arts Complex and 
Riordan High School presents a potential conflict with the future bike facility on the Lee Avenue 
extension and E-W connector to Phelan Ave. Future circulation, parking design and access 
should be closely coordinated with SFMTA. 


8. Where new parking structures are considered, design them so they can be adaptively reused for 
other uses in the future, when parking demand is lower. 


9. The Muni pedestrian bridge across Ocean does not appear to be included in the plan. Does CCSF 
have a position on whether it should be retained or demolished? 


10. Pedestrian and bike access to campus along Havelock Street is currently deficient. What 
improvements does CCSF envision to improve access on the south side of the street along its 
property line? 


11. What improvements does CCSF envision to improve pedestrian conditions on the south side of 
Judson Avenue, particularly in front of the Horticulture Complex and the open space north of 
the soccer field? 


12. Does CCSF propose any improvements at the intersection of Judson and Phelan that could both 
improve pedestrian safety and highlight the location as the northern gateway to campus? 


13. Please provide a circulation diagram showing proposed access routes for autos, bicycles, and 
pedestrians; it should include known facilities on city-owned streets that are planned for 
completion within the time horizon of the FMP.  


Ocean Avenue Streetscape/Frontage 


1. CCSF’s efforts to pursue design solutions that create a welcoming and pedestrian-oriented 
frontage on Ocean Avenue are appreciated.  


2. While acknowledging the grade challenges along Ocean, it is recommended that the Student 
Service building at Ocean/Phelan corner be located closer to the street on both the western and 
southern sides. As the gateway to campus, this building should have a prominent placement on 
the corner and should complement the dominant zero lot line pattern of the rest of the Ocean 
Avenue corridor.  


3. Completing the north/south access via the “College Walk” is a welcome design gesture and has 
the potential to create a strong gateway to the campus, especially for those arriving by Muni. 
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Note that providing greater definition of this access will necessitate coordination with SFMTA to 
determine whether crosswalks at Judson and Ocean are required. 


4. The Planning Department strongly requests that City College incorporate the Ocean and Geneva 
Corridor Design “expanded roadway” design for Ocean Avenue into the FMP, including the 
widening of the Ocean Avenue right of way into City College property. This concept would 
directly benefit City College students and employees by increasing sidewalk widths along Ocean 
Avenue, improving pedestrian and bicycle safety, and enabling MUNI boarding islands at Howth 
Street. The Ocean and Geneva Corridor Design project was developed over the course of several 
public meetings from 2012 to 2014 with strong community support and City College 
participation. View the design here: http://sf-planning.org/ocean-avenue-corridor-design  


5. As a complement to comment #4 above, it is recommended that CCSF and SFMTA coordinate to 
determine what improvements could be incorporated along the Ocean Ave frontage to integrate 
with transit service. The “Ocean Gateway” could possibly be used as an integration point for the 
multiple transit lines that travel on Ocean Avenue. 


6. The intersection of Ocean Avenue/Phelan Avenue/Geneva Avenue currently has a skewed 
alignment, resulting in inefficient operations and congestion. It is recommended that City 
College work with SFMTA to determine if modifications to the site could be accommodated that 
would allow for a realignment of this intersection. If the “City College Plaza” feature is retained 
in the final plan, MTA would then more seriously consider a reconfiguration that would move 
the existing K line platforms further west directly adjacent to the proposed new City College 
plaza/ campus entrance. 


7. City College should work with the SFPUC to document the heretofore undocumented water 
pipeline that the SFPUC relocated to accommodate the construction of the City College Wellness 
Center so the construction of new buildings does not negatively impact the pipeline.  


Balboa Reservoir Development Access & Interface 


1. In relation to the Balboa Reservoir development, work with City to identify potential street 
routes, pedestrian pathways, bike routes, and development interfaces. The City is concerned 
that the draft preferred option removes a vehicular entry point, limiting access to the west of 
Phelan to only a single means of vehicular ingress/egress (as shown between the proposed 
parking structure and Riordan High School). The Planning Department requests consideration of 
a second ingress/egress further south and coordination with SFMTA. 


2. CCSF is urged to describe in the FMP how the College’s development west of Phelan Avenue will 
interact with the College’s new neighbors further west. The more clarity the FMP can provide 
about City College’s vision for its physical interface with the Balboa Reservoir project site, the 
more sensitive to City College the Balboa Reservoir developer can be. 
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Phelan Avenue & West Campus 


1. Over the course of the planning process, CCSF has described a vision for Phelan Avenue in which 
the street is transformed into a pedestrian-oriented seam that stitches the east and west sides 
of the campus together. The City supports this general concept. When describing Phelan Avenue 
in the FMP, it is recommended that CCSF provide specific examples and precedents for the kinds 
of pedestrian enhancements that are desired.  


2. Consider ways to activate the east side of Phelan on/adjacent to the sloped ceremonial open 
space.  


3. The gesture of completing the Cloud Walk circle west of Phelan is potentially an effective way to 
tie all the primary academic buildings together. Consider moving the crosswalks at Phelan and 
Cloud Circle so that they align with the circle, rather than making people walk out of their way 
to cross Phelan.  


4. The removal of the parking lot between the MUB and Phelan, as shown, is highly encouraged. 
Consider reducing the setback of the proposed Arts Complex and Parking Structure in order to 
provide a more active and pedestrian-oriented frontage on Phelan (e.g. in line with the façade of 
Riordan High School). If setback is maintained as proposed, provide active uses and specific 
guidance on the design of the public space between the front façade of the buildings and the 
street. As a critical community-facing frontage, it will be important to have a strong concept in 
the FMP describing this interface.  


5. City College should address its encroachment on SFPUC property at the Balboa Reservoir at its 
earliest opportunity. 


6. Can you provide more detail on the layout and loading area for the Child Development Center 
adjacent to Phelan Loop? Double parking is usually an issue at schools, daycare, etc.—ensuring 
that this would not impact Phelan Loop operations is important. 


Other Urban Design Recommendations 


1. It is strongly recommended that the FMP include guidelines that address the design of the 
campus’s public spaces and open space areas. The draft plan includes many new public and 
open space areas and their design will be critical in ensuring a vibrant public realm, both within 
the campus itself and at the interfaces between the campus and public streets/surrounding 
neighborhoods. 


2. In general, it is recommended that CCSF consider utilizing buildings to overcome access 
challenges due to steep grades on campus (ie buildings that have entrances at multiple grades 
connected by elevators). Particularly along Cloud Circle, Ocean Avenue, and the east side of 
Phelan Avenue.  
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Rec & Park Property 


1. The CCSF tennis courts are currently on Rec and Park property. Converting such property to non-
recreational purposes such as a corp yard or parking is prohibited without a ballot measure. 


2. It appears that the portion of the RPD property just south of the tennis courts is currently being 
used as a campus maintenance/storage facility. As part of the FMP, is recommended that CCSF 
consider ways to convert this southern area to recreational purposes, as is required in the RPD 
resolution granting CCSF use of the property. 


3. Please connect with Stacy Bradley at RPD for additional information. (stacy.bradley@sfgov.org, 
415- 575-5609) 



mailto:stacy.bradley@sfgov.org
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Planning Dept letter addressed to City College BOT signed by its Director, John
Rahaim (attached for your convenience).
 
The 11/17/2016 letter provided the City’s input on the City College draft Facilities
Master Plan.
 
Under the heading of “Access, Parking, and Transportation Demand Management”,
the letter states:
 

“CCSF has stated that it anticipates maintaining or increasing the number of parking spaces
associated with the campus as on-and off-campus surface parking is replaced with buildings.
This level of parking provision would have negative consequences for neighborhood
congestion…”

 
Further down in the letter, under the heading “Balboa Reservoir Development Access
& Interface”, the letter states:

“While the design of the Reservoir site has not yet begun, roadway access to the Reservoir site
[cutting through City College property—aj] is a critical element that needs to be considered now
as part of CCSF's master planning process…”
 

Back in November 2016 when you first read this letter, I assume that BOT and
Administration were able to discern the brazen hypocrisy contained in this letter to
SFCCD.
 
ONE STANDARD FOR CITY COLLEGE………
The City had the audacity in this letter to blame the FMP for negative consequences
of proposed FMP parking.  The City shows lack of self-awareness and dishonesty
when the reason for needing replacement parking is ultimately the Balboa Reservoir’s
own elimination of student parking—parking which constitutes the existing condition.
 
…………..ANOTHER STANDARD FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
The 11/17/2016 Planning Dept letter raises the importance for SFCCD to provide
roadway access for the Reservoir Project.  The letter says “roadway access is a
critical element that needs to be considered now…”
 
Since the City planners  say that the parking needs of CCSF stakeholders can be
resolved with TDM, the TDM solution should obviate the need for roadway access for
the Reservoir Project , too, doncha think? 
 
But, no.  A double standard applies.
 
Did you notice that the City’s concern for “negative consequences for neighborhood
congestion” only applied to City College, but not to the Reservoir Project?  FYI,
throughout the “public engagement process”, the Reservoir Project staff has not
shown serious concern for its own negative consequences.
 
If BOT and Administration allow the City to abuse City College stakeholders-- whose
interests you are supposed to represent--you are failing in your compliance with
Accreditation Standard IV.C.4.



 
 
--aj     10/9/2017



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: 2018 Holiday Party
Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 3:54:32 PM

FYI
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Green, Andrea (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 3:48 PM
To: CPC.Events
Subject: 2018 Holiday Party
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of support, Hearst Building hotel project
Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 12:58:42 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: Cynthia Gomez [mailto:cgomez@unitehere2.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2018 12:56 PM
To: Tuffy, Eiliesh (CPC)
Cc: Pollak, Josh (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Joel Koppel; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rich Hillis; planning@rodneyfong.com; David Noyola
Subject: Letter of support, Hearst Building hotel project
 

 

Dear Ms. Tuffy,
 
This letter is in support of the proposed hotel project at 5 Third Sreet (also known as
the Hearst Building.) This project is sponsored by JMA, a developer who has made a
proactive commitment to good-quality hospitality jobs. We support this project’s
environmental determination and we urge the Planning Commission to grant it all the
necessary entitlements so that there can be more high-quality jobs to hospitality
workers in this city.
Hotel developers have historically supported the creation of good quality jobs by
agreeing to remain neutral and present no encumbrances to efforts by their
employees to form a union. These agreements represent a double win for our
community – they ensure that jobs created are good quality jobs, and they also
guarantee that hotel developments are free from costly labor disputes.
The developer of this project has made a guarantee that any hotel project in this city
will come with a guarantee of good-quality jobs. This is the kind of commitment that
we would hope to see from every hotel developer, especially in a political
environment which presents ever more obstacles to organized labor. 
We support this project for its guarantees of good-quality jobs in this critical industry
for San Francisco.
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have further questions.
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Sincerely,
 
--
Cynthia Gómez
Research Analyst
UNITE/HERE, Local 2
209 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102
cgomez@unitehere2.org
415.864.8770, ext. 763
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support the Whole Foods 365
Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 12:46:23 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: Alexis Coddington [mailto:alexis@thebrachmangroup.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2018 12:25 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: I support the Whole Foods 365
 

 

The neighborhood needs a store where we can walk to and park when needed.  Please do your job
and vote yes to allow Whole Foods 365 to proceed.
 
Alexis Coddington
1101 Green Street
SF, CA 94109
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case No. 2017-011878ENV
Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 10:26:56 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: Rodney Minott [mailto:rodneyminott@outlook.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2018 10:12 AM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rodney Fong; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel
(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: Case No. 2017-011878ENV
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioner,
 
I’m writing in regards to Case No. 2017-011878ENV, the Potrero Power Station draft EIR.  After reviewing
the draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) I believe the document is inadequate and flawed and
therefore does not fully comply with requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
Among the reasons why are the following:
 
- Demolition of Historic Buildings. All of the historically significant brick buildings on the 28+ acre
industrial site will be destroyed under plans for the proposed project. These unique structures are
representative of the City’s famed industrial past at Potrero Point in the mid-19th to early 20th centuries.
Alternatives presented in the DEIR fail to both adequately preserve these structures and mitigate multiple
significant impacts of the proposed project. 
 
- A Wall of Highrises. The developer plans to erect one high-rise tower that’ll reach 300 feet in height, and
construct multiple other buildings ranging between 90 to 180 feet in height.  Collectively, they will form a
huge wall along the public waterfront. The development will be considerably taller and denser than what
was approved for the adjacent Pier 70 project. 
 
- Major Shadowing of Open Spaces.  The recreational space planned for this project will be minimal and
much of the open space will be compromised by shadowing from overly tall buildings. 
 
- More Traffic, Transit Delay, Dirty Air. The draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Potrero
Power Station acknowledges: the project will burden the City’s public transit system with more demand and
delays – impacts that the DEIR admits cannot be mitigated; substantial noise and decline in air quality will
occur during  many years of construction; and traffic will be so bad that it will permanently increase air
pollution to levels that violate air quality standards. 
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For all of the above reasons, I urge you to reject the project as currently proposed and require additional
alternatives that will mitigate the more serious and significant impacts of the project. 

Best,

Rodney Minott 
Potrero Hill 



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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Jug Shop site development pre- application meeting
Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 9:05:34 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: Michael Priolo [mailto:Michael@jugshop.com] 
Sent: Saturday, November 03, 2018 12:37 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); jonas.lonin@sfgov.org; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Subject: Jug Shop site development pre- application meeting
 

 
Dear Planning Commission,
 
 
I invite you to attend the pre-application meeting for the Jug Shop site development 2030 Polk
Street.
 
Meeting Information:
 
Property Owner/Sponser: JS Pacific Street Partners LLC
 
Contact info: j.heimdahl@js-sullivan.com/415-530-2307
 
Meeting Address: Planning Department Offices. 1650 Mission St. Suite 400
 
Date of meeting: Monday, November 5th, 2018  Time of meeting: 5pm-6pm
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Thank you,
 
 
Michael Priolo
Owner | Operations Manager
The Jug Shop Inc.



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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods 365 Project
Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 9:05:20 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: Vanessa Lovato [mailto:polkstreetflorist@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Saturday, November 03, 2018 2:21 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); hillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC);
rahaim@sfgov.org; Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Freddy  Bear; teresa@moltecose.com; Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods 365 Project
 

 

 

November 2, 2018

 

Vanessa Lovato

Polk Street Florist LLC

1718 A Polk Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

415-441-2868

polkstreetflorist@yahoo.com

 

Dear Sir or Madame,
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I am writing to persuade you to oppose the 365 Whole Foods proposal for the
Lombardi Sports building at 1600 Jackson on the corner of Polk Street.

 

 I am the owner of Polk Street Florist LLC here on Polk Street between Clay and
Washington just two blocks down from the Lombardi site. As a husband and wife
owner/operated small business, we cannot compete with big business like Whole
Foods and Amazon. Why would people come to a specialty flower shop like mine, a
cheese shop like the Cheese Plus, a butcher shop like BelCampo Meat Co, a wine
shop like The Jug Shop, a bakery like Lotta’s Bakery, a Gelato shop such as Lush
Gelato or a specialty market like Real Food Co when they could shop at a one stop
shop such as whole foods?! These specialty stores are what makes up our Polk
Street Community.  There are several mom and pop stores not even mentioned that
would go out of business if this were to be allowed to happen. The Whole Foods on
California Street is exactly .4 miles away or an 8 minute walk. We simply don't need a
big chain store invading our neighborhood. Please take a moment to consider what
this could mean for us small business owners and our families. 

 

I am counting on you to do the right thing by voting against chain stores such as 365
Whole Foods. Please contact me if I can provide any further information.

 

Sincerely,

 

Vanessa Lovato

 

Vanessa Lovato

 
 
Thank you, 

Polk Street Florist
(415) 441-2868
www.polkstreetflorist.com



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

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: DEFICIENT MITIGATIONS FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS ON PUBLIC SERVICES OF SCHOOLS, TRANSIT
Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 9:05:10 AM
Attachments: 2017-2-13 TDM NON SEQUITUR.docx

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: aj [mailto:ajahjah@att.net] 
Sent: Sunday, November 04, 2018 12:34 AM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Shanahan, Thomas (ECN); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Secretary, Commissions
(CPC); Hood, Donna (PUC); Yee, Norman (BOS); Rafael Mandelman; Tom Temprano; Low, Jen (BOS);
Maybaum, Erica (BOS)
Subject: DEFICIENT MITIGATIONS FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS ON PUBLIC SERVICES OF SCHOOLS,
TRANSIT
 

 

Hi Jeanie--
 
Please enter the following into the administrative record for Balboa Reservoir.  There is also an
attachment which had been previously submitted to the Reservoir CAC to be entered into the record.
 
Thanks,
aj
 
 
DEFICIENT MITIGATIONS FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS ON PUBLIC SERVICES OF

SCHOOLS, TRANSIT
 

1.        SCHOOLS, ESPECIALLY CITY COLLEGE

There are many schools in the surrounding area:  City College, Riordan,
Sunnside, Aptos, Lick Wilmerding, Denman, Balboa.
 
City College is a commuter school.  City College students, faculty, and staff
commute to school.  According to a CCSF Ocean Campus Survey conducted in

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/

BALBOA RESERVOIR’S TDM NON SEQUITUR (2/13/2017)



The long-awaited TDM Study has been completed.

Nelson-Nygaard’s “Balboa Area Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan:  Existing Conditions” is available at http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/Nelson_Nygaard_Balboa_TDM-Existing_Conditions_Memo.pdf

IDENTIFYING TRANSPORTATION NEEDS FOR BALBOA PARK AREA

The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Report reports on existing conditions.  Using a variety of resource materials and data, the Report, in the main, accurately describes the existing conditions.  

This section of the Report correctly identifies “limited roadway space, transit infrastructure, and financial resources” as problems.  Yet despite the obvious fact that the elimination of student parking and new Reservoir residents will increase demand placed on limited transportation resources, the Balboa Reservoir Project Team proposes no amelioration for adverse impacts other than TDM. 

The TDM Plan/solution is not a logical outcome of an objective analysis of fact, evidence and common sense.    The proposed TDM Plan is a pre-ordained, ideologically-driven solution.  It is based on hope, wishful thinking and generalities; not on fact and evidence.  

The 4/13/2016 TDM presentation to the Reservoir CAC followed the “logic” of the non sequitur.

The TDM Report’s shortcomings are significant.   Here is an attempt to point out such shortcomings and their negative implications and consequences.

LAND USE

The Report’s very first paragraph in the “Land Use” section describes City College in one sentence:  “The CCSF Ocean Campus, zoned as public space, is located at the center of the study area and provides publically-accessible sports facilities.”  

· The Report’s characterizes CCSF as only being a provider of “publicly-accessible sports facilities.”  This characterization undermines and ignores CCSF’s primary importance as a critical provider of educational services to the broader Bay Area community.

It leads to minimizing the need for the Reservoir Project to mitigate its adverse impacts on CCSF enrollment and attendance.

The Report itself admits that the “information presented herein …essentially “sets the stage” for what TDM strategies and supporting measures will be considered… “    

MY CONCLUSION:   The Land Use section of the Report sets the stage to downplay adverse impacts to CCSF’s educational mission. 





COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT/SURVEYS

In the build-up to the Iraq War, the head of British Secret Intelligence Service (M16) recorded in the ‘Downing Street Memo’ how the war could be justified to the public: “… the intelligence and facts were being fixed around the policy.”

[bookmark: _GoBack]The Balboa Reservoir Project does something similar.  To its credit, the Nelson-Nygaard Report presents legitimate surveys of the neighboring community.   But the survey data is not used to objectively formulate conclusions regarding transportation and parking.  Rather, the solution/policy had already been fixed.  To its credit, the Report admits:  

“ the survey findings also assessed peak utilization rates. They indicated that, during the midday period, five off-street parking lots at CCSF Ocean Campus experience peak utilization that are above the average peak parking demand. For example, the survey findings indicated that Res. 1 and Lots A, H, S, U all experience peak parking occupancies between 98% and 100%. Therefore, on any given day, the majority of employee-only lots and the student lot (Res. 1) are completely full during the midday period. The weekday peak parking utilization for Res. 2 Lot was 9%.”

The policy of TDM had already been fixed, prior to, and regardless of the evidence contained in the surveys that were conducted subsequent to the TDM policy decision.

THE TDM NON SEQUITUR

The City Team, instead of formulating the Development Parameters based on evidence and data, had a priori concluded that TDM is the solution to adverse impacts that would be generated by new Reservoir residents and by the eviction of student parking.  

TDM is a legitimate part of an overall Transportation Sustainability Program for the City as a whole.  However, TDM as applied to the proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is not a suitable or realistic solution.   TDM in the context of Balboa Reservoir will not be able to solve the problem of student access to education created by the Development Parameters.  Nor will TDM measures be able to meaningfully solve transportation and parking problems generated by the Project.

Based on the survey results, TDM is a non sequitur:

CCSF TRANSPORTATION SURVEY

The most telling question in the CCSF Transportation Survey was:  “When choosing how you typically travel to/from CCSF Ocean Campus, what are you most concerned about?”

The question listed the valid concerns of cost, distance, travel time, arriving on time, and comfort/safety of trip for CCSF stakeholders.

·         “Travel time” and “Arrival on time” were overwhelmingly most important concerns (90% and 73.2 % respectively)

Most of us want to be “green” and support the idea and practice of walking, biking and public transit.  However the response to “What would encourage you to use other transportation modes? (select all that apply”) is grounded in the real-world needs of CCSF stakeholders.

Overwhelmingly, the most important consideration for respondents was “reducing travel time.”  That efficient use of time is important should not be surprising to the City Team.

The CCSF Ocean Campus Transportation Survey results just confirm common sense.  The survey confirms the common sense input that ordinary citizens have been trying to communicate to the Mayor’s Office and Planning Department to little effect—because the City Team’s “sustainable” Transportation Demand Management (TDM) “solution” had been pre-ordained in contradiction and opposition to the real world lives of CCSF and neighborhood stakeholders.

TDM is the City Team’s solution for transportation and parking problems that will be generated by the Balboa Reservoir Project.  According to Planning Department’s Transportation Sustainability Program, “TDM is the “Shift” component of the Transportation Sustainability Program. A series of development focused TDM measures incentivize on-site amenities intended to provide sustainable alternatives to driving – or “shifting” people’s usual practice of driving alone in their cars – by providing residents, business tenants, and visitors with sustainable alternative travel options.”

However, instead of just applying TDM measures to the beneficiaries (“residents, business tenants, and visitors”) of the Balboa Reservoir Project, the City Team has shifted the brunt of the application of TDM to the pre-existing stakeholders  of CCSF, Riordan, Sunnyside Elementary, St. Finn Barr, Lick Wilmerding, and the Ingleside, Westwood Park and Sunnyside neighborhoods.

No matter how the City Team tries to convince the public that its TDM Study will be comprehensive in nature, the fact remains that TDM is self-defined within its own parameters.  The Reservoir Project’s TDM solution is straightforwardly documented:  “The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents.”

One of the components of the City’s Transportation Sustainability Program is “Shift.”  The idea is to shift car drivers onto other more sustainable modes of transportation.  However, in the Balboa Reservoir context, “shift” has another more important meaning.

The different and more important real-world meaning of “shift” is:  shifting the burden of mitigation of CEQA-related adverse impacts onto school stakeholders and neighborhood residents.  This is unacceptable. 

COMMUNITY SURVEY (Dept of Environment)

The section on the Community Survey conducted by the Dept of Environment highlighted two survey questions.  The two questions pertained to the Existing Mode Split and to “Willingness to Try Different Modes of Transportation.”

The main concept of TDM is to get car drivers to walk, bike and take public transit.  However the Nelson-Nygaard Report failed to show survey results for a critical question that would show the likelihood of respondents changing mode of travel.  The Report does not show the survey results for Question #9-- What is most important to you when you choose how you get to work?

Although the Report fails to provide survey results for this question, I bet it would be similar to the results for the CCSF Survey:  that ‘Travel Time’ would be one of the most important.  I would also guess that ‘Reliability’ would also be close to the top.  If my guess about responses to this question is right, how effective would the Balboa Reservoir Project’s TDM measures be able to resolve Travel Time and Reliability concerns?

· Since the data for Question 9 of the survey has not been presented in the Nelson-Nygaard Report, I will venture this unsubstantiated (but probably correct) conclusion:

 The TDM objective of shifting substantial numbers of car drivers onto public transit and biking will be unsuccessful because of the real-world importance of Travel Time, Reliability, and Convenience for people leading busy lives…….and who are not privileged to be members of the leisure class.

--aj     1/3/2017
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May 2016, these City College stakeholders—in addition to those using public
transit (42%) and walking/biking (9.4%),  45.7% commuted by car. 
 
The mission of any school is to provide education.  But if access to an institution is
made difficult, the goal of providing education will be curtailed due to impaired
physical access.
 
 Although reducing car usage in general is a commendable goal, the Reservoir
Project’s elimination of the baseline environmental setting of the 1,000-space
student parking lot will have the undesirable effect of discouraging enrollment at
City College.
 
The interests of students, faculty, and staff will inevitably be harmed by the
Reservoir Project.  Unless willfully blind, the 1100-1550 unit Reservoir Project will
obviously create significant adverse impact on the public service provided by the
area’s schools, especially City College.
 
Transportation Demand Management As Mitigation
From the beginning of the Reservoir Project’s public engagement process, The
City Team had already substantively disregarded community concern about
parking and transportation.  Disregard for community concerns regarding parking
and circulation was due to the realignment in the assessment of Transportation
from Level of Service (LOS) to Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT).  The City Team has
relied on the  interpretation of parking and circulation impacts to merely be social
and/or economic effects not covered by CEQA.
 
Consequently, the City Team ponied out a Balboa Area Area TDM Framework in
response to community concern.  The City Team misled the public by giving the
impression that it would be an objective study of parking and circulation issues. 
But in reality the result was a foregone conclusion.  The SFCTA contract specified
the parameters of this study:  “The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to
reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood
residents.”

In other words, the burden of dealing with the adverse impacts on City College
and the neighborhoods of 2,200 to 3,100 new adult Balboa Reservoir residents
would be shifted onto the victims.
 
The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework will undoubtedly be brought forth as
support for TDM as appropriate mitigation.  
 
The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework fails to rise to the standard of providing
substantial evidence that TDM would be able to resolve the effects of lost student
parking on student enrollment.  
 
The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework, lacking substantial evidence of its efficacy,
falls back on speculation and wishful thinking.  Its dubious evidence in support of



the efficacy of a TDM solution for City College are a couple case studies: 
University of Louisville’s Earn-a-Bike Program and Santa Monica College’s
Corsair Commute Program which provide financial incentives for using sustainable
transportation. 
 
NO EVIDENCE IS PROVIDED THAT A SIMILAR FINANCIAL INCENTIVE
PROGRAM WOULD SUCCEED IN MAINTAINING ENROLLMENT AT CITY
COLLEGE.
 
Please refer to the attached critique of the Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework
entitled “Balboa Reservoir’s TDM Non Sequitur” (attached) and enter it into the
Administrative Record, as well.
 
Impact on Public Service of City College and Other Schools
From my  10/11/2018 submission “Comment on Balboa Reservoir NOP re:
"Summary of Potential Environmental Issues":

Although 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA impact "for
the (Reservoir Project itself) project",  21099 does not exempt the secondary
parking impact on CCSF's public educational service to students from
assessment and consideration.  
 
Student parking, being the existing condition and setting, cannot be be
bypassed by extending 21099's parking exemption onto the elimination of the
public benefit of providing access to a commuter college.
 
The proposed Reservoir development has forced City College to include in its
Facilities Master Plan 2-3 new parking structures to make up for the loss of
existing parking in the PUC Reservoir.  This is the secondary [physical--aj]
impact that must be addressed in the Subsequent EIR.
 

 
 
 

2.       Transit
 The Program-level Balboa Park Station FEIR had already concluded that the Area
Plan would cause a significant unavoidable impact on MUNI even without
considering 1) a Lee Extension, and without 2) an at-the-time 500-unit Reservoir
housing project.
 
In the section "Transportation Improvements for Future Consideration", the Nelson-
Nygaard TDM Framework can only trot out Transit Stop Improvements and
Intersection Signal Improvement.
 
These improvements are but band-aids to an assault-rifle wound.
 
Only with willful disregard for objectivity will it be possible to conclude in the
Subsequent EIR that impact on MUNI's K, 43, 29, 8, 49 will be other than
significant and unavoidable.



 
 
Submitted by:
Alvin Ja, District 7



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

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); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: WHOLE FOODS - LOMBARDI BUILDING - POLK STREET
Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 9:04:30 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Dan [mailto:steinersf@aol.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 04, 2018 6:26 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: WHOLE FOODS - LOMBARDI BUILDING - POLK STREET
 

 

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Dan <steinersf@aol.com>
Date: November 4, 2018 at 6:23:41 AM PST
To: dan blackwelder <steinersf@aol.com>
Subject: WHOLE FOODS -  LOMBARDI BUILDING  - POLK STREET

November 3, 2018

I am a small business owner on Polk Street, just a few yards from the entrance to
the former Lombardi's sports store.  I have owned and operated this business for
almost 21 years.  I have enjoyed having a successful business along with my other
small business owners, and have become friends with many of them.
     When the prospect of having a .Whole Foods move into the Lombardi
building, I was a bit ambiguous about whether or not that could be beneficial to
me and to the neighborhood.  After further thought I think it would be a move in
the wrong direction for this  small business corridor.  
     I am a 54 year resident of San Francisco, and like many "old-timers" I have
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witnessed the rapid changes that have altered our city over the past years.  The
greatest changes have been in the downtown commercial/financial district.  It is
understandable that large office buildings would be built there.  That is the very
nature of that particular area of the city.  However, the unique neighborhoods that
dot our landscape are much more fragile and need protecting.  I would hope that
you consider it part of your duty/responsibility to make sure the historic flavor of
our city is preserved.  
I realize that progress is inevitable, but hopefully not at the cost of diminishing
the specialness of our smaller commercial districts.  
    I interact with tourists and visitors on a daily basis.  I am constantly asked "
how do I get to Chinatown ...... is  North Beach far from here......can we walk to
Fisherman's Wharf?   Many of these people come from cities that are dotted with
shopping malls.   Malls that have exactly the same businesses as every other mall
in the country.  They tell me how much they enjoy the diverse experience of
enjoying our special neighborhoods.  Isn't tourism still our number one business?  
  Thankfully, due to the watchful eyes of the folks at City Hall we have avoided
the impact of the " cookie-cutter" approach to growth.  It is true that Whole Foods
hires people and pays taxes......so do we, the small business owners.   The big
difference that never seems to be acknowledged is that the profits from us small
business owners stays right here and is spent here.   The profits from corporate
chains leave the city and goes back to the home office.   
   Let's keep our small businesses and the profits they generate right here in .San
 Francisco.   I ask you to consider the future of the Lombardi building to be one
that benefits our neighborhood -not diminishes it.

Dan Blackwelder, owner
ONE HALF
1837 Polk St.
415-786-4182



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

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: Balboa Reservoir: ON OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 9:04:11 AM
Attachments: 2018-9-4 AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCAM.docx

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: aj [mailto:ajahjah@att.net] 
Sent: Sunday, November 04, 2018 3:41 PM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Shanahan, Thomas (ECN); Hood, Donna (PUC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board
of Supervisors, (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Rafael Mandelman;
Tom Temprano; Ivy Lee; Brigitte Davila; Thea Selby; John Rizzo; Alex Randolph;
studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu; Shanell Williams; Shaw, Linda (MYR)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir: ON OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
 

 

Hi Jeanie:
 
Here's another submission (probably my last), with additional attachment, for the
administrative record.  Thank you for taking care of it.
 
--aj
 

ON OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
Even if the Subsequent EIR finds significant and unavoidable impacts, the Reservoir
Project holds a trump card.  That trump card would be a Statement of Overriding
Considerations.
 
Such a Statement of Overriding Consideration would more than likely put forth the
idea that the Reservoir Project would make a substantial contribution in alleviating the
housing crisis.
 
However, in making such an argument of overriding consideration, extreme care must
be taken to distinguish between slick marketing hype and PR and the reality
contained in the Development Parameters and the Exclusive Negotiating Agreement
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[bookmark: _GoBack] “AFFORDABLE HOUSING” SCAM OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT   (9/4/2018)

The Balboa Reservoir Project has been presented to the community essentially as a done-deal.   It has been justified by referencing the Balboa Park Station Area Plan and the Public Land for Housing Program.

However, there has been no fact or evidence-based analysis of the assumptions and premises involved in the Reservoir Project’s so-called affordable housing.   The Project has been framed as an affordable housing effort;  it has also been framed as providing affordable housing “in perpetuity.”   Yet when deeper analysis is made, only 33% of the housing on public land will be Affordable Housing for low to moderate-income populations. 

And when you read the fine print, “in perpetuity” only means “for the useful life of the buildings.”

Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan called for using the Reservoir for the “best benefit of the neighborhood, the city, and the region as a whole.”  Yet the Balboa Reservoir Project has failed to assess the relative harms and benefits of the proposed housing development versus the educational needs of the city and the Bay Area.  As envisioned, the Reservoir Project will harm City College of San Francisco which serves the broadest public interest and benefit to the entire Bay Area. 

During the course of the public engagement process, much input has been provided to the City Team regarding flaws in the Reservoir Project.  However, fundamental questions and concerns regarding the validity of the Project have not been addressed.

Here is an updated digest of critiques have remained unaddressed by the City Team.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK:  PUBLIC LAND FOR THE PUBLIC GOOD

1. Public land should be used for the public good.

2. Affordable housing for homeless, low-income and moderate-income people contributes to the public good.

3. The California State Surplus Land Statute and the City’s Surplus City Property/Public Lands Ordinance were set up to help address housing targeted for homeless, low-income and moderate-income people.

4. The intent of both State and City laws were not meant to subsidize high-cost housing.

5. As defined by State law, “Affordable Housing” covers moderate-income housing going up to 120% Area Median Income only.

6. Balboa Reservoir Project only requires that 33% of the BR housing to be State-defined “Affordable Housing.”  The remaining 67% of housing falls outside the bounds of the original intent of State and City targets of Affordable Housing--as defined by State law--for low-income, and moderate-income people.

7. The result of this 33% Affordable Housing/67% non-Affordable Housing ratio is that public land will be transferred to private interests/higher income owners in the guise of “Affordable Housing.”

8. The Reservoir Project has been deceptively marketed as “affordable housing” and/or “50% affordable housing.”   Despite such marketing, the reality is that only 33% is guaranteed to be affordable while 50% UNaffordable is guaranteed. The remaining 17% (that would bring “affordable” up to 50%) “additional” affordable to City & County –defined “middle-income” (150% AMI--$124,350 for an individual)people is but aspirational,….and which would be have to be financed with public funds, not by the private developer.  

9. Using 33% “Affordable Housing” to subsidize the 67% high-cost housing is contrary to the intent of the original legislation.

10.  Distorted meaning of “in perpetuity”:   Affordable units are supposedly going to be deed-restricted "in perpetuity."  Yet, contrary to the normal meaning of "in perpetuity", the City/RFQ defines it as follows:  "The project’s affordable housing units must remain affordable in perpetuity (i.e. throughout the useful lives of the buildings in which those units are located), ..."  What this really means is that after 55-75 years,  or even sooner--depending on how the developer defines "useful life"-- even the 33% Affordable will no longer be in existence.  The entire Reservoir property will be owned free and clear by private interests with no requirements for affordability:  It's the pot at the end of the rainbow for private interests that are willing to make a short-term sacrifice in exchange for a long-term bonanza.



11. Best use of PUC Reservoir:

Under Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, Policy 1.3.2 [sic] states "POLICY 1.3.2   Develop the west basin of the reservoir [for] the greatest benefit of the city as a whole as well as for the surrounding neighborhoods." 

· There has never been any discussion about what constitutes "greatest benefit."  The City/Mayor simply declared by fiat that it would be used for housing.  

· It can be legitimately argued that using the west basin for educational purposes would be the "greatest benefit."  

12. Balboa Station Area Plan does not mandate housing at Reservoir



Proponents of the Reservoir Project refer to the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as calling for housing on the Reservoir.  This is inaccurate.  The BPS Area Plan actually used the term "consider."   It called for housing to be considered.  It was not a mandate.  In addition to housing, there was something else that the BPS Area Plan asked to be considered:  OPEN SPACE.



The BPS Area Plan contains several elements, among which are the Housing Element and the Open Space Element.



The Open Space Element of the BPS Area Plan includes discussion of the western Reservoir as open space and includes this map, yet this section of the BPS Are Plan has been ignored.
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And then again, on a broader perspective, the BPS Area Plan has asked that the "best use" be considered for the Reservoir.  Instead of "best use" or "open space" as presented by the BPS Area Plan, the City jumped directly to housing as the sole consideration. 



STATE SURPLUS PROPERTY STATUTE



The State Surplus Land Statute 54222   says: 

Any local agency disposing of surplus land shall send, prior to disposing of that property, a written offer to sell or lease the property as follows:

(c) A written offer to sell or lease land suitable for school facilities construction or use by a school district for open-spacepurposes shall be sent to any school district in whose jurisdiction the land is located.


PUC’s principle of market rate return is not absolute.  SF Administrative Code 23 for Real Property Transactions calls for:

SF Administrative Code 23.20 states

  Transfers of Real Property pursuant to this Article shall be paid for no less than 100% of the appraised value, except where the Board of Supervisors determines by resolution that a lesser sum will further a proper public purpose, and provided that the Public Utilities Commission shall be paid at least the historical cost of such Real Property. 


SF Administrative Code 23.3 for Real Property Transactions calls for:

 "... sales price of at least 100% of the appraised value of such Real Property, except where the Board determines either that (a) a lesser sum will further a proper public purpose, or..."



The Balboa Park Station Area Plan had called for  developing the Reservoir to "best benefit the Neighborhood,  City, Region as a whole."  Yet any analysis of what constitutes "best benefit" has been bypassed.   Instead, by fiat, the City declared that the Reservoir would be used for housing to be developed by private developers.  And despite the teacher shortage, consideration for teacher housing by school districts was negated by City Staff. 



CEQA CONSIDERATIONS   

1. CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or mitigate significant adverse environmental impacts caused by a project.

2. City College is a critical public service that serves the entire Bay Area.  CCSF is the central economic, educational and cultural feature of the Reservoir vicinity.  However the Balboa Reservoir Project has failed to acknowledge CCSF’s primacy.

3. Housing on Balboa Reservoir is a component of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, based on an Initial Study conducted in 2006, referenced in the BPS Final EIR.  

4. The proposal of 425-500 units in the Reservoir was arbitrary.  There was no documentation, evidence, or argumentation presented to support the proposal for 425-500 units in the 2006 BPS Initial Study/BPS Final EIR/BPS Area Plan.

5. The BPS Area Plan, Final EIR/Initial Study determined that, on the BPS Program-Level, that there would be no significant impact to school facilities.

6. The BR Project’s 2014 AECOM Study incorrectly extended the Program-Level determination of non-significance to the Balboa Reservoir Project’s Plan-Level.  This has caused the BR Project to ignore adverse impacts that the Project will have on City College and neighboring schools.  

7. The City Team has refused to acknowledge the reality that the use of the Reservoir for student parking is an existing public benefit.  It is a benefit that helps provide access to quality education.

8. Instead, the Balboa Park Station Area Plan mischaracterizes the Reservoir as simply being an “unpleasant void in the neighborhood ” despite the reality that it serves an important and needed public purpose for students.

9. The Balboa Reservoir Project can be characterized as constituting an eviction of an important Bay Area-wide public service--City College.  A public good is being eliminated for the benefit of private developer interests.

10. The City Team operates on the unfounded assumption that housing on the Reservoir is of higher importance than the importance of City College to the community.

· The City Team shifts the burden of mitigation of impending adverse impacts of the Project onto the surrounding neighborhoods and CCSF stakeholders.   It addresses the BR Project’s adverse impacts by calling for the impactees to bear the burden by practicing TDM (“reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents”) and requesting Residential  Permit Parking.

11. The City Team argues that it is too expensive to build parking.  If the Reservoir were to be left as-is to provide student access to education, there would be no need to build new parking.  It’s cheaper to keep it as-is.

12. Eviction of CCSF from western Reservoir will harm student access to education.

13.  The State Surplus Property Statute (Govt Code 54220) targets use of housing for those of “low” or “moderate” income (up to 120% of Area AMI).   It was under this concept that San Francisco’s Public Lands for Housing Program was originally formulated.  The idea was for surplus public property to be used for the public good to create Affordable Housing (120% AMI).

14. The Development Parameters only require 33% to be State-defined Affordable Housing. 

15. In reality 67% will be unaffordable housing.  Although the City Team presents the Project as market-rate housing subsidizing affordable housing, this is an inversion of reality.  In reality, the 33% affordable housing is cover for the reality that this transfer of public property will benefit private interests at the expense of the public.  The reality is that the 33% “affordable housing” will be subsidizing private interests.



PUC LAND USE POLICY 

1. The RFQ’s section on Applicable Land Use Policies makes no reference to the PUC’s own “Framework for Land Use and Management.” 

2. From the PUC website:  By adoption of the Framework, the Commission is seeking to advance the analytical and decision-making process surrounding the administration of real estate assets under the SFPUC’s exclusive jurisdiction.

3. PUC’s Land Use Framework policy allows sale only if:  “Use of the land sold will not result in creating a nuisance.”

4. Even though the PUC Land Use Framework was formulated to focus on “Land Management Guidance for…Disposition of SFPUC Lands,”  The City Team has dismissed the importance of this policy document:   “It is not necessary, or feasible, for an RFQ to name all of the City policies and procedures that apply to the project.”    [ from Staff Response to “Why doesn’t the RFQ discuss the SFPUC Land Use Framework?”  ]   



Importantly, Staff misstated the essence of the question.  The real question was whether or not the intended disposition of the PUC Reservoir property complies with PUC’s policy on “Disposition of SFPUC Lands”; the question was not whether the Land Use Framework policy is “named.”

PARKING vs. TDM

1. The City Team argues that it is too expensive to build parking.  If the Reservoir were to be left as-is to provide student access to education, there would be no need to build new parking.  If construction cost is the consideration, then the best option is to leave the western Reservoir as-is.

2. TDM is the third component of the City’s Transportation Sustainability Program.  TDM requires new developments to provide on-site amenities that prioritize sustainable alternatives to driving.

3. The Balboa Reservoir Project will not exist in isolation from the surrounding neighborhoods.  The TDM outcomes within the boundaries of the Project itself will probably be highly successful.  However, BR Project’s internal TDM success will come at the expense of the surrounding neighborhoods when BR residents park their privately-owned vehicles and drive their privately-owned vehicles  outside the Resrvoir Project’s own boundaries.

4. FROM EARLIER SUBMISSION TO CAC REGARDING TDM:

· Most importantly:  TDM Study is not a comprehensive and unbiased assessment of parking and circulation issues in the Reservoir vicinity; and it was never meant to be a comprehensive study.  The scope/parameters of Nelson-Nygaard's study were very specific according to SFCTA documentation:

· The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents. 

· PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BENEFITS

The Balboa Area Transportation Demand Study will develop clear strategies for reducing single-occupant vehicle trips and outline a coordinated framework for future TDM programs and policies between CCSF, the Balboa Reservoir project, and the City of San Francisco. Potential TDM activities will produce a wide-range of benefits to individuals and the transportation system as a whole, from reducing traffic congestion, vehicle emissions, and fuel consumption to supporting physical activity and enhancing safety. Additionally, TDM activities will make existing transportation investments perform better, extending the life of existing infrastructure and improving the outcomes for new transportation investments.

            

·  TDM Program: proposing TDM solutions unique to the area comprising CCSF Ocean campus, Balboa Reservoir and neighborhoodsas consistent with emerging TDM policy.    



Bottom-line:  TDM solutions, by definition and intent, exclude parking.  Within TDM parameters, the issue of parking is given significance only via the TDM solution of making parking "more difficult and expensive."  That's why the elimination of student parking is ignored.  That's why the City Team promotes 0.5 parking spaces per residential unit.



· Fatuous TDM arguments:

· "Parking Produces Traffic Congestion--Every parking space is a magnet for cars" and "If you build it........they will come."

· In earlier submissions I had written:  

As I have pointed out in another e-mail, there are 3 main traffic magnets in our area: schools, freeway entrance/exits, and the BP Station transit hub.  If reduction of car traffic in the area is the goal, these magnets need to removed.  Obviously, this is neither an appropriate nor realistic solution.



BP Station and freeway entrance/exits are part of transportation infrastructure.  However CCSF is different. CCSF is not transportation infrastructure.   People are not just passing through on the way to someplace else.  CCSF is a destination in and of itself.

                    

Rather than parking producing congestion, it's the existence of a desired destination that induces traffic.  Parking is but a means to accommodate those who want to get to the desired destination.   


Case-in-point:  When school is not in session, there are very few cars in the Reservoir parking lot and there's very little traffic on Phelan.  This demonstrates the falsehood of the "parking produces traffic congestion" premise.

      

Bottom line:  Parking, in and of itself, does not promote congestion.  Rather, congestion is the product of people trying to get to a desired destination.   Student access to education, which includes driving and parking, should not be subordinate to the Balboa Reservoir Project.



· "Spillover [parking] from City College"

· Both Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn and Westwood Park Assn have made clear that the neighborhood supports CCSF and its students.  The Nelson-Nygaard Study calls for preventing "spillover from City College" by making parking for them difficult via RPP and enforcement.  Rather than making parking difficult for students, the neighbors have called for the Balboa Reservoir Project to provide adequate on-site parking for student needs. 

        

Bottom line:  Instead of shifting the burden of mitigation for the elimination of student parking by the TDM solution of "reducing single-occupant trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents", the Reservoir Project needs to take responsibility for replacing lost student parking.



--aj
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(ENA).
 
OVERVIEW
The Balboa Park Station (BPS) Area Plan adopted by the City & County of SF is
used as justification for the Balboa Reservoir Project.  However, this justification for
housing in the Reservoir was cherry-picked from the BPS Area Plan.
 
In actuality the BPS Area Plan asked for consideration of the best use of Reservoir:

·         Housing was one consideration.  It was not a mandate.

·         Open Space was another consideration;

·         Education should logically have been another consideration because of location
and existing use, but was not contained in the BPS Area Plan.

 

The Public Lands for Housing Program has been the main lever for the Balboa
Reservoir Project.

  

According to Administrative Code 23.a.2 (l), the Surplus Public Lands Ordinance can
serve only as recommendation to enterprise agencies like the PUC.

 

The Reservoir Project has been made poster child for the Public Lands for
Housing Program.  But, by law,  the City cannot mandate the PUC to do so. 
 Being an enterprise agency, City Ordinance only allows the City to
recommend to PUC that the Reservoir be made part of Public Lands for
Housing.
 

AFFORDABLE FOR WHOM?  THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCAM
The initial legislation and legislative intent regarding surplus City property was for
using public land to help provide housing:

·         for the homeless and low-income populations, and

·         built solely by non-profit community developers.

 

In a deceptive advertising campaign, 2015 Proposition K was passed which changed
the City's Administrative Code Ch.23A to enable public land to be used:



·         for newly defined "affordable housing" extended to "middle-income" ( 150%
Area Median Income, which is $124,350 for an individual as of 4/1/2018), even as
the State maintains that “moderate-income” and “middle-income” are identical (120%
AMI which is $99,500 for an individual as of April 2018), and

·         for sale to, and built by private developers instead of just by non-profit
developers.

 

The biggest scam is privatization of public property by private developers in the
guise of affordable housing.
 
The Reservoir Project has been skillfully marketed and framed as an affordable
housing development.  Yet documents reveal otherwise.
 
The Reservoir Development has been marketed as—from more deceptive to less
deceptive-- affordable housing, or 50% affordable housing, or  up to 50% affordable
housing.
 
To paint lipstick on a pig, the privatization of the Reservoir has been deceptively
marketed as "affordable housing"  and/or "50% affordable housing." Despite the
marketing of "50% affordable", the reality is that only 33% affordable housing is
guaranteed, while 50% unaffordable housing is guaranteed. The remaining 17%
affordable for middle-income of up to 150% AMI (that would bring "affordable" up to
50%) will not be funded by Reservoir Community Partners LLC.  The aspirational
17% "additional affordable" would have to be funded by unsourced public funds and
is actually a bait- and-switch deception.
 
 The "affordable" definition scam:  "Affordable" has been redefined to include up to
150% Area Median Income ($124,350 as of 4/1/2018).
 
The affordable "in perpetuity" scam:  "In perpetuity" is defined as "throughout the
useful lives of the buildings..."
 
The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) scam which wishes and
greenwashes away the problem of elimination of 1,000 student parking spaces with a
solution of "reduc[ing] single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood
residents.”

BYPASSING STATE SURPLUS PROPERTY STATUE
The disposition of public land is governed by the State Surplus Property Statute:
The State Surplus Land Statute Section 54222   says: 

Any local agency disposing of surplus land shall send, prior to disposing of that property, a
written offer to sell or lease the property as follows:
(c) A written offer to sell or lease land suitable for school facilities construction or use by a school



district for open-spacepurposes shall be sent to any school district in whose jurisdiction the land
is located.

 
Yet there has been no transparent public record or open Board of Trustees Action to
show that SFCCD has rejected a written offer to acquire the Reservoir for school
facilities or open space.
 
Any evaluation of overriding considerations must evaluate the full range of harms and
benefits instead of making an a priori unsubstantiated assumption that privatizing
public land for at least 50% to 67% units that would be unaffordable to those of
moderate income (120% of AMI which is $99,500 for an individual) constitutes the
best use of the publicly-owned PUC property.
 
Please refer to the attached “Affordable Housing Scam of Balboa Reservoir Project”.
 
 
Submitted for the administrative record on Balboa Reservoir by: 
Alvin Ja         11/5/2018



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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter from a Nob Hill resident
Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 9:03:24 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: Sukhjit Ghag [mailto:sukhjitg@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 04, 2018 7:07 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); HillisSF@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: Letter from a Nob Hill resident
 

 
It takes a lot for me to type out a correspondence but I recognize that the topic I want to talk
to you about is too important to the health and well being of my neighborhood of 25 years.
 
One of the reasons I hold on to a life in San Francisco is because of the uniqueness of the
people who make it work. The everyday shopkeepers and small business on Polk Street
are part of this character and I think we should do everything we can to help them survive in
these times when “disruption” and “innovation” are pulling the rug out from underneath so
many.
 
Please don’t put a chain like 360 in the Lombardi building. Please don’t put an Amazon
distribution center just blocks away from my home.  It will negatively impact this
neighborhood more than it will help. 
 
I hope you’ll consider my opinion when making decisions about this neighborhood and if
you need more to consider when thinking about the power of Amazon on small businesses,
you can watch this recent video from Hassan Minhaj https://youtu.be/5maXvZ5fyQY?t=87
 
Thank you, 
 
Sukhjit Kaur Ghag
Your neighbor from Jackson and Jones Street

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://youtu.be/5maXvZ5fyQY?t=87


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 VETO OF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESOLUTION

REGARDING CALIFORNIA’S BAY-DELTA PLAN
Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 8:59:42 AM
Attachments: 11.2.18 Bay Delta Veto.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, November 02, 2018 3:59 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT*** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON VETO OF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
RESOLUTION REGARDING CALIFORNIA’S BAY-DELTA PLAN
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, November 2, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** STATEMENT***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON VETO OF BOARD OF

SUPERVISORS RESOLUTION REGARDING CALIFORNIA’S
BAY-DELTA PLAN

 
San Francisco, CA—Today, Mayor London N. Breed issued the following statement after
she vetoed a resolution passed by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in support of the
State Water Resources Control Board’s update of the Bay-Delta Plan.
 
“We all want the same outcome for the Bay-Delta—a healthy ecosystem that both supports
fish and wildlife and provides reliable water delivery to San Francisco and the region. The San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission is actively engaged in Governor Brown’s settlement
discussions to achieve these goals. But while these negotiations continue, it is imperative that
we not prematurely limit our options. Upon further review, I believe that the resolution passed
by the Board of Supervisors could significantly impair San Francisco’s ability to protect our
interests on the critical issue of water supply management. We must keep every alternative
available, including legal options to protect the City’s interests in the event that the
negotiations fail.
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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: 


Friday, November 2, 2018 


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


 


*** STATEMENT*** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ON VETO OF BOARD OF 


SUPERVISORS RESOLUTION REGARDING CALIFORNIA’S 


BAY-DELTA PLAN 


 
San Francisco, CA—Today, Mayor London N. Breed issued the following statement after she 


vetoed a resolution passed by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in support of the State 


Water Resources Control Board’s update of the Bay-Delta Plan.  


 


“We all want the same outcome for the Bay-Delta—a healthy ecosystem that both supports fish 


and wildlife and provides reliable water delivery to San Francisco and the region. The San 


Francisco Public Utilities Commission is actively engaged in Governor Brown’s settlement 


discussions to achieve these goals. But while these negotiations continue, it is imperative that we 


not prematurely limit our options. Upon further review, I believe that the resolution passed by 


the Board of Supervisors could significantly impair San Francisco’s ability to protect our 


interests on the critical issue of water supply management. We must keep every alternative 


available, including legal options to protect the City’s interests in the event that the negotiations 


fail. 


 


It is deeply irresponsible for San Francisco to take a position that would jeopardize our water 


supply, and new analysis by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission supports this 


conclusion. As cities plan for increasingly unpredictable rain patterns and longer droughts due to 


climate change, I cannot put at risk a basic critical resource that 2.7 million people in the Bay 


Area need to live every day. That is why I am vetoing the Board of Supervisors’ resolution to 


support the State Water Resource Control Board’s Proposed Updates to the 2006 Bay-Delta Plan, 


while continuing to support the SFPUC in the negotiation process.” 


 







It is deeply irresponsible for San Francisco to take a position that would jeopardize our water
supply, and new analysis by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission supports this
conclusion. As cities plan for increasingly unpredictable rain patterns and longer droughts due
to climate change, I cannot put at risk a basic critical resource that 2.7 million people in the
Bay Area need to live every day. That is why I am vetoing the Board of Supervisors’
resolution to support the State Water Resource Control Board’s Proposed Updates to the 2006
Bay-Delta Plan, while continuing to support the SFPUC in the negotiation process.”
 
 



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)
Subject: CPC Calendars for November 8, 2018
Date: Friday, November 02, 2018 2:06:37 PM
Attachments: 20181108_cal.pdf

20181108_cal.docx
Advance Calendar - 20181108.xlsx
CPC Hearing Results 2018.docx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for November 8, 2018.
 
Commissioners Melgar and Fong,
Please review the hearing and materials from the October 4, 2018 hearing for 1600 Jackson.
 
Enjoy the 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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Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards 
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Jonas P. Ionin 
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Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400 
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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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mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org





San Francisco Planning Commission  Thursday, November 8, 2018 


 


Notice of Hearing & Agenda        Page 3 of 12 
 


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. 2017-015810CUA (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823) 


830 RHODE ISLAND – located on the west side of Rhode Island Street, between 20th and 
22nd Streets, Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 4094 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing 
two-story single-family dwelling and construct a new four-story structure with two 
dwelling units. The subject property is located within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three-
Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
(Proposed Continuance to December 6, 2018) 


 
2. 2016-015675CUA (A. LINDSAY: (415) 575-9178) 


2990 24TH STREET – northeast corner of  the Harrison Street and 24th Street intersection, 
Lot 040  of Assessor’s Block 4206 (District 9) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303(c) and 763, to install a new rooftop AT&T Mobility 
Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility  consisting of (2) new FRP enclosures; (9) new 
antennas; (24) new RRHs; (1) GPS antenna; ancillary equipment; and (1) equipment room 
within the existing building  as part of the AT&T Mobility Telecommunications Network. 
The subject property is located within the 24th-Mission NCT (Neighborhood Commercial 
Transit), and 55-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 
(Continued from Regular hearing on September 13, 2018) 
(Proposed Continuance to December 20, 2018) 
 


3. 2015-008351DRP-06 (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 
380 HOLLADAY AVENUE – between Holladay and Brewster; Lots 001, 004, 005, and 006 in 
Assessor’s Block 5577 (District 9) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
Application Nos. 2017.02.27.0142; 2015.06.22.9589; 2015.06.22.9593; and 
2015.06.22.9594 for construction of four single family houses 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:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions 
(Proposed Continuance to January 10, 2019) 


 



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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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. 


 
4. 2018-009951CUA (B. HICKS: (415) 575-9054) 


1541 SLOAT BOULEVARD – south side of Sloat Boulevard between Clearfield Drive and 
Everglade Drive, within Lakeshore Plaza Shopping Center, Lot 004  of Assessor’s Block 7255 
(District 7) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 303, 713, and 780.1, to permit a change of use from retail to a limited restaurant 
(dba Teaspoon). The project scope of work consists of an interior remodel. The subject 
property is located within a NC-S (Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center Zoning 
District), Lakeshore Plaza Special Use District, and 26-40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This 
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to 
San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 


 Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
 


5. 2018-011019CUA (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823) 
400 WINSTON DRIVE – north side of Winston Drive, adjacent to the Stonestown Galleria, 
and generally bounded by Eucalyptus Drive to the north, Buckingham Way to the west 
(privately owned by Stonestown Galleria), Winston Drive to the south, and 19th Avenue to 
the east; Lot 004 of Assessor’s Block 7295 (District 7) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.1 and 303 to allow a single retail 
use greater than 50,000 square feet within the C-2 (Community Business) Zoning District 
and 65-D 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 


  
6. 2018-008620CUA (M. CHANDLER: (415) 575-9048) 


693 14TH STREET – south side between Market and Landers Streets; Lot 070 of Assessor’s 
Block 3544 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 303  and 764, to establish an Institutional Use (dba Castro/Upper Market 
Community Benefit District) within a currently vacant 905 square foot ground floor tenant 
space most recently used as a General Retail Sales and Service Use within the Upper Market 
NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District, Market and Octavia Planning 
Area, and split Height and Bulk district of 50/55-X & 40-X. This project was reviewed under 
the Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
 


7. 2017-007215DRM (E. TUFFY: (415) 575-9191) 
506 VALLEJO STREET – North side of Vallejo between Kearny Street and Grant Avenue, Lot 
006 in Assessor’s Block 0132 (District 3) – Application for Mandatory Discretionary Review, 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 249.49, to permit the installation of a new garage 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-009951CUA.pdf
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within an existing three-dwelling-unit building. The subject property is located within a 
RM-2 (Residential – Mixed, Moderate Density), Telegraph Hill-North Beach Residential 
Special Use District, and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve 


 
C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


8. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for October 18, 2018 
• Draft Minutes for October 25, 2018 


 
9. 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 


 
10. Director’s Announcements 
 
11. 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. 


 
12. 2018-013893PCAMAP (E. JARDINES: (415) 575-9144) 


1550 EVANS AVENUE – Planning Code  and Zoning Map Amendments introduced by 
Supervisor Cohen to establish the 1550 Evans Avenue Special Use District; and 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. 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20181018_cal_min.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20181025_cal_min.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-013893PCAMAP.pdf
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Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 
 


13. 2017-011878ENV (R. SCHUETT: (415) 575-9030) 
POTRERO POWER STATION – Draft Environmental Impact Report – The 29-acre site is 
located along San Francisco's central Bayshore waterfront and includes the site of the 
former Potrero Power Station. The proposed project would rezone the site, establish land 
use controls, develop design standards, and provide for a multi-phased, mixed-use 
development, including residential, commercial, parking, community facilities and open 
space land uses. The proposed project would include amendments to the General Plan and 
Planning Code, creating a new Potrero Power Station Special Use District. The proposed 
rezoning would modify the existing height limits of 40 and 65 feet to various heights 
ranging from 65 to 300 feet. Overall, the proposed project would construct up to 
approximately 5.3 million gross square feet of mixed uses and approximately 6.2 acres of 
open space. The project would include demolition of up to 20 existing structures, including 
up to five historic structures that are contributors to the historic Third Street Industrial 
District.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment 


 
14a. 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 establish a new general grocery store (a Retail Sales and Services Use) 
operating as a Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. “365 by Whole Foods”) on the first and second 
floors and add eight (8) Dwelling Units on the second floor of the subject property, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 703(d), 703.4, and 723.  The Dwelling Units 
would be comprised of four (4) two-bedroom units, three (3) one-bedroom units, and one 
(1) studio unit, resulting in 50 percent of the total number of Dwelling Units of at least 
two-bedrooms.  The Project would involve both interior and exterior tenant improvements 
to the existing two-story-over-garage building, with no expansion of the gross square 
footage contained within the existing structure.  The existing structure contains 43,898 
gross square feet, and the general grocery store would occupy the entirety of the first floor, 
or approximately 22,000 gross square feet, and approximately one-half of the second floor, 
or approximately 11,000 gross square feet.  The first floor would function as the primary 
sales floor for the general grocery store, with an area dedicated for prepared foods for on- 
or off-site consumption, and the second floor would contain additional retail floor area, 
and accessory office space.  With respect to alcohol sales, 365 by Whole Foods proposes to 
hold a Type 20 alcohol license (beer and wine only). The exterior tenant improvements 
include a horizontal extension of the existing parapet, new paint, and new store signage.  
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 Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces where 
none existed before. 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 October 4, 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). 



https://sf-planning.org/environmental-impact-reports-negative-declarations

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-000378CUAVAR.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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On September 27, 2018, without hearing, continued to October 4, 2018 by a vote of +7 -0.  
On October 4, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to November 8, 
2018, with direction from the Commission by a vote of +4 -1 (Moore against; Fong and 
Melgar absent). 


 
14b. 2016-000378VAR (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 Variance 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 (“Rear Yard”).  The basic rear yard requirement for 
the subject property is 25 percent (or approximately 41 feet) at the lowest story containing 
a dwelling unit.  The existing structure covers 100% of the lot and Code requires a rear at 
the lowest story containing a dwelling unit; therefore, the project requires a variance from 
the rear yard requirements of the Planning Code. 


 
15a. 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 September 27, 2018) 


 
15b. 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 September 27, 2018) 


 
16a. 2007.1347CUA (M. WOODS: (415) 558-6315) 


3637-3657 SACRAMENTO STREET – south side between Locust and Spruce Streets, Lots 012 
and 020 in Assessor’s Block 1018 (District 2) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 102, 121.1, 121.2, 303 and 724 to demolish three 
existing buildings, and construct a 40-foot tall, four-story mixed use building over three 
levels of below-grade parking, containing retail, medical office, 18 dwelling units, 64 
parking spaces (including one car share space), and 35 bicycle spaces, totaling 
approximately 84,000 square feet. The proposal is seeking Conditional Use authorization 
for lot size exceeding 5,000 square feet, use size exceeding 2,500 square feet, and public 
parking garage for short term use. The proposal is also seeking a Modification of the rear 
yard requirement from the Zoning Administrator pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134 
and 136. The project site is located within a Sacramento Street Neighborhood Commercial 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-000378CUAVAR.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2013.1037Cc1.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/2013.1037Cc1.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2007.1347CUAVAR.pdf
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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 


 
16b. 2007.1347VAR (M. WOODS: (415) 558-6315) 


3637-3657 SACRAMENTO STREET – south side between Locust and Spruce Streets, Lots 012 
and 020 in Assessor’s Block 1018 (District 2) – Request for a Zoning Administrator 
Modification from the rear yard requirement (Planning Code Sections 134 and 136). The 
proposed project is to demolish three existing buildings, and construct a 40-foot tall, four-
story mixed use building over three levels of below-grade parking, containing retail, 
medical office, 18 dwelling units, 64 parking spaces (including one car share space), and 35 
bicycle spaces. The project site is located within a Sacramento Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
 


17a. 2016-008438SHD (K. DURANDET: (415) 575-6816) 
1075-1089 FOLSOM STREET – south side of Folsom Street between 7th and Sherman 
Streets, Lots 038 and 039 of Assessor’s Block 3766 (District 6)- Request for Adoption of 
Findings, pursuant to Planning Code Section 295, regarding the shadow study that 
concluded, with the recommendation of the general manager of the Recreation and Park 
Department, in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission, that net new 
shadow on Victoria Manalo Draves Park by the proposed project at 1075-1089 Folsom 
Street would not be adverse to the use of the public park. The proposed project would 
demolish the existing buildings on the site, and construct a six-story, 65-foot tall, 
approximately 25,756 square-foot (sf) mixed-use building consisting of 48 single room 
occupancy (SRO) residential units with balconies and decks on the first through sixth 
floors, and a rear yard, residential lobby, bicycle storage, 1,088 sf of commercial space, and 
utility areas on the ground floor.  The subject property is located within the SoMa NCT 
(Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Adopt Shadow Findings 


 
17b. 2016-008438DRP (K. DURANDET: (415) 575-6816) 


1075-1089 FOLSOM STREET – south side of Folsom Street between 7th and Sherman 
Streets, Lots 038 and 039 of Assessor’s Block 3766 (District 6)- Request for Discretionary 
Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0214.9384. The proposed project would 
demolish the existing buildings on the site, and construct a six-story, 65-foot tall, 
approximately 25,756 square-foot (sf) mixed-use building consisting of 48 single room 
occupancy (SRO) residential units with balconies and decks on the first through sixth 
floors, and a rear yard, residential lobby, bicycle storage, 1,088 sf of commercial space, and 
utility areas on the ground floor. The subject property is located within the SoMa NCT 
(Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 
 


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 



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/2007.1347CUAVAR.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-008438SHDDRP.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-008438SHDDRP.pdf
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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. 


 
18a. 2015-004717DRP (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742) 


11 GLADYS STREET – southeast side of Gladys Street; Lot 027 of Assessor’s Block 5710 
(District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application 
#201612084425 within a RH-2 (Residential, House – Two Family) and 40-X Height and Bulk 
District. The proposal includes a vertical addition to an existing single-family home. The 
proposal also includes interior alterations. 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 
(Continued from Regular hearing on October 18, 2018) 
 


18b. 2015-004717VAR (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742) 
11 GLADYS STREET – southeast side of Gladys Street; Lot 027 of Assessor’s Block 5710 
(District 9) – Request for Variance to the front setback requirement pursuant to Planning 
Code Section 132 and rear yard requirement pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 for the 
project involving a vertical addition to an existing single-family home. The proposal also 
includes interior alterations. The project is located within a RH-2 (Residential, House – Two 
Family) and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
(Continued from Regular hearing on October 18, 2018) 


 
19. 2018-007690DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


269 AVILA STREET – between Beach and Capra; Lot 002 in Assessor’s Block 0441A (District 
2) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.0524.0036, 
for construction of an Accessory Dwelling Unit per ordinance 162-16 in an existing 3-story 
two-family house 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 
 


ADJOURNMENT  



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-004717DRPVAR.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/2015-004717DRPVAR.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-007690DRP.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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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. 



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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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. 
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		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 l...

		F. REGULAR CALENDAR
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Agenda





Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, November 8, 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



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





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.	2017-015810CUA	(L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)

830 RHODE ISLAND – located on the west side of Rhode Island Street, between 20th and 22nd Streets, Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 4094 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing two-story single-family dwelling and construct a new four-story structure with two dwelling units. The subject property is located within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

(Proposed Continuance to December 6, 2018)



2.	2016-015675CUA	(A. LINDSAY: (415) 575-9178)

2990 24TH STREET – northeast corner of  the Harrison Street and 24th Street intersection, Lot 040  of Assessor’s Block 4206 (District 9) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303(c) and 763, to install a new rooftop AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility  consisting of (2) new FRP enclosures; (9) new antennas; (24) new RRHs; (1) GPS antenna; ancillary equipment; and (1) equipment room within the existing building  as part of the AT&T Mobility Telecommunications Network. The subject property is located within the 24th-Mission NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit), and 55-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

(Continued from Regular hearing on September 13, 2018)

(Proposed Continuance to December 20, 2018)



3.	2015-008351DRP-06	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

380 HOLLADAY AVENUE – between Holladay and Brewster; Lots 001, 004, 005, and 006 in Assessor’s Block 5577 (District 9) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application Nos. 2017.02.27.0142; 2015.06.22.9589; 2015.06.22.9593; and 2015.06.22.9594 for construction of four single family houses 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:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions

(Proposed Continuance to January 10, 2019)



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.



4.	2018-009951CUA	(B. HICKS: (415) 575-9054)

1541 SLOAT BOULEVARD – south side of Sloat Boulevard between Clearfield Drive and Everglade Drive, within Lakeshore Plaza Shopping Center, Lot 004  of Assessor’s Block 7255 (District 7) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 713, and 780.1, to permit a change of use from retail to a limited restaurant (dba Teaspoon). The project scope of work consists of an interior remodel. The subject property is located within a NC-S (Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center Zoning District), Lakeshore Plaza Special Use District, and 26-40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

	Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



5.	2018-011019CUA	(L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)

400 WINSTON DRIVE – north side of Winston Drive, adjacent to the Stonestown Galleria, and generally bounded by Eucalyptus Drive to the north, Buckingham Way to the west (privately owned by Stonestown Galleria), Winston Drive to the south, and 19th Avenue to the east; Lot 004 of Assessor’s Block 7295 (District 7) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.1 and 303 to allow a single retail use greater than 50,000 square feet within the C-2 (Community Business) Zoning District and 65-D 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

	

6.	2018-008620CUA	(M. CHANDLER: (415) 575-9048)

[bookmark: _Hlk527365498]693 14TH STREET – south side between Market and Landers Streets; Lot 070 of Assessor’s Block 3544 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303  and 764, to establish an Institutional Use (dba Castro/Upper Market Community Benefit District) within a currently vacant 905 square foot ground floor tenant space most recently used as a General Retail Sales and Service Use within the Upper Market NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District, Market and Octavia Planning Area, and split Height and Bulk district of 50/55-X & 40-X. This project was reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



7.	2017-007215DRM	(E. TUFFY: (415) 575-9191)

506 VALLEJO STREET – North side of Vallejo between Kearny Street and Grant Avenue, Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 0132 (District 3) – Application for Mandatory Discretionary Review, pursuant to Planning Code Section 249.49, to permit the installation of a new garage within an existing three-dwelling-unit building. The subject property is located within a RM-2 (Residential – Mixed, Moderate Density), Telegraph Hill-North Beach Residential Special Use District, and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



8.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for October 18, 2018

· Draft Minutes for October 25, 2018



9.	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



10.	Director’s Announcements



11.	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.



12.	2018-013893PCAMAP	(E. JARDINES: (415) 575-9144)

1550 EVANS AVENUE – Planning Code  and Zoning Map Amendments introduced by Supervisor Cohen to establish the 1550 Evans Avenue Special Use District; and 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 with Modifications



13.	2017-011878ENV	(R. SCHUETT: (415) 575-9030)

POTRERO POWER STATION – Draft Environmental Impact Report – The 29-acre site is located along San Francisco's central Bayshore waterfront and includes the site of the former Potrero Power Station. The proposed project would rezone the site, establish land use controls, develop design standards, and provide for a multi-phased, mixed-use development, including residential, commercial, parking, community facilities and open space land uses. The proposed project would include amendments to the General Plan and Planning Code, creating a new Potrero Power Station Special Use District. The proposed rezoning would modify the existing height limits of 40 and 65 feet to various heights ranging from 65 to 300 feet. Overall, the proposed project would construct up to approximately 5.3 million gross square feet of mixed uses and approximately 6.2 acres of open space. The project would include demolition of up to 20 existing structures, including up to five historic structures that are contributors to the historic Third Street Industrial District. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment



14a.	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 establish a new general grocery store (a Retail Sales and Services Use) operating as a Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. “365 by Whole Foods”) on the first and second floors and add eight (8) Dwelling Units on the second floor of the subject property, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 703(d), 703.4, and 723.  The Dwelling Units would be comprised of four (4) two-bedroom units, three (3) one-bedroom units, and one (1) studio unit, resulting in 50 percent of the total number of Dwelling Units of at least two-bedrooms.  The Project would involve both interior and exterior tenant improvements to the existing two-story-over-garage building, with no expansion of the gross square footage contained within the existing structure.  The existing structure contains 43,898 gross square feet, and the general grocery store would occupy the entirety of the first floor, or approximately 22,000 gross square feet, and approximately one-half of the second floor, or approximately 11,000 gross square feet.  The first floor would function as the primary sales floor for the general grocery store, with an area dedicated for prepared foods for on- or off-site consumption, and the second floor would contain additional retail floor area, and accessory office space.  With respect to alcohol sales, 365 by Whole Foods proposes to hold a Type 20 alcohol license (beer and wine only). The exterior tenant improvements include a horizontal extension of the existing parapet, new paint, and new store signage.  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 Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces where none existed before. 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 October 4, 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).

On September 27, 2018, without hearing, continued to October 4, 2018 by a vote of +7 -0. 

On October 4, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to November 8, 2018, with direction from the Commission by a vote of +4 -1 (Moore against; Fong and Melgar absent).



14b.	2016-000378VAR	(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 Variance pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 (“Rear Yard”).  The basic rear yard requirement for the subject property is 25 percent (or approximately 41 feet) at the lowest story containing a dwelling unit.  The existing structure covers 100% of the lot and Code requires a rear at the lowest story containing a dwelling unit; therefore, the project requires a variance from the rear yard requirements of the Planning Code.



15a.	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 September 27, 2018)



15b.	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 September 27, 2018)



16a.	2007.1347CUA	(M. WOODS: (415) 558-6315)

3637-3657 SACRAMENTO STREET – south side between Locust and Spruce Streets, Lots 012 and 020 in Assessor’s Block 1018 (District 2) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 102, 121.1, 121.2, 303 and 724 to demolish three existing buildings, and construct a 40-foot tall, four-story mixed use building over three levels of below-grade parking, containing retail, medical office, 18 dwelling units, 64 parking spaces (including one car share space), and 35 bicycle spaces, totaling approximately 84,000 square feet. The proposal is seeking Conditional Use authorization for lot size exceeding 5,000 square feet, use size exceeding 2,500 square feet, and public parking garage for short term use. The proposal is also seeking a Modification of the rear yard requirement from the Zoning Administrator pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134 and 136. The project site is located within a Sacramento Street Neighborhood Commercial 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



16b.	2007.1347VAR	(M. WOODS: (415) 558-6315)

3637-3657 SACRAMENTO STREET – south side between Locust and Spruce Streets, Lots 012 and 020 in Assessor’s Block 1018 (District 2) – Request for a Zoning Administrator Modification from the rear yard requirement (Planning Code Sections 134 and 136). The proposed project is to demolish three existing buildings, and construct a 40-foot tall, four-story mixed use building over three levels of below-grade parking, containing retail, medical office, 18 dwelling units, 64 parking spaces (including one car share space), and 35 bicycle spaces. The project site is located within a Sacramento Street Neighborhood Commercial District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.



17a.	2016-008438SHD	(K. DURANDET: (415) 575-6816)

1075-1089 FOLSOM STREET – south side of Folsom Street between 7th and Sherman Streets, Lots 038 and 039 of Assessor’s Block 3766 (District 6)- Request for Adoption of Findings, pursuant to Planning Code Section 295, regarding the shadow study that concluded, with the recommendation of the general manager of the Recreation and Park Department, in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission, that net new shadow on Victoria Manalo Draves Park by the proposed project at 1075-1089 Folsom Street would not be adverse to the use of the public park. The proposed project would demolish the existing buildings on the site, and construct a six-story, 65-foot tall, approximately 25,756 square-foot (sf) mixed-use building consisting of 48 single room occupancy (SRO) residential units with balconies and decks on the first through sixth floors, and a rear yard, residential lobby, bicycle storage, 1,088 sf of commercial space, and utility areas on the ground floor.  The subject property is located within the SoMa NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Adopt Shadow Findings



17b.	2016-008438DRP	(K. DURANDET: (415) 575-6816)

1075-1089 FOLSOM STREET – south side of Folsom Street between 7th and Sherman Streets, Lots 038 and 039 of Assessor’s Block 3766 (District 6)- Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0214.9384. The proposed project would demolish the existing buildings on the site, and construct a six-story, 65-foot tall, approximately 25,756 square-foot (sf) mixed-use building consisting of 48 single room occupancy (SRO) residential units with balconies and decks on the first through sixth floors, and a rear yard, residential lobby, bicycle storage, 1,088 sf of commercial space, and utility areas on the ground floor. The subject property is located within the SoMa NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve



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.



18a.	2015-004717DRP	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

11 GLADYS STREET – southeast side of Gladys Street; Lot 027 of Assessor’s Block 5710 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application #201612084425 within a RH-2 (Residential, House – Two Family) and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal includes a vertical addition to an existing single-family home. The proposal also includes interior alterations. 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

(Continued from Regular hearing on October 18, 2018)



18b.	2015-004717VAR	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

11 GLADYS STREET – southeast side of Gladys Street; Lot 027 of Assessor’s Block 5710 (District 9) – Request for Variance to the front setback requirement pursuant to Planning Code Section 132 and rear yard requirement pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 for the project involving a vertical addition to an existing single-family home. The proposal also includes interior alterations. The project is located within a RH-2 (Residential, House – Two Family) and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on October 18, 2018)



19.	2018-007690DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

269 AVILA STREET – between Beach and Capra; Lot 002 in Assessor’s Block 0441A (District 2) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.0524.0036, for construction of an Accessory Dwelling Unit per ordinance 162-16 in an existing 3-story two-family house 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



ADJOURNMENT


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.



				November 8, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Moore, Rahaim - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-015810CUA     		830 Rhode Island       				to: 12/6		Hoagland

						demo existing single-family residence and construct new 2-dwelling unit building

		2016-015675CUA 		2990 24th Street 				fr: 9/13		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility		to: 12/20

		2015-008351DRP-02		380 Holladay Avenue				to: 1/10		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-009951CUA		1541 Sloat Blvd				CONSENT		Hicks

						Retail to limited restaurant in Lakeshore Plaza

		2017-007215DRM		506 Vallejo Street				CONSENT		Tuffy

						new garage in an existing building

				1550 Evans Avenue 						Starr

						GP and ZM Amendments

				Potrero Power Station 						Schuett

						DEIR

		2016-000378CUA		1600 Jackson Street				fr: 4/26; 7/26; 9/27; 10/4		Foster

						Whole Foods

		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 

		2018-011019CUA              		400 Winston Drive						Hoagland

						CUA for retail use greater than 50,000 sf (former Macy’s site)

		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

		2016-008438DRP		1075 Folsom Street						Durandet

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-008438SHD		1075 Folsom Street				fr: 10/11		Durandet

						Shadow

		2015-004717DRPVAR		11 Gladys St				fr: 8/23; 10/18		Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-007690DRP		269 Avila 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 15, 2018

		Case No.		Moore, Rahaim - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-018150CUA		137 Clayton Street 				fr: 9/13		May

						CUA		to: 12/6

		2017-012929DRP		830 Olmstead Street				to: 1/10		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-011926CUA		162 West Portal Ave				CONSENT		Hicks

						Change of Use – dry cleaners to limited restaurant 

		2017-016089CUA		1200 Irving Street 				CONSENT		Weissglass

						Andronico’s Community Market 

		2018-008367PCA		Section 190 changes 						Christensen

						Planning Code Amendment

				601 Crescent 						Samonsky

						Informational

		2016-007303ENV		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				fr: 10/11		Pollack

						Appeal of PMND

		2017-001270CUAVAR		3140-3150 16th Street 				fr: 7/26; 10/4		Vu

						PDR to restaurant with accessory outdoor activity area

		 2014.0948ENX		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street 				fr: 10/25		Jardines

						mixed-use building with 56 units with ground floor retail 

		2017-015110CUA		1043 Alabama						Durandet

						removal of an illegal dwelling unit

		2018-012623CUA		1 Jones Street						Adina

						Change of use to establish office at ground floor. 

		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

				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

		2018-006127CUA		201 19th Avenue				CB3P		Weissglass

						grocery store to a restaurant 

		2018-007888CWP		Polk Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines						Winslow 

						Adoption

		2017-012001PCA		Designated Child Care Units 				fr: 10/25		Nickolopoulos

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-013472PCA		Residential Care Facilities						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2015-004297ENV		271 Upper Terrace				fr: 6/28; 10/25		Callagy

						Appeal of PMND

		2015-004297CUA		271 Upper Terrace 						Townes

						CUA

		2017-007943CUA		3848 24th St						Pantoja

						establishment of a Retail Professional Service (i.e. real estate brokerage)

		2013.0655CUA		1513A-F York Street 				fr: 10/25		Vu

						9 three-story buildings containing 10 dwelling units with subterranean parking 

		2016-004478CUA		589 Texas Street 						Vu

						demolition of a single-family dwelling and construction of a two-family dwelling

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/12; 10/4		May

						Public Initiated DR

		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

		2018-013861PCAMAP		Large Residence Special Use District						Sanchez

						D11

				HOME-SF and 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Programs						Ikezoe

						Planning Code Amendment 

		2015-004568ENV		10 South Van Ness Avenue 						Schuett

						DEIR

		2015-004568PRJ   		10 South Van Ness Avenue 						Asbaugh

						Demo and construction of a mixed-use building

		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

		2017-015810CUA     		830 Rhode Island       				fr: 11/8		Hoagland

						demo existing single-family residence and construct new 2-dwelling unit building

		2018-005694CUA		3060 Fillmore St

						CUA

		2018-010482CUA		3501 California 						Kirby

						formula retail (SusieCakes) 

		2017-016050CUA		49 Hopkins Avenue						Horn

						Residential Demolition

		2015-018150CUA		137 Clayton Street 				fr: 9/13; 11/15		May

						CUA

		2016-016473DRP		11 Dolores Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		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

		1996.0016CWP		COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY INVENTORY 2017  						Ikezoe

						Informational 

		2016-013551CWP		Excelsior & Outer Mission Neighborhood Strategy 						Exline

						Informational

		2015-014028PRJ		3333 California Street						Foster

						Informational 

		2015-014028ENV		3333 California Street						Moore

						Draft EIR 

		2018-012420CUA		1169 Market Street						Adina

						Establish a Formula Retail Use (dba Whole Foods)

		2018-007259CUAVAR 		88 Museum Way						Horn

						New Construction of Detached Garage

		2017-016520CUA		828 Arkansas Street						Christensen

						Demolition of existing single-family home and construction of new two-unit building

		2018-006138DRP-03		2831 Pierce 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

		2018-008389CUA		88 King Street				CONSENT		Lindsay

						Sprint Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility 

				Project Pipeline Status Report						TBD

						Informational

		2017-009224CUA		601 Van Ness Avenue				fr: 6/28; 9/13; 10/18		Woods

						CUA to remove movie theatre (Opera Plaza Cinema)

		2018-012330CUA		447 Broadway						Chandler

						use size in excess of 3,000 square feet.

		2016-015675CUA 		2990 24th Street 				fr: 9/1; 11/8		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility

		2016-015887DRP		2025 15TH AVE				fr: 10/11		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-008820DRP		440 MOLIMO DR						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-010924DRP		10 Aladdin Terrace						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 27, 2018 - Canceled

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				January 3, 2019 - Canceled

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				January 10, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-007467CUA		360A West Portal Avenue				CONSENT		Hicks

						legalize existing use as Business or Professional Service 

		2015-009163CUA		77 Geary Street 				fr: 11/2; 2/1; 3/22; 5/17; 10/25		Perry

						office use at the second and third floors 

		2015-008351DRP-02		380 Holladay Avenue				fr: 11/8		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-012929DRP		830 Olmstead Street				fr: 11/15		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-012092DRP		299 EDGEWOOD AVENUE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 17, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				1979 Mission Street						Vu

						Informational

				January 24, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Work Program, Budget, and Performance Measures 						Landis

						Informational

				Executive Directive on Housing (17-02) Report						Bintliff

						Informational

		2016-005189DRP		216 Head Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-013175DRP		1979 Funston Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 7, 2019 - Joint w/HPC

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				February 14, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Budget and Work Program 						Landis

						Adoption

		2018-014721CUA 		1685 Haight St						Dito

						Cannabis Retailer/Dispensary

				February 21, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-012049GEN		Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines and Transportation Network Company Update						Wietgrefe

						Informational

				February 28, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner



&"Myriad Condensed Web,Bold"&20CPC ADVANCE CALENDAR
		&"Myriad Condensed Web,Regular"&T  &D


&P of &N	




Sheet1













image1.jpeg




[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: 20331

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0623

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



October 25, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to November 15, 2018

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2015-004297ENV

		271 Upper Terrace, 301-303 Upper Terrace, 4500 17th Street

		Callagy

		Continued to November 29, 2018

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2013.0655CUA

		1513A-F York Street

		Vu

		Continued to November 29, 2018

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2015-009163CUA

		77 Geary Street

		Perry

		Continued to January 10, 2019

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2017-012484DNX

		150 Executive Park Boulevard

		Samonsky

		Continued Indefinitely

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2017-012001PCA

		Designated Child Care Units

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued to November 29, 2018

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		M-20322

		2018-005800CND

		1050 Baker Street

		Ajello

		Approved

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		M-20323

		2018-007959CUA

		1011 Market Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 11, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		R-20324

		2018-007507MAP

		1650-1680 Mission Street [Bf 180474]

		Starr

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Fong, Moore absent)



		R-20325

		2018-007507GPA

		Market and Octavia Plan Amendment for 1650-1680 Mission Street

		Starr

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Fong, Moore absent)



		R-20326

		2018-007507GPA-2

		Market and Octavia Plan Amendment for 1650-1680 Mission Street

		Starr

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Fong, Moore absent)



		R-20327

		2018-010552PCA

		Prohibiting Employee Cafeterias within Office Space

		Sanchez

		Disapproved, recommending the BoS explore alternatives

		+5 -0 (Fong, Moore absent)



		R-20328

		2016-012474MAP

		118-134 Kissling Street

		Jardines

		Approved 

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Moore absent)



		M-20329

		2016-012474CUA

		118-134 Kissling Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Moore absent)



		M-20330

		2017-015181CUA

		412 Broadway

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended requiring:

1. Establish metrics with Community Members;

2. Initiate 4 am closing one month from the date of authorization;

3. Schedule a revocation hearing one year after the date of 4 am closing;

4. Hold two Community Meetings during the first year of 4 am closing hours; and 

5. Send notices to the neighborhood of extended hours.

		+4 -1 (Richards against; Fong, Moore absent)



		DRA-0621

		2017-001456DRP

		1100 Fulton Street

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR

		[bookmark: _GoBack]+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Moore absent)



		DRA-0622

		2017-009282DRP

		136 Palm Avenue

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR

		+5 -0 (Fong, Moore absent)







October 18, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued to December 20, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-004717DRP

		11 Gladys Street

		Christensen

		Continued to November 8, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-004717VAR

		11 Gladys Street

		Christensen

		Acting ZA Continued to November 8, 2018

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 4, 2018 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 4, 2018 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20315

		2018-012959PCA

		Amendment to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance

		Grob

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20316

		2018-010759PCA

		Mission Alcoholic Beverage Special Use District and Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications 

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20317

		2018-011057PCA

		C3R Retail To Office Conversion

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications, including CU for 3rd Fl Office and a grandfathering clause for pending applications

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		R-20318

		2018-010758PCA

		Flexible Retail Use

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications 

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Street Design Advisory Team

		Chasan

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20319

		2018-008862PCA

		Better Streets Plan and Curb Cut Restrictions

		Chasan

		Approved with Modifications, including a 25,000 sq.ft. minimum and adding the removal of parking minimums citywide.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		M-20320

		2015-016243CUA

		611 Jones Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include the Sponsor continue working with Staff on property line windows; rooftop appurtenances; and the redesign of structural elements to effect the interior.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		M-20321

		2018-000955CUA

		827 Irving Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Hillis absent)



		

		2015-011216DRP

		277 Judson Avenue

		Kwiatkowska

		After hearing and closing PC; continued to 12/13 with direction from the CPC.

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Hillis absent)



		DRA-0620

		2018-002953DRP

		253 Chattanooga Street

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Hillis absent)



		

		2017-009996DRP

		434-436 20th Avenue

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing PC; continued to 12/13 with direction from the CPC.

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Hillis absent)







October 11, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-010759PCA

		Mission Alcoholic Beverage Special Use District and Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit

		Sanchez

		Continued to October 18, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-008438SHD

		1075-1089 Folsom Street

		Durandet

		Continued to November 8, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-007303ENV

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Pollak

		Continued to November 15, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-010552PCA

		Prohibiting Employee Cafeterias within Office Space

		Sanchez

		Continued to October 25, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-003464CUA

		2253 Market Street

		Chandler

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2016-015887DRP

		2025 15th Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to December 20, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20307

		2017-011155CUA

		3122 16th Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20308

		2018-001361CUA

		331 Clement Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 27, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20309

		2018-011152PCA

		430 29th Avenue

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		R-20309

		2018-011152MAP

		430 29th Avenue

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		R-20310

		2018-013375CRV

		Updates to the Inclusionary Housing Procedures Manual

		Grob

		Approved as Amended by Staff

		+7 -0



		

		2017-000565CWP

		Community Stabilization and Anti-Displacement

		Nelson

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20311

		2015-005848DVA-02

		1629 Market Street

		Sucre

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20312

		2015-005848PCA-02

		1629 Market Street

		Sucre

		Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20313

		2014.0376CUA

		2918 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -3 (Moore, Richards, Melgar against)



		M-20314

		2018-004644CUA

		619 Divisadero Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -3 (Johnson, Moore, Richards against)



		DRA-0618

		2015-000737DRP

		60 Clifford Terrace

		Horn

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2015-000737VAR

		60 Clifford Terrace

		Horn

		ZA indicated an intent to Deny

		



		DRA-0619

		2017-004301DRP-02

		2420 Taraval Street

		Campbell

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+7 -0







October 4, 2018 Special Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Asserted Attorney Client Privilege and Adopted a Motion Not to disclose

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)







October 4, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-012484DNX

		150 Executive Park Boulevard

		Samonsky

		Continued to October 25, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2017-002545DRP

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to November 29, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Vu

		Continued to November 15, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Vu

		ZA Continued to November 15, 2018

		



		M-20286

		2016-015056CUA

		1101 Green Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20287

		2018-001707CUA

		400 Beale Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20297

		2017-015669CUA

		733 Taraval Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20298

		2018-001876PCA

		Obstructions in Required Setbacks, Yards and Open Space

		Butkus

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20299

		2018-006289MAP

		2101 Lombard Street Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20299

		2018-006289PCA

		2101 Lombard Street Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20300

		2018-012268PCA

		Liquor Stores in the North Beach

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20301

		2018-001018CUA

		1963 Ocean Avenue

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20302

		2015-014148ENX

		1245 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. Eliminate property line windows; and

2. Continue working with Staff on design improvements and nested bedrooms.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-014148VAR

		1245 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20303

		2017-012974CUA

		1690 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20304

		2018-009337CUA

		3939 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions adding a finding that the Project Sponsor explore a housing component.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20305

		2018-000908CUA

		2601 Van Ness Avenue

		May

		Approved with Conditions as amended for the Project Sponsor to continue working with Staff on:

1. Reduced roof deck;

2. Reduced parking ratio; and

3. Soften the massing by tapering down to adjacent structures along Filbert, without loss of units.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20306

		2018-000908AHB

		2601 Van Ness Avenue

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2016-000378CUA

		1600 Jackson Street

		Foster

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to November 8, 2018 with direction from the Commission.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Fong, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0615

		2017-015997DRP

		1871 Green Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0616

		2015-014892DRP

		345 Rivera Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and approved with Staff’s recommended modifications and for the Project Sponsor to continue working with Staff.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0617

		2015-009945DRP

		1418 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and approved without the elevator shaft, catwalk and ladder. Noting that a reduced roof deck with hatch would be acceptable.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)







September 27, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-000378CUA

		1600 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Continued to October 4, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-004644CUA

		619 Divisadero Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to October 11, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-010759PCA

		Mission Alcoholic Beverage Special Use District and Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District

		Sanchez

		Continued to October 11, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-007507MAP

		1650-1680 Mission Street [BF 180474]

		Starr

		Continued to October 25, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2013.1037C

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		Continued to November 8, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2013.1037V

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		ZA Continued to November 8, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-002007CUA

		318 Main Street

		Lindsay

		Continued to November 29, 2018

		+7 -0



		M-20282

		2018-008669CUA

		750 Post Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 6, 2018 – Joint

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 6, 2018 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 13, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20283

		2018-007452CUA

		2401 Taraval Street

		Pantoja

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		R-20284

		2018-007507GPA-2

		Market and Octavia Plan Amendment for 1650-1680 Mission Street

		Starr

		Initiated and Scheduled a Hearing on or after October 25, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20285

		2018-008654GPA

		175 Golden Gate Avenue

		Butkus

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-008654MAP

		175 Golden Gate Avenue

		Butkus

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-008654PCA

		175 Golden Gate Avenue

		Butkus

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2014.0376CUA

		2918 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Adopted a Motion of Intent to Disapprove by a vote of +4 -3 (Fong, Koppel, Hillis against) and Continued to October 11, 2018 by a vote of +6 -1 (Hillis against)

		+4 -3 (Fong, Koppel, Hillis against)



		M-20288

		2017-016476CUA

		420 Taylor Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20289

		2017-016476OFA

		420 Taylor Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20290

		2017-006454SHD

		858 Stanyan Street

		Ajello

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		

		2017-006454VAR

		858 Stanyan Street

		Ajello

		ZA closed PC and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20291

		2015-010013ENV

		30 Otis Street

		Moore

		Certified

		+7 -0



		M-20292

		2015-010013ENV

		30 Otis Street

		Perry

		Adopted CEQA Findings

		+7 -0



		M-20293

		2015-010013DNX

		30 Otis Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended for the Project Sponsor to continue working with Staff on the ballet component.

		+7 -0



		M-20294

		2015-010013SHD

		30 Otis Street

		Perry

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+7 -0



		

		2015-010013VAR

		30 Otis Street

		Perry

		ZA closed PC and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		R-20295

		2011.1356TZU

		Central SoMa Plan

		Chen

		Adopted recommendations for Approval with Staff modifications, including:

1. Explore green living walls;

2. Explore funding for Community Stabilization from live/work conversion to dwelling units;

3. Explore design guidelines for POPOS; and

4. Restore $5m to the Old Mint preservation fund from the $500m Transportation Fund.

		+7 -0



		R-20296

		2018-004477PCA

		Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District

		Ikezoe

		Adopted recommendations for Approval with Staff modifications

		+7 -0



		DRA-0612

		2017-008396DRP-02

		2515 Broadway

		May

		Took DR and approved without the third window on the ground level.

		+7 -0



		DRA-0613

		2017-006815DRP

		48 Clifford Terrace

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0



		DRA-0614

		2016-003314DRP

		180 Vienna Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -1 (Richards against)



		

		2017-003846DRP

		765 Vermont Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		







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 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:

3. Allowing the removal of the historic façade; and 

4. 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:

2. 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

		+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: 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 AND LEADER NANCY PELOSI CELEBRATE THE GRAND

OPENING OF THE NEWLY REVITALIZED ALICE GRIFFITH COMMUNITY
Date: Friday, November 02, 2018 12:46:28 PM
Attachments: 11.2.18 Alice Griffith.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, November 02, 2018 12:44 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND LEADER NANCY PELOSI CELEBRATE
THE GRAND OPENING OF THE NEWLY REVITALIZED ALICE GRIFFITH COMMUNITY
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, November 2, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND LEADER NANCY PELOSI

CELEBRATE THE GRAND OPENING OF THE NEWLY
REVITALIZED ALICE GRIFFITH COMMUNITY

Public housing revitalization project rebuilds more than 300 units of affordable housing in the
Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood

 
San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed and Leader Nancy Pelosi today joined
community leaders to celebrate the grand opening of 306 new units of affordable housing at
the Alice Griffith Community, as part of the Mayor’s HOPE SF Initiative to renovate and
rebuild San Francisco’s public housing.
 
The opening culminates an unprecedented partnership between residents and city, state and
federal leaders to rebuild the previously dilapidated Alice Griffith housing, with 90% of the
original Alice Griffith families successfully moving into the new housing units.
 
“As someone who grew up in public housing and can remember the conditions we lived in at
the time, I have been committed to seeing this project through to completion,” said Mayor
Breed. “San Francisco is delivering on our promise to revitalize and rebuild the most
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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: 
Friday, November 2, 2018 


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


  


  


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND LEADER NANCY PELOSI 


CELEBRATE THE GRAND OPENING OF THE NEWLY 


REVITALIZED ALICE GRIFFITH COMMUNITY 
Public housing revitalization project rebuilds more than 300 units of affordable housing in the 


Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood 


 


San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed and Leader Nancy Pelosi today joined 


community leaders to celebrate the grand opening of 306 new units of affordable housing at the 


Alice Griffith Community, as part of the Mayor’s HOPE SF Initiative to renovate and rebuild 


San Francisco’s public housing.  


 


The opening culminates an unprecedented partnership between residents and city, state and 


federal leaders to rebuild the previously dilapidated Alice Griffith housing, with 90% of the 


original Alice Griffith families successfully moving into the new housing units. 


 


“As someone who grew up in public housing and can remember the conditions we lived in at the 


time, I have been committed to seeing this project through to completion,” said Mayor Breed. 


“San Francisco is delivering on our promise to revitalize and rebuild the most distressed public 


housing in our city. This beautiful new version of Alice Griffith will serve generations to come, 


and I want to thank all of the families here for their resilience and perseverance during this 


process.”  


 


The renewed Alice Griffith is the direct result of a partnership between the Office of Community 


Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), HOPE SF, the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 


Development (MOHCD), the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 


FivePoint, and McCormack Baron Salazar, as part of a ten-year effort to transform and redevelop 


the once deeply distressed and isolated public housing community. 


 


“Revitalizing public housing and building new affordable housing are essential to tackling the 


housing crisis in our city – and to preserving the diverse, vibrant communities that make San 


Francisco what it is,” said Democratic Leader Nancy Pelosi. “Alice Griffith shows what is 


possible when great private-public partnerships are strengthened with federal funds, and 


Democrats in Congress are making bold investments in rebuilding America a top priority of our 


legislative agenda.”  


 


The new Alice Griffith development was awarded a HUD Choice Neighborhoods Initiative 


Implementation (CNI) Grant of $30,500,000 in 2011. The CNI program is a catalyst to provide 
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critical improvements in neighborhood assets, including schools, housing, and services. The 


Alice Griffith Transformation Plan was one of just five award recipients nation-wide in its 


funding round.  


 


"The restoration of this site represents hope, safety, and a new beginning for the Alice Griffith 


community,” said Board of Supervisors President Malia Cohen. “For too long, underinvestment 


and physical decay have plagued our City's public housing. Today's re-opening is a testament to 


the community's advocacy and a significant investment for housing justice." 


 


The major phases of the project are now complete, which include 207 public housing 


replacement units with an additional 96 new affordable units. The final phase of the project is 


currently under construction. It will bring 19 additional public housing replacement homes for 


the remaining existing Alice Griffith residents as well as 11 new affordable homes, and will be 


fully occupied by spring 2019. 


 


In total, the Alice Griffith re-envisioning will rebuild all 256 units of existing public housing and 


create an additional 248 affordable housing units. Furthermore, the site will contain a mixed-


income component that includes 367 market rate units, 42 below-market-rate units and 237 


workforce units (serving households between 120% and 160% AMI). 


 


“The opening of Alice Griffith marks another milestone for our Partnership for HOPE SF as we 


continue to collaborate with partners and residents to create inclusive, diverse, and healthy 


communities,” said Fred Blackwell, CEO of the San Francisco Foundation. “With deep and 


enduring mayoral commitment and support from our local business and philanthropic partners, 


we are proud to continuing working to ensure that all residents are rooted in vibrant communities 


and are economically secure.” 


 


The Alice Griffith Tenants’ Association first convened in 2007 to discuss revitalization. In June 


2010, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, executed a development 


agreement with Lennar Urban (now known as FivePoint) for Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 and 


Candlestick Point area, which included the redevelopment of Alice Griffith. OCII has 


contributed over $68 million to Alice Griffith, with over $40 million of those funds provided by 


FivePoint pursuant to the development agreement. 


 


“Many residents wondered if the housing would ever happen for us,” said Fala Satele, longtime 


resident and President of the Alice Griffith Tenant’s Association. “We have lived and persevered 


through challenging and stressful times. And now that it is finally here, many of us are filled 


with gratitude over our new homes and excitement to welcome our new and old neighbors to this 


beautiful community.”  


 


Lennar Urban selected MBS Development Corporation as the developer for Alice Griffith.  In 


addition to MBS, the Alice Griffith development team includes local nonprofits San Francisco 


Housing Development Corporation and Tabernacle Community Development Corporation. 


Urban Strategies is providing on-site services to residents.   


### 







distressed public housing in our city. This beautiful new version of Alice Griffith will serve
generations to come, and I want to thank all of the families here for their resilience and
perseverance during this process.”
 
The renewed Alice Griffith is the direct result of a partnership between the Office of
Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), HOPE SF, the Mayor’s Office of Housing
and Community Development (MOHCD), the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), FivePoint, and McCormack Baron Salazar, as part of a ten-year effort to
transform and redevelop the once deeply distressed and isolated public housing community.
 
“Revitalizing public housing and building new affordable housing are essential to tackling the
housing crisis in our city – and to preserving the diverse, vibrant communities that make San
Francisco what it is,” said Democratic Leader Nancy Pelosi. “Alice Griffith shows what is
possible when great private-public partnerships are strengthened with federal funds, and
Democrats in Congress are making bold investments in rebuilding America a top priority of
our legislative agenda.”
 
The new Alice Griffith development was awarded a HUD Choice Neighborhoods Initiative
Implementation (CNI) Grant of $30,500,000 in 2011. The CNI program is a catalyst to
provide critical improvements in neighborhood assets, including schools, housing, and
services. The Alice Griffith Transformation Plan was one of just five award recipients nation-
wide in its funding round.
 
"The restoration of this site represents hope, safety, and a new beginning for the Alice Griffith
community,” said Board of Supervisors President Malia Cohen. “For too long,
underinvestment and physical decay have plagued our City's public housing. Today's re-
opening is a testament to the community's advocacy and a significant investment for housing
justice."
 
The major phases of the project are now complete, which include 207 public housing
replacement units with an additional 96 new affordable units. The final phase of the project is
currently under construction. It will bring 19 additional public housing replacement homes for
the remaining existing Alice Griffith residents as well as 11 new affordable homes, and will be
fully occupied by spring 2019.
 
In total, the Alice Griffith re-envisioning will rebuild all 256 units of existing public housing
and create an additional 248 affordable housing units. Furthermore, the site will contain a
mixed-income component that includes 367 market rate units, 42 below-market-rate units and
237 workforce units (serving households between 120% and 160% AMI).
 
“The opening of Alice Griffith marks another milestone for our Partnership for HOPE SF as
we continue to collaborate with partners and residents to create inclusive, diverse, and healthy
communities,” said Fred Blackwell, CEO of the San Francisco Foundation. “With deep and
enduring mayoral commitment and support from our local business and philanthropic partners,
we are proud to continuing working to ensure that all residents are rooted in vibrant
communities and are economically secure.”
 
The Alice Griffith Tenants’ Association first convened in 2007 to discuss revitalization. In
June 2010, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, executed a
development agreement with Lennar Urban (now known as FivePoint) for Hunters Point



Shipyard Phase 2 and Candlestick Point area, which included the redevelopment of Alice
Griffith. OCII has contributed over $68 million to Alice Griffith, with over $40 million of
those funds provided by FivePoint pursuant to the development agreement.
 
“Many residents wondered if the housing would ever happen for us,” said Fala Satele,
longtime resident and President of the Alice Griffith Tenant’s Association. “We have lived
and persevered through challenging and stressful times. And now that it is finally here, many
of us are filled with gratitude over our new homes and excitement to welcome our new and old
neighbors to this beautiful community.”
 
Lennar Urban selected MBS Development Corporation as the developer for Alice Griffith.  In
addition to MBS, the Alice Griffith development team includes local nonprofits San Francisco
Housing Development Corporation and Tabernacle Community Development Corporation.
Urban Strategies is providing on-site services to residents. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter from MPNA, PDMA, UFCW - RE: 1600 Jackson St CU
Date: Thursday, November 01, 2018 2:41:54 PM
Attachments: CCDC_1600Jackson_Oct2018.pdf

MPNA.PDMA.UFCW 11.01.18 - Letter to Planning Commission.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: Thursday, November 01, 2018 1:19 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Subject: Letter from MPNA, PDMA, UFCW - RE: 1600 Jackson St CU
 

 

Dear Planning Commission,
 
Please see the attached letter from the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association (MPNA), Polk District Merchants
Association (PDMA), and the United Food and Commercial Workers (UFCW Local 648) regarding the 1600
Jackson Street CU. 
 
I would like this letter as well as another letter (attached) from the Chinatown Community
Development Center to be included in the record for the November 8th meeting. 
 
Lastly, we also wish to be formally recognized as organized opposition for the November 8th
meeting. 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Chris Gembinski
MPNA Chair
916-300-5704

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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October 2, 2018 


 


 


San Francisco Planning Commission Planning Commission 


San Francisco Planning Department 


1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 


San Francisco, CA 94103  


 


Re: 2016-000378CUA - 1600 Jackson St 


 
To Planning Commissioners: 
 


I am writing on behalf of Chinatown Community Development Center to restate our opposition to the 


proposed 365/ Whole Foods store at 1600 Jackson St. While this site is ideal for housing, the project 


sponsor with its abundant resources, is returning to the Commission with the exact same project– a stand-


alone grocery store with the inability to include housing. The allowance of a formula retail owned by 


Amazon at this site would greatly disrupt and threaten the independent retail ecosphere that has defined 


this part of Polk Street and even neighboring communities, including Chinatown.  


 


As a key transit oriented development site with easy access to numerous bus lines, this location is ideal 


for housing, particularly a housing mix affordable for all residents. Given the previous and current 


Mayor’s executive directive to prioritize the need to build housing, we must go beyond the project 


sponsor’s limited vision and profit-driven approach for this site. We simply must not let this opportunity 


site become just another formula retail store without a more concerted, collaborative effort to make 


housing work at this key location.  


 


With a forty year history of maintaining quality of life and neighborhood character, Chinatown CDC 


understands well the negative impact of formula retail moving into established commercial corridors 


traditionally well served by small, independent grocery stores and businesses that are key to cultural 


vitality and diversity in the area. A 365/ Whole Foods store could further fuel the gentrifying trends we 


see of increasing rents and displacement of long-time tenants/ merchants in nearby neighborhoods where 


low-income immigrants historically live, work, and contribute to the unique cultural identities that makes 


this City great. 


 


Approving this conditional use authorization would send the absolute wrong message to the public that 


we would allow a huge corporation like Amazon to build a 365 grocery store without housing in a 


neighborhood and city that desperately needs affordable housing more than ever before. We stand with 


our neighbors at Middle Polk Neighbors Association in opposition to this Conditional Use Authorization 


at 1600 Jackson Street. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 
 


Roy Chan 


Community Planning Manager 








 


 


 


 


November 1, 2018 


 


RE: 1600 Jackson Street – Amazon/Whole Foods 365  


 


Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission 


 


MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW-Local 648 (“organized opposition”), urge the commission to 


deny this Conditional Use Authorization for a formula retail use of Amazon/Whole Foods 


Market 365.  We hereby request to be given speaking time at the hearing as 


organized opposition as was granted at the April hearing. 


 


We urge the commission step up and require over ten times the proposed units of housing 


of housing at 1600 Jackson Street (86+ units) with as many as 30% affordable units under 


HOME SF on a major transit corridor versus settling for a measly 8 units with 0% 


affordable units as proposed by Village Properties, while conferring value on the property 


owner by granting a conditional use authorization to allow Amazon/Whole Foods to have 


a foothold on Polk Street with a 70 car exclusive use parking garage. As several 


commissioners have commented in the previous two hearings, this is an unfortunate and 


unnecessary choice.   


 


Our organized opposition has respectfully demanded that we maximize housing uses at 


this site.  We simply don’t have the luxury to settle for 8 units, we have a housing and 


displacement crisis.  If we can’t maximize unit yield on sites like 1600 Jackson Street 


where no businesses and residents will be displaced then all hope is lost to meaningfully 


and thoughtfully increase the supply of housing and in particular affordable housing in 


this City.   


 


 


A True Win-Win Solution Is Still Possible but You Must Deny this CU. 


 


Our organized opposition has indicated support for a true win-win solution – a Special 


Use District that would allow for the maximum amount of housing to be built on the site 


along with a general grocery store that is greater than the current 4,000 square foot non-


residential use size limit.  We can have a project that comes with good jobs for all in the 


form of prevailing wages for construction and trades workers.  We can have a grocery 


store that is truly full-service, staffed by real people that are paid decent living wages and 


benefits.  We are aware developers and grocery retailers that are prepared to partner with 


Village Properties or acquire the site to make these goals a reality should you deny this 







 


 


conditional use application by Amazon Whole Foods.  We also want to note that 


consistent with our organizations positions long held positions on formula retail, we have 


also identified other sites along Van Ness Avenue adjacent to the soon to be open to the 


new CPMC hospital that would be more suitable for an Amazon/Whole Foods.      


 


As we have noted previously, any claim that housing is not feasible or does not “pencil 


out” at this site is false.  We know this because one block away from the site, JS Sullivan 


Development acquired another development site at 1590 Pacific Avenue (“The Jug Shop 


Site”) in September of 2018 for $12,800,000 and is moving forward with a housing plan 


with a new space for the beloved Jug Shop in the new development.   Importantly, the 


Jug Shop Site is a smaller site than the 1600 Jackson site by square footage and has a 


challenging set of design issues to prevent shadows on Helen Wills Park.  Even with 


these constraints, the Jug Shop site is more than feasible for housing development and is 


moving forward as a mixed-use development proposal with at 50 units of housing 


including 20% onsite BMR.  1600 Jackson should follow the same course. 


 


Under our proposed Special Use District scenario, everybody wins.  Current residents and 


future residents win because adding housing will enhance the neighborhood, reduce 


displacement risk and provide homes for new residents.  The neighborhood gets a new 


full service grocery store.  Workers win because the new store will be a good partner and 


pay good wages and benefits and not try to cut costs and automate their jobs away.  And 


local merchants win because a local grocery store would be seeking to be part of the 


neighborhood and share a piece of the pie rather than the entire pie. 


 


This is in contrast to the proposed project where the only real winner is Amazon Whole 


Foods and its customers.  Labor loses because of downward pressure on wages and 


another acknowledgement that it is ok to reward companies with records of actively 


working to thwart organized labor.  The neighborhood loses because we fail to build the 


housing we need and we leave up to 78 units on the table in the deepest housing and 


displacement crisis this City has ever seen.  Local merchants lose because of staying 


power of an Amazon Whole Foods and the impacts that has on small business.   


 


 


Make No Mistake You Are Being Asked To Approve Much More Than A Grocery 


Store 


 


Amazon has ambitions for 3,000 Amazon-go stores around the country with 0 employees. 


In San Francisco, they run into a challenge with our strong formula retail controls.  It 


would not take much to convert Whole Foods Stores and 365 Stores to an Amazon-Go 


like store and in fact that is the future.  Amazon needs Whole Foods and 365 stores for 


their real estate portfolio and vertical integration, including locations that are coveted 


such as 1600 Jackson.  Amazon will need to rely on these stores and future stores to 


execute its Amazon-Go Strategy.  We can say no.  We don’t need stores with zero front 


line employees.  San Francisco has always claimed to be a labor town, well here is an 


opportunity to prove it.  Deny this CU and stand up for labor and stand up for workers 


and small business. 







 


 


 


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: Rahaim, John (CPC)
To: CTYPLN - CITY PLANNING EVERYONE; richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC);

Koppel, Joel (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Rich, Ken (ECN);
Power, Andres (MYR); Karunaratne, Kanishka (MYR); Bruss, Andrea (MYR); Kelly, Naomi (ADM)

Subject: New Zoning Administrator
Date: Thursday, November 01, 2018 12:30:49 PM

Commissioners,  Staff and Colleagues
 
I’m very pleased to announce that Corey Teague has accepted my offer to be the city’s new Zoning
Administrator.  In his five years as Assistant ZA, Corey has done an exemplary job, and has become
very familiar with all aspects of the work of the Office of Zoning Administration and Compliance.
 
Corey has a Bachelor of Science in Community Planning and Geography from Appalachian State
University, and a Master’s in City and Regional Planning from University of North Carolina, at Chapel
Hill.
He has more than 17 years of urban planning experience, beginning in North Carolina, where he
worked on a variety of strategic, long range, and technical planning projects. He’s spent the last 11
years working in the Planning Department, starting on the SE Quadrant Team, then splitting time
between Current and Citywide Planning.  As noted above, he has worked the last five years as the
Assistant Zoning Administrator. In that role he worked on a wide variety of projects and issues, with
special focus on impact fees, legislation review, and the Car-share, TDR, and TDM Programs.
 
Please join me in congratulating Corey on his appointment and welcoming him to his new role.  The
appointment will be official as of November 17. 
 
Of course, I also need to give a profound thanks to Scott Sanchez, our outgoing Zoning Administrator
of the last eight years.  I think you will all agree that Scott has been extremely effective in his role,
overseeing the substantial growth of the function of the division of Zoning Administration and
Compliance (including the creation of that office as a separate division in the department). Scott has
been diligent, accessible and abundantly fair in his work.  As you know, in recognition of his
contributions, Scott received a well-deserved commendation from the Board of Supervisors. I am
very pleased he has chosen to stay in the department, even if on a reduced schedule.
 
My congratulations and thanks to both Scott and Corey, and best wishes in their new roles.
 

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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson set
Date: Thursday, November 01, 2018 12:18:33 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: Mitchell Bearg [mailto:mbearg@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Thursday, November 01, 2018 12:15 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: 1600 Jackson set
 

 

Planning Commissioners,
I am writing in opposition to the issuance of a CUP for the WF365 at Polk and Jackson. It is my
understanding that the property owner has figured out a way to bring the housing to 50% on the
upper level after claiming it could not be done. This is the same person that claims they cannot build
anymore housing above the existing structure. It would appear that the property owner is dictating
what is and is not possible according to what he is or is not willing to do. This is an opportunity to
create housing. Amazon and the property owner have the resources to help the community with its
housing shortage and should be called upon to give back in order to receive a CUP. The risk to the
neighborhood and merchants is high and to justify the risk they need to called upon to mitigate the
impact with some benefits beyond those of their mere existence in a neighborhood that is already
adequately served by the multitude of business  within walking distance including Trader Joes and
Wholefoods. Polk Street is a two lane street and a merchant of this size will likely result in a negative
impact to the quality of life for those in the immediate area due to the gridlock and other
environmental challenges it will create. The risks to the neighborhood are great and the justification
for the CUP without an adequate investment in housing isn’t worth it.
 
Sincerely,
Mitchell Bearg
 

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


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

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 of opposition to Whole Foods project at 1600 Jackson
Date: Thursday, November 01, 2018 12:18:16 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: Cynthia Gomez [mailto:cgomez@unitehere2.org] 
Sent: Thursday, November 01, 2018 12:12 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Cc: chrisgembinski@gmail.com; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Letter of opposition to Whole Foods project at 1600 Jackson
 

 

Dear Mr. Foster,
 
This letter is to reiterate our opposition to the proposed Whole Foods 365 Market at
1600 Jackson Street. Our union represents approximately 350 members who live in
the vicinity of the proposed development. We concur with the Middle Polk
Neighborhood Association, the Polk District Merchants Association, and the United
Food and Commercial Workers that pedestrian-oriented development of housing over
retail would be the best use for this site.
San Francisco’s housing affordability crisis has resulted in a process by which the
overage median income of the city is trending ever upward, leaving middle- and
working-class residents pushed ever farther away from the city. As of 2012, more
than 60% of our residents lived in San Francisco. That number dropped by more than
11 percentage points in a five-year period; now only 49% of our members live in the
city.
More housing production, in an area easily walkable to the hotels of Union Square
and the hotels and membership clubs of Nob Hill, would certainly do its part to easing
the housing affordability crisis. This project, as proposed by Amazon’s Whole Foods
365, would deliver only 8 units of housing, while neighbors have argued that the
space can support as many as 50 units.
One of the greatest tools available to the Planning staff, and to Planning
Commissioners, is the Conditional Use Authorization process. A project must

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
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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/


affirmatively prove that it is necessary and desirable for the neighborhood which it is
proposing to serve. The proposed Whole Foods 365 Market project fails on several
counts. It is opposed by the neighbors for its inherent overreliance on car traffic and
for a missed opportunity to bring much-needed housing to the neighborhood.
The project would also be bringing in low-quality jobs by its very design. Whole Foods
is well-known for its outright opposition to workers’ rights to collective bargaining. Its
ownership is Amazon, a company which has drawn widespread criticism for the
wages and conditions offered to its employees. It would be a mistake to grant an
actively anti-union company a Conditional Use Authorization to come to San
Francisco, a town with one of the highest costs of living in the country and a town with
strongly pro-union politics.
We ask that Planning Commissioners reject this project at the Planning Commission,
on the grounds that it is neither necessary nor desirable for the neighborhood.
 
Sincerely,
 

--
Cynthia Gómez
Research Analyst
UNITE/HERE, Local 2
209 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102
cgomez@unitehere2.org
415.864.8770, ext. 763
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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 THE PASSING OF GIANTS GREAT WILLIE MCCOVEY
Date: Thursday, November 01, 2018 10:50:23 AM
Attachments: 10.31.18 Willie McCovey.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 5:41 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF GIANTS GREAT WILLIE
MCCOVEY
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, October 31, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF GIANTS

GREAT WILLIE MCCOVEY
 
San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today issued a statement on the passing of
Giants legend Willie McCovey, who died today at the age of 80:
 
“Willie McCovey brought joy to so many San Franciscans through his years on the field and
his dedication to our city. He was one of the greatest baseball players of all-time and also the
quintessential San Francisco Giant. There’s a reason the Giants give an award every year in
his name – the Willie Mac Award goes to the player who exemplifies what it means to be a
great teammate on and off the field. He was a man of incredible warmth, humility, and
kindness, and San Francisco will miss him. We will be lighting City Hall orange in honor of a
true San Francisco legend.”
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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, October 31, 2018 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


 


*** STATEMENT *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF GIANTS 


GREAT WILLIE MCCOVEY 
 
San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today issued a statement on the passing of Giants 
legend Willie McCovey, who died today at the age of 80: 
 
“Willie McCovey brought joy to so many San Franciscans through his years on the field and his 
dedication to our city. He was one of the greatest baseball players of all-time and also the 
quintessential San Francisco Giant. There’s a reason the Giants give an award every year in his 
name – the Willie Mac Award goes to the player who exemplifies what it means to be a great 
teammate on and off the field. He was a man of incredible warmth, humility, and kindness, and 
San Francisco will miss him. We will be lighting City Hall orange in honor of a true San 
Francisco legend.” 


 







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 SAN FRANCISCO TO RECEIVE GRANT TO

IMPROVE HIV CARE
Date: Thursday, November 01, 2018 10:48:49 AM
Attachments: 11.1.18 Project OPT-IN Grant.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, November 01, 2018 10:28 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SAN FRANCISCO TO RECEIVE
GRANT TO IMPROVE HIV CARE
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, November 1, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
                                                                       
                                                           

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SAN FRANCISCO TO

RECEIVE GRANT TO IMPROVE HIV CARE
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention to fund City’s Project OPT-IN, a four-year

demonstration to improve HIV patient outcomes
                                                           
San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced that the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC) will fund San Francisco’s Project OPT-IN, a four-year
demonstration project to improve HIV-related outcomes by providing services to address
critical gaps in HIV prevention and care services. The City is one of only two jurisdictions in
the U.S. to be selected by the CDC for this funding. The grant will count for $2 million per
year over the four-year cycle. 
 
Project OPT-IN is intended to help improve HIV-related outcomes and treat Hepatitis C by
addressing gaps in services, while simultaneously working to transform healthcare delivery
and practices to reduce the long-term need for such services. Examples of this will include
homeless outreach, intensive case management, and other low-threshold support services.
 
“Over the past three decades, San Francisco has made significant progress toward reducing the
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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: 


Thursday, November 1, 2018 


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


      


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SAN FRANCISCO TO 


RECEIVE GRANT TO IMPROVE HIV CARE 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention to fund City’s Project OPT-IN, a four-year 


demonstration to improve HIV patient outcomes  
      


San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced that the Centers for Disease 


Control and Prevention (CDC) will fund San Francisco’s Project OPT-IN, a four-year 


demonstration project to improve HIV-related outcomes by providing services to address critical 


gaps in HIV prevention and care services. The City is one of only two jurisdictions in the U.S. to 


be selected by the CDC for this funding. The grant will count for $2 million per year over the 


four-year cycle.   


 


Project OPT-IN is intended to help improve HIV-related outcomes and treat Hepatitis C by 


addressing gaps in services, while simultaneously working to transform healthcare delivery and 


practices to reduce the long-term need for such services. Examples of this will include homeless 


outreach, intensive case management, and other low-threshold support services. 


 


“Over the past three decades, San Francisco has made significant progress toward reducing the 


number of new HIV infections each year, and improving the available services for people living 


with HIV,” said Mayor Breed. “As Mayor, I remain committed to our goal of Getting to Zero, 


which will take hard work. We also know that some segments of our population still suffer 


disproportionately high rates of HIV infections, like our homeless population. With Project OPT-


IN, we are taking an important step forward in reaching that goal by providing critical and 


innovative services.” 


 


Although the City has made great progress toward its Getting to Zero goals, not all parts of the 


population have benefitted equally. In 2017, 14% of people in San Francisco newly diagnosed 


with HIV were homeless. With an estimated 15,952 people living with HIV, San Francisco has 


one of the largest populations of people living with HIV in the United States. 


 


Taking HIV medications daily, which is a greater challenge in the homeless population, not only 


improves the health of people living with HIV, but significantly reduces the risk of transmission 


to others. In 2016, 72% of all San Franciscans living with HIV were undetectable, meaning the 


levels of virus in the blood stream are so low that they cannot be measured, but only 32% of 


people living with HIV and experiencing homelessness were undetectable. Project OPT-IN will 


help reach this vulnerable population. 
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


 


“This funding will allow San Francisco to develop a collaborative program that will build trust 


with the community and strengthen our capacity to provide culturally competent and effective 


care for people experiencing homelessness,” said Tracey Packer, Director of Community Health 


Equity and Promotion for the Health Department. 
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number of new HIV infections each year, and improving the available services for people
living with HIV,” said Mayor Breed. “As Mayor, I remain committed to our goal of Getting to
Zero, which will take hard work. We also know that some segments of our population still
suffer disproportionately high rates of HIV infections, like our homeless population. With
Project OPT-IN, we are taking an important step forward in reaching that goal by providing
critical and innovative services.”
 
Although the City has made great progress toward its Getting to Zero goals, not all parts of the
population have benefitted equally. In 2017, 14% of people in San Francisco newly diagnosed
with HIV were homeless. With an estimated 15,952 people living with HIV, San Francisco
has one of the largest populations of people living with HIV in the United States.
 
Taking HIV medications daily, which is a greater challenge in the homeless population, not
only improves the health of people living with HIV, but significantly reduces the risk of
transmission to others. In 2016, 72% of all San Franciscans living with HIV were
undetectable, meaning the levels of virus in the blood stream are so low that they cannot be
measured, but only 32% of people living with HIV and experiencing homelessness were
undetectable. Project OPT-IN will help reach this vulnerable population.
 
“This funding will allow San Francisco to develop a collaborative program that will build trust
with the community and strengthen our capacity to provide culturally competent and effective
care for people experiencing homelessness,” said Tracey Packer, Director of Community
Health Equity and Promotion for the Health Department.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (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
Subject: FW: 1026 Clayton - 2015-009733DRP - Oppose DR
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 1:26:39 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: Carter Makin [mailto:cmakin00@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 1:01 PM
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: fdryan@pacbell.net; richhillissf@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 1026 Clayton - 2015-009733DRP - Oppose DR
 

 

Hello Mr. Winslow, 
 
I wish to support the Ryan family at 1026 Clayton Street and urge you to advise the Planning
Commission not to take the DR (Discretionary Review filed by Chris Durkin of 1055 Ashbury
Street) for the subject permit.  As you know, the permit is just to document work done and
approved by DBI and CPB in 2007 (No new work is planned).  The deck added on the Ryan
garage is not visible or accessible and has no impact on the neighborhood.  

Thank you,
Carter Makin 
 
 
978.578.8233 
beautycounter.com/cartermakin 
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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: 1979 Mission Street
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 11:48:52 AM
Attachments: 10-29-18 Letter re 1979 Mission Street.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: Sucre, Richard (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 11:44 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: 1979 Mission Street
 
 
 
Get Outlook for iOS

From: Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 6:01 PM
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Buckley, Jeff (MYR); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Hartley, Kate (MYR)
Subject: FW: 1979 Mission Street
 
FYI.  To say that this was a delaying tactic is absurd, when they have still not given us a formal
proposal for the affordable housing.  The informational hearing in no way delays this project.   We
have secured Mission HS for the info hearing in January.   That will still   have no impact on the
project actions. 
 

From: Paula Scott <Pscott@nmgovlaw.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 2:11 PM
To: Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar,
Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>;
Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>
Cc: Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS)
<katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS)
<jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS]
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS)
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC)
<john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Mission4all@mission4all.net; Maria@plaza16.org;
lgranados@medasf.org
Subject: 1979 Mission Street
 

 

Attached please find a letter concerning the 1979 Mission Street matter from James Parrinello, Esq.,
on behalf of Maximus Real Estate Partners.
 
Thank you for your attention to this letter.

 
Paula Scott, Assistant to James R. Parrinello, Sean P. Welch and James W. Carson
NIELSEN MERKSAMER
PARRINELLO GROSS & LEONILLP

2350 Kerner Boulevard, Suite 250
San Rafael, California 94901
t: 415.389.6800 • f: 415.388.6874
e:pscott@nmgovlaw.com

NIELSEN MERKSAMER
Please visitwww.nmgovlaw.comfor more information about our firm
Join Us onLinkedIn• Join Us onFacebook

CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION: This e-mail, including any attached files, is confidential and is meant for only the
intended recipient of the transmission, and may be a communication privileged by law.  If you received this e-mail in error,
any review, use, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited.  Please notify us immediately of the
error by return e-mail and please delete this message from your system.  Thank you in advance for your cooperation.
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https://www.facebook.com/nielsenmerksamer


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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson St
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 11:00:43 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: Julia French [mailto:julia.g.french@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 8:59 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: Support Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson St
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
My husband and I have not been able to attend the hearings regarding the proposed opening of
Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson St because they have been during the work day, but I am
writing to express my enthusiastic support for the revised proposal, which provides our area
with desperately needed fairly priced groceries, additional housing, and hundreds of jobs.
PLEASE do not destroy this amazing opportunity for us.
 
Julia & Conor French
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to Conditional Use Permits for 3637 Sacramento Street - Hearing Date: November 8, 2018
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 11:00:25 AM
Attachments: SactoStreetProp Opposition.docx

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Cynthia Silverstein [mailto:cbsjewelry@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 11:15 AM
To: Woods, Mary (CPC)
Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
plannung@rodneyfong.com; millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
Subject: Opposition to Conditional Use Permits for 3637 Sacramento Street - Hearing Date: November
8, 2018
 

 

Dear Ms. Woods,

 

We are the property owners immediately adjacent to the East to the proposed
development of housing, retail and office space at 3637 Sacramento Street. We
hereby deliver the attached letter in opposition to the Conditional Use Permit
application in advance of the Hearing set for November 8, 2018.

 

Thank you.

 

Regards,

 

Cynthia B. Silverstein
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October 23, 2018



Mary Woods Senior Planner

San Francisco Planning Department 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103



Re: Proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street Dear Ms. Woods,

We are the owners of 3627-3629 Sacramento Street, San Francisco, CA (“Sacramento St Adjacent Property”). We are writing to outline our concerns and opposition regarding the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento Street which is immediately adjacent to our property to the west of our property. The developer, Litke Properties, is asking for several variances and conditional use permits, which we oppose for the specific reasons set forth herein. Our family, by way of background, has owned this property for over 40 years andwe are 3rd generation San Franciscans.



As owners of Lot 015, our property is directly impacted by the current proposal (see Exhibits 1 and 2, below). Our property is immediately adjacent to the proposed project on the east side. 

Currently, the properties are typical of San Francisco properties in our neighborhood and have walls approximately 2 inches apart. See Exhibit 1 below.



Exhibit 1



[image: ]





Exhibit 2







[image: ][image: ]Photos to the left show the east existing wall of 3637 Sacramento Street from the 2nd floor rear deck of 3629 Sacramento Street.



Four stories will tower over our building, blocking all light to our building.





Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Requests



The developer is requesting two CUPs related to the size of the project.



1. The developer’s request for a CUP regarding the size of the lot (“lot area greater than 5000 sq ft”) violates the Planning Code because the developer is seeking to combine two over-size lots into one massive parcel, which would be nearly three times the size allowed by the Planning Code.



We oppose this because the two existing lots they are combining in this development already each exceed 5,000sf; 3637-41 Sacramento Street is currently 7956sf and 3657 Sacramento is currently 6630sf.



This greatly exceeds the size recommendations for the Neighborhood Commercial district and its intent of development that is appropriate to the district and compatible with adjacent buildings. Additionally, the massing of the proposed building greatly exceeds every other building on the block of this NC district in height, number of stories and street frontage. (121.2(a) and (b)) (see Exhibit 3, below) The proposed size will dwarf our building, look massive, and block all of the light for our tenants on the west side of our building.



The Sacramento Street NCD represents a transitional area between a more major thoroughfare, California Street, and a purely residential area, Presidio Heights. Sacramento Street is 68’-9” wide, a two lane street with parallel parking on either side, and stop signs at every intersection. The scale of the proposed development is actually more in line with the NC-S district on

California Street, where it is a 104’ wide, four-lane street with transit service. The zoning of the two districts represents the very different nature of the two streets and we feel that the intent of retaining the character of small scale development should be maintained in the Sacramento Street NCD by not granting this CUP.



The proposed lot size creates a building that is not necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, and is not compatible with the neighborhood.



Exhibit 3

The scale of the proposed building is too large in comparison to the existing buildings on both the north and south side of Sacramento Street.





					

[image: ]

2. The developer is also requesting a CUP for “non-residential use size over 2500sf.”

The proposed ground floor retail is 6,555sf and the second floor medical/dental is 9,976sf. This exceeds the size limit for non-residential uses on both the ground floor (retail: 2.6x Use Size Limit) and second floor (medical offices-4x Use Size Limit).

Per Planning Code section 121.2(a) the Use Size Limit is in place to protect and maintain a scale of development appropriate to the district. By greatly exceeding the specified Use Size Limits the developer is creating a building that does not maintain the scale of development of the NC district.

The proposed size of the second floor medical offices even exceeds the Use Size Restriction for the nearby NC-S district on California Street (6000 sf) and is almost that of a Regional Commercial District (10,000 sf). This proves that it clearly does not comply with the recommended criteria (121.2(a)(2)) that the proposed use will serve the neighborhood or that the nature of the use requires a larger size in order to function.

If the developer had not chosen to combine the two large lots into one massive lot (requiring a CUP for lot size exemption) the sizes of the proposed uses would be smaller.

Additionally, the disproportionate size of the non-residential use is the major driver of the excessive size of the underground parking garage. In exceeding 5,000 sf of retail area this triggers the requirement for off street parking, requiring 13 spaces. By exceeding 5,000 sf of health services area this triggers the requirement for off street parking of 32 more spaces. If a CUP is granted for exceeding both of these use size limits it creates the need for 45 additional off street parking spaces which is 71% of the proposed underground parking. This represents approximately 24,500 sf of the proposed garage or two full levels of the three underground parking stories.





Rear Yard Variance Requests





We understand that the developer has made changes in the rear yard variance requests pursuant to letters of objection from the property owners at the rear and side of the proposed project. Notwithstanding, we echo the arguments made below by them:



The developer is requesting three variances for the rear yard, all related to the top of the underground parking garage. By requesting such a large underground parking structure that extends all the way to the rear property line the developer proposes creating a structure with a top floor level that is 4’-8” above existing grade at the Southeast corner and up to 8’-7” above existing grade at the Southwest corner. Additionally, the developer is asking that on top of this they be allowed to have a 6’-0” high solid wall. This creates a structure on the rear and side property lines that varies from 10’-8” high to 14’-7” high above existing grade. All of the needs for these variances are based on decisions of the developer to request Conditional Use Permits for exceeding the non-residential use size limits. None of these three variances are based on any extraordinary circumstances that do not generally apply to any other property in this district.



We oppose all of these rear yard variances because it will create a discontinuity in the mid-

block rear yard space, and having 10’ to 14’ high walls on the property lines is a gross violation of the intent of the rear yard ordinances.





1. Developer is requesting a variance for “developed top surface of underground parking garage is in rear 15’ of lot.”



We oppose any variance to the garage occupying the rear 15’ of the lot.



There are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to this property that do not generally apply to any other property in the same district (305(c)(1)).



The enforcement of the requirement would not create any unnecessary hardship. The only hardship would be to the size of the underground parking garage which is only required to be as large as shown due to the choice of the developer to request retail and health services that exceed the Non-Residential Use Size Limits for the Neighborhood Commercial District. (305(c)(2)).



This variance is not necessary to preserve or enjoy a substantial property right possessed by any other property in this district. (305(c)(3)).



Granting this variance would be materially detrimental to properties in the vicinity by disrupting the midblock, landscaped open space (134 & 305(c)(4)). [By allowing the developed top surface to be above the existing grade in excess of the allowed height and with a wall that exceeds the allowed height]







2. Developer is requesting a variance for “Deck exceeds 3’ above grade at any point in required open area.”

We oppose any variance to the deck surface exceeding 3’ in the required rear yard setback.



There are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to this property that do not generally apply to any other property in the same district (305(c)(1)).



The enforcement of the requirement would not create any unnecessary hardship. The only hardship would be to the floor locations or size of the underground parking garage which is only required to be as large as shown due to the choice of the developer to request retail and health services that exceed the Non-Residential Use Size Limits for the Neighborhood Commercial District. (305(c)(2)).



This variance is not necessary to preserve or enjoy a substantial property right possessed by any other property in this district. (305(c)(3)).



Granting this variance would be materially detrimental to properties in the vicinity by disrupting the midblock, landscaped open space (134 & 305(c)(4)), by allowing the developed top surface to be above the existing grade in excess of the allowed height and with a wall that exceeds the allowed height.





3. Developer is requesting a variance for “Railing exceeds 3’-6” in required open area.”

We oppose any variance to the railing exceeding 3’-6” in the required rear yard setback.



There are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to this property that do not generally apply to any other property in the same district (305(c)(1)).



The enforcement of the requirement would not create any unnecessary hardship. The only hardship would be to the floor locations or size of the underground parking garage which is only required to be as large as shown due to the choice of the developer to request retail and health services that exceed the Non-Residential Use Size Limits for the Neighborhood Commercial District. (305(c)(2)).



This variance is not necessary to preserve or enjoy a substantial property right possessed by any other property in this district. (305(c)(3)).



Granting this variance would be materially detrimental to properties in the vicinity by disrupting the midblock, landscaped open space (134 & 305(c)(4)), by allowing the developed top surface to be above the existing grade in excess of the allowed height and with a wall that exceeds the allowed height.



Below Grade Parking



As part of the mass of this project, it includes three stories of below grade parking. Although we agree that parking for the neighborhood is needed and a public parking garage is necessary for this project to replace the lost parking in the existing structures, if the size of the project is reduced, there will not be a need for the developer to excavate a full 3 stories below grade.



As adjacent property owners, we are terrified of what this type of excavation will do to our existing structure and foundation, not to mention the noise, dirt, time and truck traffic in front of our property. There is no plan or discussion regarding the protection of foundation, subsidence issues with the neighbors or us.



What will be required of the developer to protect our property? We have tenants in our property who have been there many years, have established reputations and rely upon people coming to their business, office and salon. As well, we depend upon the income from this property to survive. If we lose our tenants due to length of time of construction, noise of excavation, pile driving, lack of parking during construction, etc., we will most likely be unable to recover. Elderly tenants will be displaced (one of our Tenants, Jack Taylor, is in his 90’s). 



We vigorously oppose the size of the garage and excavation of 3 stories below grade.



Light on West Side of Building



Our building has a covered walkway on the west side of the building. Above the walkway is open space. Our structure has diagonal windows and a balcony on the first floor, which allows light and air into the tenants space, and the same with the 2nd floor on the same side. We have a tenant who leases the entire first floor who has just put $120,000 into interior, non-structural improvements and makes use of their side balcony. We have a new tenant on the second floor who is an art dealer who leased the space because of the natural light into her space.



See photos below:



First floor space:



[image: ][image: ]
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Second Floor Space:
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In summary,

· We oppose the CUP regarding size of lot,

· We oppose the CUP regarding size of non-residential space,

· We oppose all three variance requests regarding the rear yard

· We oppose the size of this project regarding its impact upon the structure of our adjacent property, impact on existing businesses, impact due to mass and size upon the light onto our property without architectural modification to preserve the light entering our 2nd and 3rd floor space and rear deck.



        This project would have a detrimental effect on businesses in our building that have been there for 10-20 years, and long- time residents, who live around and adjacent to this project. While we understand that the push for more housing in San Francisco, it should not be done without regard to the Planning Codes that are in place to protect our neighborhoods, and certainly not at the expense of long-time residents and families. We understand that neighborhoods change, but the size and scale of this project as proposed will have a large, negative impact on this block and the Sacramento Street corridor. We understand that public policy in San Francisco in this climate supports the construction of multi-family housing. This is market rate housing, and with approximately 500 + new nearby apartments in the pipeline within 6 blocks, more market rate housing of this size is not worth sacrificing the neighborhood feel and architecture of this block.



We strongly urge you to deny the Conditional Use Permits and Variances for the project as currently shown.



Please keep us posted on the date of the hearing.





Sincerely,



Cynthia B. Silverstein,Trustee,

Barbanell Family Administrative Trust and



Gregg S. Barbanell, Trustee,

Barbanell Family Administrative Trust





Cc:

Lana Wong, Senior Environmental Planner Catherine Stefani, District 2 Supervisor
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Gregg S. Barbanell

 



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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Nob Hill resident and small business owner"s Letter of Support for Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:59:14 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: Zack Schwab [mailto:zack@thesnugsf.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 3:14 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); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: Nob Hill resident and small business owner's Letter of Support for Whole Foods 365 at 1600
Jackson Street
 

 

Hi all,
 
I am a 29-year-old SF native, Nob Hill resident, and local small business owner (I own The
Snug on Fillmore Street).
 
I live at Jackson and Hyde and have been considering opening a second business in this
middle-upper-Polk Street area. But the retail life of this area at Polk and Jackson is struggling,
as I am sure you have noticed. Stagnant businesses and vacant retail spaces are everywhere. 
 
The neighborhood desperately needs this Whole Foods 365 in the Lombardi Sports
building to bring some life to this stretch of Polk. This neighborhood has the potential to be
a thriving part of Polk Street and the city. Please don't let it wither away. I greatly appreciate
the push for additional housing, but this process has gone on long enough and the current
proposal is now an excellent project.
 
Please do the right thing and allow this project to move forward.
 
Best,
Zack Schwab
 

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); Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Subject: FW: NO on Hours Extension!!
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:58:44 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: susanmtorrence [mailto:susanmtorrence@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 28, 2018 10:50 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: NO on Hours Extension!!

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

Davis St Resident,

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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case #2016-00378CUA - Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:57:53 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: Diane Daniels [mailto:diane.sanfrancisco@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, October 28, 2018 10:57 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: Re: Case #2016-00378CUA - Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
Once again I want to state my complete support 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
 
On Fri, Sep 21, 2018 at 11:05 AM Diane Daniels <diane.sanfrancisco@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Commissioners:
I'm another of the many supporters of opening a Whole

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


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



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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON ST, Case No. 2016-000378CUA PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

DATE 11-08-2018 -- OUTSIDE OPPOSITION
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:57:47 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: Richard Cardello [mailto:richard@cardellodesign.com] 
Sent: Saturday, October 27, 2018 1:57 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John
(CPC)
Subject: WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON ST, Case No. 2016-000378CUA PLANNING COMMISSION
HEARING DATE 11-08-2018 -- OUTSIDE OPPOSITION
 

 

Commissioners:
 
I am writing to you with a particular personal concern about the above captioned
case before you.
 
The proposed Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street is much wanted by the
residents in my neighborhood.
As you know, this project has been in the permit process for several years, and I
strongly ask that it be approved.
 
My reason for this email is to remind you that much of the opposition comes from
outside the impacted area.
Specifically, I am extremely disappointed that distant neighborhood organizations
rise in opposition to OUR getting an affordable grocery store.
I believe these "outside" groups include HVNA (Hayes Valley Neighbors Association),
CHNA (Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association) and possibly THD (Telegraph Hill
Dwellers) (HOODLINE 04-25-2018)
 
The following was reported by HOODLINE (01-17-2018):
"Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association (HVNA) president Gail Baugh told
Hoodline that it remained committed in the future to finding an affordable grocery
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store for the area."
 
My request of you, is to ask such groups:

·       WHY they are in opposition to a grocery at 1600 Jackson?
·       How would they be impacted either way?
·       Why should HVNA get a grocery store in their neighborhood when they

oppose others' getting one in theirs?
 
I think the public record deserves these answers.
 
Thank you, once again, for your indulgence and consideration.
 
Respectfully,
 
Richard Cardello
 
 
 
Richard Cardello
999 GREEN STREET NO. 903
SAN FRANCISCO  CA  94133
 
richard@cardellodesign.com
 

mailto:richard@cardellodesign.com


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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: WF 365, 1600 Polk Street
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:57:44 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: Sarah Taber [mailto:staber_40@comcast.net] 
Sent: Saturday, October 27, 2018 10:55 AM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); millicent.johnson@sfgov.org;
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: RE: WF 365, 1600 Polk Street
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
 

As I wrote you before the October 4th hearing, “Who knew that a full-service grocery store would be
such a ‘hot-button’ issue?”!!!  A few of the Polk Gulch small business owners and a few neighbors
and our illustrious Supervisor are against all large retail stores and especially those with enough
other locations to approach “chain” status.  Like-minded activist groups from miles away from 1600
Polk Street have been activated by these folks to speak out as well, and the foil that was used is
“housing” (although it is really anti-chain store and anti-Amazon sentiments that move them!)  They
were so very concerned that zoning legislation was passed prohibiting any large retail spaces in any
new construction along the Polk Street corridor.  This means that any new construction, even that
which might include housing, would be prohibited from having a full-service grocery store on the
ground floor in our neighborhood.  Well, now the property owner has a plan that squeezes in 8 units
of housing into the existing second floor to try to satisfy the Commissioners’ request: please let that
be enough!  Unless the current Lombardi’s shell is used for Whole Foods 365 to give the
neighborhood the grocery store it needs, it is doubtful that any large grocery store will ever be
allowed to be built in the area.
 
What is being ignored in the “hue and cry” are the needs of real neighbors who live close by to 1600
Polk.  We continue to need a full-service grocery store and would prefer one that we can walk to!  I
walk past that ugly, empty site at least three times a week and would love to be able to get the
groceries I need that day when I pass.  There are no grocery stores (except for a few “Mom and Pop”
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corner groceries and the small, insufficient and expensive Real Food) within over a mile walking
distance of my Russian Hill address (Green Street @ Hyde) , let alone the full-service grocery store
we need.  The City claims that they do not want us to use our automobiles, but how can we stock up
on items we need without our cars if there is nowhere to shop???  Also, there are so many new and
proposed large apartment buildings built in the surrounding blocks to 1600 Polk, and THEY have
nowhere to shop for groceries!  Beyond all the people who passionately testified at your hearing
that they want a grocery store and that Whole Foods 365 would fill the bill happily, you would be
astounded at the hundreds of entries that have been posted on “Next Door” for the Russian Hill/Nob
Hill area and over 90% of them WANT a grocery store there!
 
PLEASE help me and my neighbors!  The purpose of a Planning Department is to make the city
vibrant and to make the neighborhoods liveable.  The majority of immediate neighbors and residents
have made it overwhelmingly clear that we need groceries and want Whole Foods 365 to succeed in
placing a large store with high-quality groceries in our neighborhood.
 
---Sarah Taber



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

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); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case #2016-00378CUA - Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street - SUPPORT
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:57:33 AM
Attachments: Additional Letter of Support from Russian Hill Neighbors for WF365 at 1600 Jackson Street.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: Saturday, October 27, 2018 9:21 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Case #2016-00378CUA - Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street - SUPPORT
 

 

Dear Mr. Ionin,
Attached please find a letter of support from Russian Hill Neighbors for the newly modified
conditional use proposal that includes eight housing units. Thank you for including this in the
Planning Commission packet prepared for the November 8, 2018 Commission Meeting.
Carol Ann Rogers, President
RHN
415-902-3980
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: RHN / WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON ST, Case No. 2016-000378CUA PLANNING COMMISSION

HEARING DATE 11-08-2018
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:56:43 AM
Attachments: 2018-10-26 RC TO SF PLANNING COMM RE WHOLE FOODS CONDITIONAL USE.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 Cardello [mailto:richard@cardellodesign.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 2:48 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); zoning@rhnsf.org; Rob.Twyman@wholefoods.com
Subject: RHN / WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON ST, Case No. 2016-000378CUA PLANNING
COMMISSION HEARING DATE 11-08-2018
 

 

October 26, 2018
 
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, California 94103
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
 
RE: Case No. 2016-000378CUA PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING DATE 11-08-2018
WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON AT POLK, CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION
 
Commissioners:

I support the above captioned CU application.
 
Here is a quote from the SF-Planning website -- http://sf-planning.org/our-mission
“OUR VISION:
Making San Francisco the world’s most livable urban place – environmentally, economically,
socially and culturally.”
 
The Planning Department and Planning Commission work tirelessly for the benefit of

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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RICHARD CARDELLO 
999 GREEN STREET APT 903 


SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94133 
richard@cardellodesign.com 
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October 26, 2018 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, California 94103 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org  
 
RE: Case No. 2016-000378CUA PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING DATE 11-08-2018 
WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON AT POLK, CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION 
 
Commissioners: 


I support the above captioned CU application. 
Here is a quote from the SF-Planning website -- http://sf-planning.org/our-mission  


“OUR VISION: 


Making San Francisco the world’s most livable urban place – environmentally, economically, socially 
and culturally.” 


 
The Planning Department and Planning Commission work tirelessly for the benefit of the 
residents of San Francisco.  Please listen to the actual people who will be impacted by 
your decision regarding Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street.  Advance your vision 
of “making San Francisco the world’s most livable urban place” by approving the 
revised project. 
 
My friends and neighbors overwhelmingly want this neighborhood-serving market.  It 
seems that most of the opposition is from outside of the area that would be served by 
this store. 


I am sure you were not fooled by the disingenuous proposal by the opposition to “build 
a new building with a market below and housing above” since recent legislation would 
make that impossible.  I believe we have this unique opportunity to provide a much-
wanted market at this location. 


At the last Planning Commission hearing on October 4, 2018, the Commission asked the 
project sponsors to add additional housing on the second floor of the existing building.  
Overcoming many complicating issues, such as window exposure, etc., the CU 
applicants are now proposing eight dwelling units: one studio, three one-bedroom and 
four two-bedroom, ranging in size from 783 to 1,274 square feet.  Surely, the Planning 
Commission MUST approve this revised project, which clearly complies with the 
Commission’s directive. 



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Very truly yours, 
 
RICHARD CARDELLO 
 
CCS: 
John Rahaim 
Director of Planning 
john.rahaim@sfgov.org  
 
District 3 Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org 
 
SF Planner assigned to this project  
Nicholas.Foster@sfgov.org  
 
RICH HILLIS, Commission President 
richhillissf@gmail.com  
  
MYRNA MELGAR, Commission Vice-President 
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org  
  
RODNEY FONG, Commissioner 
 (415) 202-0436 
planning@rodneyfong.com  
  
MILICENT A. JOHNSON, Commissioner 
milicent.johnson@sfgov.org 
 
JOEL KOPPEL, Commissioner 
joel.koppel@sfgov.org  
  
KATHRIN MOORE, Commissioner 
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org  
  
DENNIS RICHARDS, Commissioner 
dennis.richards@sfgov.org  
 
RUSSIAN HILL NEIGHBORS 
zoning@rhnsf.org  
 
Rob Twyman 
Rob.Twyman@wholefoods.com  
 
Commissions Secretary 
Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org  
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		“OUR VISION:





the residents of San Francisco.  Please listen to the actual people who will be
impacted by your decision regarding Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street. 
Advance your vision of “making San Francisco the world’s most livable urban
place” by approving the revised project.
 
My friends and neighbors overwhelmingly want this neighborhood-serving market. 
It seems that most of the opposition is from outside of the area that would be
served by this store.

I am sure you were not fooled by the disingenuous proposal by the opposition to
“build a new building with a market below and housing above” since recent
legislation would make that impossible.  I believe we have this unique opportunity
to provide a much-wanted market at this location.

At the last Planning Commission hearing on October 4, 2018, the Commission asked
the project sponsors to add additional housing on the second floor of the existing
building.  Overcoming many complicating issues, such as window exposure, etc.,
the CU applicants are now proposing eight dwelling units: one studio, three one-
bedroom and four two-bedroom, ranging in size from 783 to 1,274 square feet. 
Surely, the Planning Commission MUST approve this revised project, which clearly
complies with the Commission’s directive.
 
Very truly yours,
 
RICHARD CARDELLO
 
CCS:
John Rahaim
Director of Planning
john.rahaim@sfgov.org
 
District 3 Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org
 
SF Planner assigned to this project
Nicholas.Foster@sfgov.org
 
RICH HILLIS, Commission President
richhillissf@gmail.com
 
MYRNA MELGAR, Commission Vice-President
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
 
RODNEY FONG, Commissioner
(415) 202-0436
planning@rodneyfong.com
 
MILICENT A. JOHNSON, Commissioner
milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
 
JOEL KOPPEL, Commissioner
joel.koppel@sfgov.org
 
KATHRIN MOORE, Commissioner
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
 
DENNIS RICHARDS, Commissioner
dennis.richards@sfgov.org
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RUSSIAN HILL NEIGHBORS
zoning@rhnsf.org
 
Rob Twyman
Rob.Twyman@wholefoods.com
 
Commissions Secretary
Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org
 
 
Richard Cardello
999 GREEN STREET NO. 903
SAN FRANCISCO  CA  94133
 
T 415.923.5810
 
richard@cardellodesign.com
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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: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES EXPANSION OF MENTAL HEALTH BEDS

AND LEGISLATION TO IMPLEMENT NEW CONSERVATORSHIP LAWS
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:21:13 AM
Attachments: 10.30.18 Mental Health Beds.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 11:25 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES EXPANSION OF MENTAL
HEALTH BEDS AND LEGISLATION TO IMPLEMENT NEW CONSERVATORSHIP LAWS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, October 30, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
                                                                       
                                                           

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES EXPANSION OF

MENTAL HEALTH BEDS AND LEGISLATION TO
IMPLEMENT NEW CONSERVATORSHIP LAWS

Mayor lays out plan to have 70-90 new mental health beds and announces introduction of
conservatorship legislation for those suffering from severe mental health and substance use

issues
                                                           
San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced the expansion of mental
health beds in San Francisco and the introduction of legislation that would allow the City to
temporarily conserve individuals suffering from severe mental health and substance use issues.
Her plan for new mental health beds will include adding 70-90 new mental beds next year.
 
Mayor Breed will be introducing the legislation to enact Senate Bill 1045, authored by Senator
Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco), along with Supervisor Rafael Mandelman at today’s Board
of Supervisors meeting. Mayor Breed made today’s announcement along with Senator Wiener
and Supervisor Mandelman at Hummingbird Place, the first Navigation Center specifically
tailored to serve clients with behavioral health and substance use issues.
 
“This is about getting people who are severely ill the help they desperately need,” said Mayor
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, October 30, 2018 


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


      


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES EXPANSION OF 


MENTAL HEALTH BEDS AND LEGISLATION TO 


IMPLEMENT NEW CONSERVATORSHIP LAWS 
Mayor lays out plan to have 70-90 new mental health beds and announces introduction of 


conservatorship legislation for those suffering from severe mental health and substance use 


issues 
      


San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced the expansion of mental health 


beds in San Francisco and the introduction of legislation that would allow the City to temporarily 


conserve individuals suffering from severe mental health and substance use issues. Her plan for 


new mental health beds will include adding 70-90 new mental beds next year.  


 


Mayor Breed will be introducing the legislation to enact Senate Bill 1045, authored by Senator 


Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco), along with Supervisor Rafael Mandelman at today’s Board of 


Supervisors meeting. Mayor Breed made today’s announcement along with Senator Wiener and 


Supervisor Mandelman at Hummingbird Place, the first Navigation Center specifically tailored 


to serve clients with behavioral health and substance use issues.  


 


“This is about getting people who are severely ill the help they desperately need,” said Mayor 


Breed. “There is a small subset of our homeless population that are clearly, visibly suffering on 


our streets. They are frequently in and out of the hospital or criminal justice system, but they 


never receive the comprehensive care they need to stabilize and get back on their feet. It is 


simply inhumane for us to allow them to continue to deteriorate without intervening.” 


 


To meet her goals of adding 70-90 new beds in the next year, Hummingbird will double its 


existing capacity by adding 14 new beds in January. In addition, Mayor Breed has directed the 


San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) to expedite and expand a plan to add 


mental health beds at Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital. The original plan was to add 


around 40 more mental health beds in 2021. Mayor Breed has directed SFDPH to explore ways 


to increase the number of beds and deliver them sooner. In addition to providing innovative 


services to treat patients, these beds can serve individuals at varying stages of the 


conservatorship process. 


 


Mayor Breed and Supervisor Mandelman will introduce the legislation at today’s Board of 


Supervisors meeting to implement local conservatorship laws, a tool that became available to 


San Francisco in September when Governor Jerry Brown signed SB 1045 into law. At the time, 
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Mayor Breed directed City departments to begin preparing to move this program forward and 


outreach has already begun with local stakeholders. 


 


“I am thrilled that San Francisco is moving to implement my bill, SB 1045, which will help some 


of our most vulnerable residents get the help they need,” said Senator Wiener. “Today’s rollout 


means we are closer to getting people off our streets and into housing and services that will help 


them get healthy. I am grateful to Mayor Breed and Supervisor Mandelman for understanding 


that the faster we implement this tool, the faster we can help those suffering on our streets.” 


 


“We cannot continue to allow our neighborhoods to serve as open air mental institutions, our 


jails as shelters, and our hospitals as temporary way stations between the two,” said Supervisor 


Mandelman. “SB 1045 is not a cure-all, but it does offer a new tool to help people suffering from 


severe mental illness and addiction. Its implementation also gives us an opportunity to take a 


hard look at our response to these challenges, to build on what’s working and fix what’s broken.” 


 


The first 14 new beds will open at Hummingbird Place in January 2019, bringing the total 


number of beds at the facility to 29. Hummingbird, which is located in the Behavioral Health 


Center on the Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital campus, served 363 clients last year 


and provides day and overnight programs to adults with mental health and substance use needs.  


 


“When a person walks into Hummingbird Place, it means they want to change their life. We are 


grateful to Mayor Breed for expanding these needed services for some of the most vulnerable 


San Franciscans,” said Roland Pickens, Director of the San Francisco Health Network, the health 


care delivery system operated by the Department of Public Health. “The psychiatric respite 


model gives people a break from the stresses of the streets, an opportunity to regroup in a home-


like environment and a chance to move toward recovery and wellness with the help of peer 


counselors.” 


  


SFDPH estimates that SB 1045 legislation would impact between 50 and 100 people in San 


Francisco. These individuals are the most likely to require City services—12% of the total 


homeless population that accessed SFDPH services in the last year accounted for 73% of the 


costs. 


 


SB 1045 goes into effect on January 1, 2019. Under this law, the San Francisco Board of 


Supervisors has to pass an ordinance to enact this new conservatorship program.  
 


 


### 
      


   


 


 


 







Breed. “There is a small subset of our homeless population that are clearly, visibly suffering
on our streets. They are frequently in and out of the hospital or criminal justice system, but
they never receive the comprehensive care they need to stabilize and get back on their feet. It
is simply inhumane for us to allow them to continue to deteriorate without intervening.”
 
To meet her goals of adding 70-90 new beds in the next year, Hummingbird will double its
existing capacity by adding 14 new beds in January. In addition, Mayor Breed has directed the
San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) to expedite and expand a plan to add
mental health beds at Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital. The original plan was to
add around 40 more mental health beds in 2021. Mayor Breed has directed SFDPH to explore
ways to increase the number of beds and deliver them sooner. In addition to providing
innovative services to treat patients, these beds can serve individuals at varying stages of the
conservatorship process.
 
Mayor Breed and Supervisor Mandelman will introduce the legislation at today’s Board of
Supervisors meeting to implement local conservatorship laws, a tool that became available to
San Francisco in September when Governor Jerry Brown signed SB 1045 into law. At the
time, Mayor Breed directed City departments to begin preparing to move this program forward
and outreach has already begun with local stakeholders.
 
“I am thrilled that San Francisco is moving to implement my bill, SB 1045, which will help
some of our most vulnerable residents get the help they need,” said Senator Wiener. “Today’s
rollout means we are closer to getting people off our streets and into housing and services that
will help them get healthy. I am grateful to Mayor Breed and Supervisor Mandelman for
understanding that the faster we implement this tool, the faster we can help those suffering on
our streets.”
 
“We cannot continue to allow our neighborhoods to serve as open air mental institutions, our
jails as shelters, and our hospitals as temporary way stations between the two,” said Supervisor
Mandelman. “SB 1045 is not a cure-all, but it does offer a new tool to help people suffering
from severe mental illness and addiction. Its implementation also gives us an opportunity to
take a hard look at our response to these challenges, to build on what’s working and fix what’s
broken.”
 
The first 14 new beds will open at Hummingbird Place in January 2019, bringing the total
number of beds at the facility to 29. Hummingbird, which is located in the Behavioral Health
Center on the Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital campus, served 363 clients last year
and provides day and overnight programs to adults with mental health and substance use
needs.
 
“When a person walks into Hummingbird Place, it means they want to change their life. We
are grateful to Mayor Breed for expanding these needed services for some of the most
vulnerable San Franciscans,” said Roland Pickens, Director of the San Francisco Health
Network, the health care delivery system operated by the Department of Public Health. “The
psychiatric respite model gives people a break from the stresses of the streets, an opportunity
to regroup in a home-like environment and a chance to move toward recovery and wellness
with the help of peer counselors.”
 
SFDPH estimates that SB 1045 legislation would impact between 50 and 100 people in San
Francisco. These individuals are the most likely to require City services—12% of the total



homeless population that accessed SFDPH services in the last year accounted for 73% of the
costs.
 
SB 1045 goes into effect on January 1, 2019. Under this law, the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors has to pass an ordinance to enact this new conservatorship program.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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, UFCW Local 648 RE: 1600 Jackson St.
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:14:24 AM
Attachments: MPNA.PDMA.UFCW Continuance 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: Monday, October 29, 2018 12:19 PM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
Subject: Letter from MPNA, PDMA, UFCW Local 648 RE: 1600 Jackson St.
 

 

Dear Planning Commission,
 
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
project and our request for continuance. I would like to include this in the record for the October 8th hearing.
 
Please contact me if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Chris Gembinski
MPNA Chair
916-300-5704
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October 29, 2018, 


 


Re: 1600 Jackson Street – Amazon/Whole Foods 365 – Continuance Request 


 


Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission 


 


Our organizations respectfully request that the November 8, 2018 hearing on this matter 


be continued.   


 


First, we have reviewed the plan set uploaded to the property information map on 


October 25, 2018 and were shocked to find how lacking in detail the plans were.  The 


same grocery plan without any housing was submitted with a one-page drawing at the 


end displaying the proposed new second floor plan.  Our organizations collectively have 


reviewed many plan sets of developers and can say that for a matter that has garnered as 


much interest and controversy as this case, it was shocking to see plans that were not 


even updated since April 2018.   Compared to the average mixed-use project that is 


reviewed by the planning department the one page plan was woefully short of detail.  A 


continuance is needed so that the public can have a full opportunity to vet the proposed 


revised project.   


 


Second, we are skeptical that sufficient time as been allocated for new required 


environmental review of this revised project under CEQA.   At the conclusion of the first 


April hearing, Director Rahaim commented, "You (the commission) won't have that in 


front of you to approve. There won’t be enough time to approve, we'll have to redo the 


CEQA". “A project with other uses won’t be fully baked" within the time frame of the 


continuance. “You won’t be able to approve (or disapprove) a different project” within 


the continuance period.”  We agree with Director Rahaim’s comments and are a bit 


puzzled why this project is being rushed through without proper environmental analysis 


and vetting especially given the controversial nature of the project.  Thus, a continuance 


is needed to allow that no aspect of environmental review is shortchanged in line with 


Director Rahaim’s comments at the conclusion of the April hearing. 


 


Third, we are aware of one and possibly two commissioners that will be absent on 


November 8th.  Given the controversial nature of this project and the history of the 


commission failing to reach consensus at two hearings it is the most prudent course to 


continue this matter to a date where all commissioners will be present. 


 


Fourth, our organizations are exploring an option to request the Board of Supervisors to 







 


 


re-zone of the project site to allow for more density to allow between 60-80 units of 


housing and a ground floor general grocery store use over the current use size limit of 


4,000.  We are aware of at least two non-formula retail grocery stores that are also 


signatories with the United Food and Commercial Workers that have expressed interest in 


this site that could be potential partners.  We are also aware of two potential developers 


interested that have expressed interest in discussing a joint venture to develop and 


construct such a building with Village Properties.  We hope that a continuance will allow 


more time for this true win-win option to be vetted and presented to Village Properties.  


We also have identified at least two additional locations on Van Ness Avenue for Whole 


Foods to open a 365 Store that our organizations would also support.   We hope that a 


continuance will allow more time for this true win-win option to be vetted and presented 


to Village Properties.   


 


For these four reasons, we urge the commission to continue this matter.   


 


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 
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Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for November 1, 2018.
 
Please be advise that due to unforeseen circumstances the Special Off-Site Meeting has been Canceled.
 
Enjoy the unexpected 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
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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.



				October 25, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Fong, Moore - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		 2014.0948ENX		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street 				to: 11/15		Jardines

						mixed-use building with 56 units with ground floor retail 

		2017-015181CUA		412 Broadway 				fr: 6/14; 8/30; 9/13		Perry

						extension of hours until 4 a.m. for Penthouse Club and Restaurant		to: 11/29

		2015-004297ENV		271 Upper Terrace				fr: 6/28		Callagy

						Appeal of PMND		to: 11/29

		2015-009163CUA		77 Geary Street 				fr: 11/2; 2/1; 3/22; 5/17		Perry

						office use at the second and third floors 		to: 1/10

		2017-012484DNX		150 Executive Park Blvd				fr: 10/4		Samonsky

						Executive Park Design Review Sec. 309.2		to: Indefinite

		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)

		2018-010552PCA		Prohibiting Employee Cafeterias within Office Space 				fr: 10/11		Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2017-012001PCA		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 

				Civic Center Public Realm Plan						Perry

						Informational

		2016-012474MAPCUA 		118-134 Kissling Street 						Jardines

						zoning map amendment as well as a corresponding CUA

		2017-001456DRP		1100 FULTON ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009282DRP		136 PALM AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 1, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Moore - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

				1979 Mission Street						Vu

						Informational

				November 8, 2018 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Moore, Rahaim - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-015675CUA 		2990 24th Street 				fr: 9/13		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility		to: 12/20

		2018-009951CUA		1541 Sloat Blvd				CONSENT		Hicks

						Retail to limited restaurant in Lakeshore Plaza

		2017-007215DRM		506 Vallejo Street				CONSENT		Tuffy

						new garage in an existing building

				1550 Evans Avenue 						Starr

						GP and ZM Amendments

				Potrero Power Station 						Schuett

						DEIR

		2016-000378CUA		1600 Jackson Street				fr: 4/26; 7/26; 9/27; 10/4		Foster

						Whole Foods

		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 

		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

		2016-008438DRP		1075 Folsom Street						Durandet

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-008438SHD		1075 Folsom Street				fr: 10/11		Durandet

						Shadow

		2018-006138DRP-03		2831 Pierce Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2015-008351DRP-02		380 Holladay Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-007690DRP		269 Avila 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 15, 2018

		Case No.		Moore, Rahaim - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-011926CUA		162 West Portal Ave				CONSENT		Hicks

						Change of Use – dry cleaners to limited restaurant 

		2017-016089CUA		1200 Irving Street 				CONSENT		Weissglass

						Andronico’s Community Market 

		2018-008367PCA		Section 190 changes 						Christensen

						Planning Code Amendment

		2016-013551CWP		Excelsior & Outer Mission Neighborhood Strategy 						Exline

						Informational

				601 Crescent 						Samonsky

						Informational

		2016-007303ENV		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				fr: 10/11		Pollack

						Appeal of PMND

		2017-001270CUAVAR		3140-3150 16th Street 				fr: 7/26; 10/4		Vu

						PDR to restaurant with accessory outdoor activity area

		 2014.0948ENX		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street 				fr: 10/25		Jardines

						mixed-use building with 56 units with ground floor retail 

		2017-015110CUA		1043 Alabama						Durandet

						removal of an illegal dwelling unit

		2018-012623CUA		1 Jones Street						Adina

						Change of use to establish office at ground floor. 

		2015-018150CUA		137 Clayton Street 				fr: 9/13		May

						CUA

		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

		2018-006127CUA		201 19th Avenue				CB3P		Weissglass

						grocery store to a restaurant 

		2018-007888CWP		Polk Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines						Winslow 

						Adoption

		2017-012001PCA		Designated Child Care Units 				fr: 10/25		Nickolopoulos

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-013472PCA		Residential Care Facilities						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2015-004297ENV		271 Upper Terrace				fr: 6/28; 10/25		Callagy

						Appeal of PMND

		2015-004297CUA		271 Upper Terrace 						Townes

						CUA

		2017-007943CUA		3848 24th St						Pantoja

						establishment of a Retail Professional Service (i.e. real estate brokerage)

		2013.0655CUA		1513A-F York Street 				fr: 10/25		Vu

						9 three-story buildings containing 10 dwelling units with subterranean parking 

		2016-004478CUA		589 Texas Street 						Vu

						demolition of a single-family dwelling and construction of a two-family dwelling

		2017-015181CUA		412 Broadway 				fr: 6/14; 8/30; 9/13; 10/25		Perry

						extension of hours until 4 a.m. for Penthouse Club and Restaurant

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/12; 10/4		May

						Public Initiated DR

		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

		2018-013861PCAMAP		Large Residence Special Use District						Sanchez

						D11

				HOME-SF and 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Programs						Ikezoe

						Planning Code Amendment 

		2015-004568ENV		10 South Van Ness Avenue 						Schuett

						DEIR

		2015-004568PRJ   		10 South Van Ness Avenue 						Asbaugh

						Demo and construction of a mixed-use building

		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

		2018-005694CUA		3060 Fillmore St

						CUA

		2018-010482CUA		3501 California 						Kirby

						formula retail (SusieCakes) 

		2017-016050CUA		49 Hopkins Avenue						Horn

						Residential Demolition

		2016-016473DRP		11 Dolores Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		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

		1996.0016CWP		COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY INVENTORY 2017  						Ikezoe

						Informational 

		2015-014028PRJ		3333 California Street						Foster

						Informational 

		2015-014028ENV		3333 California Street						Moore

						Draft EIR 

		2018-012420CUA		1169 Market Street						Adina

						Establish a Formula Retail Use (dba Whole Foods)

		2018-007259CUAVAR 		88 Museum Way						Horn

						New Construction of Detached Garage

		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

		2016-015675CUA 		2990 24th Street 				fr: 9/1; 11/8		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility

		2018-008389CUA		88 King Street				CONSENT		Lindsay

						Sprint Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility 

		2017-009224CUA		601 Van Ness Avenue				fr: 6/28; 9/13; 10/18		Woods

						CUA to remove movie theatre (Opera Plaza Cinema)

		2018-012330CUA		447 Broadway						Chandler

						use size in excess of 3,000 square feet.

		2016-015887DRP		2025 15TH AVE				fr: 10/11		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-008820DRP		440 MOLIMO DR						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-010924DRP		10 Aladdin Terrace						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 27, 2018 - Canceled

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				January 3, 2019 - Canceled

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				January 10, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-007467CUA		360A West Portal Avenue				CONSENT		Hicks

						legalize existing use as Business or Professional Service 

		2015-009163CUA		77 Geary Street 				fr: 11/2; 2/1; 3/22; 5/17; 10/25		Perry

						office use at the second and third floors 

		2018-012092DRP		299 EDGEWOOD AVENUE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 17, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				January 24, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Work Program, Budget, and Performance Measures 						Landis

						Informational

				Executive Directive on Housing (17-02) Report						Bintliff

						Informational

				February 7, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				February 14, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Budget and Work Program 						Landis

						Adoption

				February 21, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-012049GEN		Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines and Transportation Network Company Update						Wietgrefe

						Informational

				February 28, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING COMMISSION  


 
 


NOTICE 
OF  


CANCELLATION 
 
 


 
 
 


Thursday,  
November 1, 2018 


 


Special Off-Site Meeting 
 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Thursday, November 1, 2018 San Francisco Planning Commission Special 
Off-Site Meeting has been canceled. The next Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled for 
Thursday, November 8, 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, 

November 1, 2018



[bookmark: _GoBack]Special Off-Site Meeting



NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Thursday, November 1, 2018 San Francisco Planning Commission Special Off-Site Meeting has been canceled. The next Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled for Thursday, November 8, 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.







image1.jpeg




[image: image002.jpg@01D00566]CPC Hearing Results 2018

To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

[bookmark: _GoBack]NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20331

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0623

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



October 25, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to November 15, 2018

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2015-004297ENV

		271 Upper Terrace, 301-303 Upper Terrace, 4500 17th Street

		Callagy

		Continued to November 29, 2018

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2013.0655CUA

		1513A-F York Street

		Vu

		Continued to November 29, 2018

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2015-009163CUA

		77 Geary Street

		Perry

		Continued to January 10, 2019

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2017-012484DNX

		150 Executive Park Boulevard

		Samonsky

		Continued Indefinitely

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		2017-012001PCA

		Designated Child Care Units

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued to November 29, 2018

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		M-20322

		2018-005800CND

		1050 Baker Street

		Ajello

		Approved

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		M-20323

		2018-007959CUA

		1011 Market Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 11, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+4 -0 (Fong, Melgar, Moore absent)



		R-20324

		2018-007507MAP

		1650-1680 Mission Street [Bf 180474]

		Starr

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Fong, Moore absent)



		R-20325

		2018-007507GPA

		Market and Octavia Plan Amendment for 1650-1680 Mission Street

		Starr

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Fong, Moore absent)



		R-20326

		2018-007507GPA-2

		Market and Octavia Plan Amendment for 1650-1680 Mission Street

		Starr

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Fong, Moore absent)



		R-20327

		2018-010552PCA

		Prohibiting Employee Cafeterias within Office Space

		Sanchez

		Disapproved, recommending the BoS explore alternatives

		+5 -0 (Fong, Moore absent)



		R-20328

		2016-012474MAP

		118-134 Kissling Street

		Jardines

		Approved 

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Moore absent)



		M-20391

		2016-012474CUA

		118-134 Kissling Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Moore absent)



		M-20330

		2017-015181CUA

		412 Broadway

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended requiring:

1. Establish metrics with Community Members;

2. Initiate 4 am closing one month from the date of authorization;

3. Schedule a revocation hearing one year after the date of 4 am closing;

4. Hold two Community Meetings during the first year of 4 am closing hours; and 

5. Send notices to the neighborhood of extended hours.

		+4 -1 (Richards against; Fong, Moore absent)



		DRA-0621

		2017-001456DRP

		1100 Fulton Street

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0622

		2017-009282DRP

		136 Palm Avenue

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR

		+5 -0 (Fong, Moore absent)







October 18, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued to December 20, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-004717DRP

		11 Gladys Street

		Christensen

		Continued to November 8, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-004717VAR

		11 Gladys Street

		Christensen

		Acting ZA Continued to November 8, 2018

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 4, 2018 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 4, 2018 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20315

		2018-012959PCA

		Amendment to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance

		Grob

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20316

		2018-010759PCA

		Mission Alcoholic Beverage Special Use District and Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications 

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20317

		2018-011057PCA

		C3R Retail To Office Conversion

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications, including CU for 3rd Fl Office and a grandfathering clause for pending applications

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		R-20318

		2018-010758PCA

		Flexible Retail Use

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications 

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Street Design Advisory Team

		Chasan

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20319

		2018-008862PCA

		Better Streets Plan and Curb Cut Restrictions

		Chasan

		Approved with Modifications, including a 25,000 sq.ft. minimum and adding the removal of parking minimums citywide.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		M-20320

		2015-016243CUA

		611 Jones Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include the Sponsor continue working with Staff on property line windows; rooftop appurtenances; and the redesign of structural elements to effect the interior.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		M-20321

		2018-000955CUA

		827 Irving Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Hillis absent)



		

		2015-011216DRP

		277 Judson Avenue

		Kwiatkowska

		After hearing and closing PC; continued to 12/13 with direction from the CPC.

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Hillis absent)



		DRA-0620

		2018-002953DRP

		253 Chattanooga Street

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Hillis absent)



		

		2017-009996DRP

		434-436 20th Avenue

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing PC; continued to 12/13 with direction from the CPC.

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Hillis absent)







October 11, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-010759PCA

		Mission Alcoholic Beverage Special Use District and Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit

		Sanchez

		Continued to October 18, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-008438SHD

		1075-1089 Folsom Street

		Durandet

		Continued to November 8, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-007303ENV

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Pollak

		Continued to November 15, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-010552PCA

		Prohibiting Employee Cafeterias within Office Space

		Sanchez

		Continued to October 25, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-003464CUA

		2253 Market Street

		Chandler

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2016-015887DRP

		2025 15th Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to December 20, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20307

		2017-011155CUA

		3122 16th Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20308

		2018-001361CUA

		331 Clement Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 27, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20309

		2018-011152PCA

		430 29th Avenue

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		R-20309

		2018-011152MAP

		430 29th Avenue

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		R-20310

		2018-013375CRV

		Updates to the Inclusionary Housing Procedures Manual

		Grob

		Approved as Amended by Staff

		+7 -0



		

		2017-000565CWP

		Community Stabilization and Anti-Displacement

		Nelson

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20311

		2015-005848DVA-02

		1629 Market Street

		Sucre

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20312

		2015-005848PCA-02

		1629 Market Street

		Sucre

		Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20313

		2014.0376CUA

		2918 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -3 (Moore, Richards, Melgar against)



		M-20314

		2018-004644CUA

		619 Divisadero Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -3 (Johnson, Moore, Richards against)



		DRA-0618

		2015-000737DRP

		60 Clifford Terrace

		Horn

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2015-000737VAR

		60 Clifford Terrace

		Horn

		ZA indicated an intent to Deny

		



		DRA-0619

		2017-004301DRP-02

		2420 Taraval Street

		Campbell

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+7 -0







October 4, 2018 Special Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Asserted Attorney Client Privilege and Adopted a Motion Not to disclose

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)







October 4, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-012484DNX

		150 Executive Park Boulevard

		Samonsky

		Continued to October 25, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2017-002545DRP

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to November 29, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Vu

		Continued to November 15, 2018

		+5 -0 (Fong, Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Vu

		ZA Continued to November 15, 2018

		



		M-20286

		2016-015056CUA

		1101 Green Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20287

		2018-001707CUA

		400 Beale Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20297

		2017-015669CUA

		733 Taraval Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20298

		2018-001876PCA

		Obstructions in Required Setbacks, Yards and Open Space

		Butkus

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20299

		2018-006289MAP

		2101 Lombard Street Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20299

		2018-006289PCA

		2101 Lombard Street Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		R-20300

		2018-012268PCA

		Liquor Stores in the North Beach

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20301

		2018-001018CUA

		1963 Ocean Avenue

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20302

		2015-014148ENX

		1245 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. Eliminate property line windows; and

2. Continue working with Staff on design improvements and nested bedrooms.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2015-014148VAR

		1245 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20303

		2017-012974CUA

		1690 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20304

		2018-009337CUA

		3939 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions adding a finding that the Project Sponsor explore a housing component.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20305

		2018-000908CUA

		2601 Van Ness Avenue

		May

		Approved with Conditions as amended for the Project Sponsor to continue working with Staff on:

1. Reduced roof deck;

2. Reduced parking ratio; and

3. Soften the massing by tapering down to adjacent structures along Filbert, without loss of units.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20306

		2018-000908AHB

		2601 Van Ness Avenue

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2016-000378CUA

		1600 Jackson Street

		Foster

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to November 8, 2018 with direction from the Commission.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Fong, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0615

		2017-015997DRP

		1871 Green Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0616

		2015-014892DRP

		345 Rivera Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and approved with Staff’s recommended modifications and for the Project Sponsor to continue working with Staff.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0617

		2015-009945DRP

		1418 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and approved without the elevator shaft, catwalk and ladder. Noting that a reduced roof deck with hatch would be acceptable.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Melgar absent)







September 27, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-000378CUA

		1600 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Continued to October 4, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-004644CUA

		619 Divisadero Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to October 11, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-010759PCA

		Mission Alcoholic Beverage Special Use District and Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District

		Sanchez

		Continued to October 11, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-007507MAP

		1650-1680 Mission Street [BF 180474]

		Starr

		Continued to October 25, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2013.1037C

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		Continued to November 8, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2013.1037V

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		ZA Continued to November 8, 2018

		+7 -0



		

		2018-002007CUA

		318 Main Street

		Lindsay

		Continued to November 29, 2018

		+7 -0



		M-20282

		2018-008669CUA

		750 Post Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 6, 2018 – Joint

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 6, 2018 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 13, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20283

		2018-007452CUA

		2401 Taraval Street

		Pantoja

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		R-20284

		2018-007507GPA-2

		Market and Octavia Plan Amendment for 1650-1680 Mission Street

		Starr

		Initiated and Scheduled a Hearing on or after October 25, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20285

		2018-008654GPA

		175 Golden Gate Avenue

		Butkus

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-008654MAP

		175 Golden Gate Avenue

		Butkus

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-008654PCA

		175 Golden Gate Avenue

		Butkus

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2014.0376CUA

		2918 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Adopted a Motion of Intent to Disapprove by a vote of +4 -3 (Fong, Koppel, Hillis against) and Continued to October 11, 2018 by a vote of +6 -1 (Hillis against)

		+4 -3 (Fong, Koppel, Hillis against)



		M-20288

		2017-016476CUA

		420 Taylor Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20289

		2017-016476OFA

		420 Taylor Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20290

		2017-006454SHD

		858 Stanyan Street

		Ajello

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+5 -0 (Fong, Hillis absent)



		

		2017-006454VAR

		858 Stanyan Street

		Ajello

		ZA closed PC and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20291

		2015-010013ENV

		30 Otis Street

		Moore

		Certified

		+7 -0



		M-20292

		2015-010013ENV

		30 Otis Street

		Perry

		Adopted CEQA Findings

		+7 -0



		M-20293

		2015-010013DNX

		30 Otis Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended for the Project Sponsor to continue working with Staff on the ballet component.

		+7 -0



		M-20294

		2015-010013SHD

		30 Otis Street

		Perry

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+7 -0



		

		2015-010013VAR

		30 Otis Street

		Perry

		ZA closed PC and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		R-20295

		2011.1356TZU

		Central SoMa Plan

		Chen

		Adopted recommendations for Approval with Staff modifications, including:

1. Explore green living walls;

2. Explore funding for Community Stabilization from live/work conversion to dwelling units;

3. Explore design guidelines for POPOS; and

4. Restore $5m to the Old Mint preservation fund from the $500m Transportation Fund.

		+7 -0



		R-20296

		2018-004477PCA

		Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District

		Ikezoe

		Adopted recommendations for Approval with Staff modifications

		+7 -0



		DRA-0612

		2017-008396DRP-02

		2515 Broadway

		May

		Took DR and approved without the third window on the ground level.

		+7 -0



		DRA-0613

		2017-006815DRP

		48 Clifford Terrace

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0



		DRA-0614

		2016-003314DRP

		180 Vienna Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -1 (Richards against)



		

		2017-003846DRP

		765 Vermont Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		







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 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:

3. Allowing the removal of the historic façade; and 

4. 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:

2. 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

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

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2831 Pierce Street
Date: Friday, October 26, 2018 11:01:08 AM
Attachments: 2018 10 25 Ltr to Commission-2831 Pierce St.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Scott Emblidge [mailto:emblidge@mosconelaw.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2018 12:24 PM
To: Rich Hillis; myma.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel,
Joel (CPC); Katrin.moore@sfgov.org; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC); May,
Christopher (CPC)
Subject: 2831 Pierce Street
 

 

President Hillis and Members of the Commission,
 
Attached is a letter and other materials relating to a matter on your November 8 calendar
regarding a project proposed for 2831 Pierce Street.  Thank you for your consideration and
please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Scott Emblidge
 
Moscone Emblidge & Otis LLP
220 Montgomery Street, Suite 2100, San Francisco, California 94104
Phone 415.362.3599  |  Fax 415.362.2006  |  Email: emblidge@mosconelaw.com  
www.mosconelaw.com
 
CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION: This email message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the
addressee named above and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any dissemination, distribution, or copying is strictly prohibited. If you received this email message in error, please
immediately notify the sender by replying to this email message or by telephone.  Think about the environment before
printing.
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Via Email  
 
October 25, 2018 
 
President Rich Hillis 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, #400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re: 2831 Pierce Street Discretionary Review – November 8, 2018 Hearing 
 
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners: 
 
I am writing on the behalf of three DR requestors with units located 
adjacent to the proposed project site -- 2831 Pierce Street.  The aerial 
photo on the following page shows the project site parcel and those of 
the DR requestors.  While three separate DRs were filed, and there are 
some differences in the impacts and requests for project modifications, 
the neighbors have come together to try to simplify the most significant 
issues for the Planning Commission and because their most important 
concerns are the same:  the proposed project is too big for the site, it 
extends too far into the rear yard, disrupting the established mid-block 
open space pattern, and is too tall for the site.   
 
This letter is meant to highlight and summarize the concerns of the 
following three DR requestors: 
 
• Peter Michael at 2839 Pierce Street, representing the three-unit 


building located west of the project site; 
• Ruth Malone and Terry Sayre at 2423-27 Pierce Street, representing 


the three-unit building located adjacent and south of the project 
site, and the two other households in their building; and 


• Bill and Shelley Mainzer, at 2345 Pierce Street, representing the 12-
unit apartment building located adjacent and north of the project 
site.   
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Project Site History. The two-unit, rent controlled building at 2831-33 (aka 
2829-31) Pierce Street was purchased almost two years ago by the project 
sponsor.  Upon buying the building, one tenant moved out and the project 
sponsor evicted the family living in the other unit under an owner move-in 
eviction.    
 
Proposed Project. The first plan that the project sponsor applied to undertake 
was demolition of the 4,393 square foot duplex and construction of a new 7,368 
square foot structure (see Attachment A).  Based on feedback from Planning, the 
project sponsor submitted a new application for essentially the same project, but 
one that avoided complete demolition and proposed to create a 7,974 square foot 
home.     
 
Loss of Moderately-Priced Rent Controlled Units.  While the application 
materials state that the project would maintain two rent-controlled units, the 
architectural plans included as Attachment B, strongly suggest that this would 
not be two units, but one large home that would be up to ten times the size of 
some of the units in adjoining properties.  
 
Both units share a common entrance from Pierce Street.  The theoretical “first 
unit” would occupy the first two floors of the building.  The first floor of this unit 
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would include a garage, two relatively small bedrooms, two small bathrooms, a 
laundry room, mechanical area, and two sitting/media rooms.  Please note that it 
appears that the two bedrooms are below grade as is the case for the rest of the 
rooms on the first floor.  Some rooms on this floor appear to have no windows 
and others only have one or two very small windows. 
 
The second floor of the first unit would contain a large formal living area with a 
foyer, entry hall, large living room, dining room, small “prep kitchen,” china 
vault, large main kitchen, study, and storage, and mechanical room.  So, one 
would need to believe that this unit has a grand, capacious living and dining 
area, but only two small below grade bedrooms, and no master bedroom.     
 
The theoretical “second unit” would occupy the third and fourth floors.  The 
third floor would contain a large master bedroom and bathroom, a large master 
closet, a nursery, one additional large bedroom, and another smaller bedroom, 
two bathrooms, and storage and mechanical rooms.   The fourth floor would 
contain a relatively small kitchen and living room, “flex room,” one bathroom, 
small mechanical and storage rooms, and two large roof decks.  There is no 
access from the second unit to the back yard.  Again, one would need to believe 
that this unit would have the sumptuous bedrooms and bathrooms on the third 
floor combined with the small kitchen and living room on the fourth floor, but no 
access to the dining room, “china vault,” or large main kitchen,.   
 
It strains reason to believe that these units would really function as independent 
viable homes, and they certainly would not preserve the existing, relatively 
moderate-priced rent-controlled duplex units.  The reality is that this the project 
would convert these two modest units into one almost 8,000 square-foot, high-
end home. 
 
The project design is unresponsive to neighbor impacts and is inconsistent 
with Planning Department Requirements, RRDs, and CHNDGs.  As detailed 
in the three DR Applications, the DR requestors and other neighbors object not 
only to the impact of this project on the City’s vanishing supply of moderately-
priced, rent-controlled, tenant-occupied units, but also to the insensitive design.  
The design significantly impacts the DR applicants’ homes, as well as many other 
neighbors who will lose light, air, and mid-block open space.  Many of these 
neighbors have written to the Planning Department voicing their opposition to 
the project.  We hope you have received these statements in your packet or under 
separate cover.  Also, a fourth DR request was filed by another neighbor, Peter 
Wilton, who has many of the same concerns that our clients have. 
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While the project sponsor held Pre-Application meetings and attended a meeting 
on October 5, 2018 hosted by David Winslow with some of the DR requestors to 
try to reach a compromise, to date, no changes have been made to the plans in 
response to the DR requestors’ concerns.  The project sponsor has not even 
complied with the Planning Department’s requirements outlined in the NOPDR 
Letter #2, and reconfirmed by David Winslow at the October 5, 2018 meeting, to 
reduce the proposed rear-yard extension of the building so that it extends no 
further back than the 2823-27 Pierce Street building adjacent and to the south of 
the project. (See Attachment C.) 
 
Please note that because the project does not comply with key aspects of the San 
Francisco Residential Design Guidelines or Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design 
Guidelines, on October 4, 2018, the Cow Hollow Association (CHA) voted to 
support the neighbors’ DR requests, story pole erection, and modifications to the 
project.  (See their letter, Attachment D.) 
 
Why you should take DR.  Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission is 
warranted when there are exceptional and extraordinary circumstances. As 
detailed in the four DR Applications, the insensitive project design, potential loss 
of a housing unit, and unwillingness of the project sponsor to even comply with 
the Planning Department’s requirements outlined in the NOPDR Letter #2 to 
reduce the proposed rear yard extension of the building, justify Discretionary 
Review of the project. 
 
These DR requesters have asked for several changes to the project which are 
detailed in the three applications.  The four most important changes to the 
project jointly requested by the neighbors are as follows:   
 
• Comply with NOPDR Letter #2 (as clarified by David Winslow) to reduce 


the rear yard extension to be consistent with the rear yard pattern to the 
south by limiting the extension so that it exceeds no further than the 
western edge of the building to the south (2823-27 Pierce). The NOPDR 
letter highlights pulling back floors three and four.  However, the second 
floor would need to be pulled back as well in order to protect the existing 
mid-block open space pattern. 
 


• Reduce the building’s proposed height by approximately 4.5 feet, which 
can be accomplished by minimal reductions in the generous proposed 
ceiling heights at each floor (finished floor heights are proposed to be 9’8” 
at the first floor and 10’ at floors two through four). Please note that the 
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ceiling heights of the units in the three DR requestors’ adjoining buildings 
are 8’3’ or lower, so a small reduction in the proposed project ceiling 
heights would be consistent with surrounding buildings. 
 


• Lower and pull back the front roof deck, so it respects the established 
pattern of stepping down the street among all the houses along Pierce and 
modify the deck railing to preserve existing north vistas for 2823 Pierce by 
creating a stepdown railing or a see-through metal railing. 
 


• Reduce the rear top three stories of glazing and fourth floor south side 
façade glazing to protect the privacy of surrounding neighbors and limit 
intrusive nighttime light from the project. 


 
Compliance with NOPDR Letter #2 will make the project “fit” with the other 
buildings on the block, protect the mid-block open space enjoyed by the many 
residents of adjoining buildings, and minimize privacy impacts.   
 


 
  
 
The red line in the aerial photograph shows requested limit of rear yard 
extension to maintain the mid-block open space pattern and protect surrounding 
residents. 
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Notice of Planning Department Requirements #2 


 
January 5, 2018 
 
Kent R. Penwell 
2829 Pierce Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
 
RE: 2831-2833 Pierce Street    (Address of Permit Work) 
 0537/001H     (Assessor’s Block/Lot) 


2016.11.04.2062 and 2016.11.04.2068  (Building Permit Application Number) 
 
Your Building Permit Application Nos. 2016.11.04.2062 and 2016.11.04.2068 have been received by the 
Planning Department and has been assigned to planner Brittany Bendix. Ms. Bendix has begun review of 
your application but the following information is required before it is accepted as complete and/or is 
considered Code-complying.  Time limits for review of your project will not commence until we receive 
the requested information or materials and verify their accuracy. 
 
In order to proceed with our review of your Building Permit Application, the following is required: 
 


1. Demolition of Rent Controlled Units The demolition of the subject building results in the loss of 
two units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. The Department does not 
support the loss of this type of housing. You are strongly encouraged to modify the project so 
that it retains both units.  


2. Flat Relocation. The proposal relocates a full story flat to the basement level with minimal 
exposure to the rear yard. The Department does not support the proposed unit reconfiguration 
and strongly encourages you to modify the project so that the building retains two full-story flats. 
Consider dedicating rooms that are below or partially below grade to accommodate additional 
space for a unit on an upper level, or to establish a third unit.  


3. Plan Submittal Guidelines. Please address the following comments to comply with the Plan 
Submittal Guidelines prior to submission of any revisions: 


a. Elevations. On the existing and proposed North Elevations please provide the full 
profiles of the adjacent structure, north of the subject property. The profile should 
include any doors or windows.  


b. Longitudinal Section. Please provide a longitudinal section through the center of both 
the existing and proposed structures. These sections will be used to verify the existing 
and proposed building heights. The sections in the most recent plan submittal are off 
center.  


4. Design. The following comments are from the Residential Design and Architecture Team 
(RDAT). 



http://sf-planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8676

http://sf-planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8676
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a. Massing at Upper Levels. To comply with the Residential Design Guideline to “Design 
the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing building scale at 
the mid-block open space” (pages 25-26), as well as to comply with the Residential 
Design Guideline to “Articulate the building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to 
adjacent properties” (pages 16-17), reduce the proposed 3rd floor to align with the west 
edge of the existing 3rd floor roof deck of the adjacent 2825 Pierce Street building to the 
south.  


In addition, reduce the proposed 4th floor to align with the western edge of the existing 4th 


floor roof the adjacent 2825 Pierce Street building to the south. The proposed 4th floor 
could expand to the front building wall. A 4th story is compatible with that of the adjacent 
building to the north and the separation provided by the entry stair to the south acts as a 
suitable massing transition to the adjacent three story building.  
 


b. Garage Door Width. To better-comply with the Residential Design Guidelines to 
“Design and place garage entrances and doors to be compatible with the building and 
the surrounding area” (page 35), consider a slight reduction in the width of the Garage 
Entry Recess to align with the frames of the second floor windows above. 


 
Please note that further comment may follow review of the requested information. 
 
All plans submitted must be to an appropriate scale:  site plan 1/8" = 1'; floor plans 1/4" = 1'. Plans 
should be clearly labeled. 


- All building permit plan revisions must be filed at the Department of Building Inspection 
(DBI), Permit Processing Center, 1660 Mission Street, 2nd Floor.  To officially submit a change to 
the building permit plans, do not submit building permit plans directly to the Planning 
Department.  Per DBI requirements, these plan revisions will not be accepted by mail or 
messenger, and all plans must be signed by preparer, architect or engineer. 


 
- All planning entitlement case revisions must be submitted to the Planning Department, 1650 


Mission Street, 4th floor, to the Planner’s attention. To officially submit a change to an active 
planning entitlement case, submit these directly to the Planning Department. Note this is a 
separate submittal from DBI.  


 
Please submit the requested information, or contact the assigned planner if you need more time to 
prepare the requested information, within thirty (30) days.  If the Department has not received the 
requested information within 90 days, the application will be sent back to the Department of Building 
Inspection for cancellation.   
 
Please direct any questions concerning this notice to the assigned planner, Brittany Bendix at (415) 575-
9114 or Brittany.bendix@sfgov.org.  Contact the assigned planner to set up any meeting, should one be 
necessary.  Please do not come to the Planning Department to discuss this notice without an 
appointment.  Thank you for your attention to this notice.  An early and complete response on your part 
will help expedite our review of your permit application. 
 
G:\DOCUMENTS\Building Permits\2831-33 Pierce Street\Notice of Planning Department Requirements 2.docx 
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Planning Department Applications and Publications are available at the Planning Information Center, 
1660 Mission Street, 1st floor or via the Department website:  www.sfplanning.org. 
 



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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COW HOLLOW ASSOCIATION LETTER IN SUPPORT OF DR AND 
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COW HOLLOW ASSOCIATION INC. 
Box 471136, San Francisco, CA 94147 


 
October 24, 2018 


 
President Rich Hillis and Commissioners  
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479 
 
RE:  2831-33 Pierce Street (aka 2829-31 Pierce Street)  


Case No. 2018-006138DRP-04 
Case No. 2018-006138DRP-03 
Case No. 2018-006138DRP-02 
Case No. 2018-006138DRP 
VAR Case No 2018-006138VAR 


  
President Hillis and Honorable Commissioners, 
 
The Cow Hollow Association (CHA) is dedicated to the preservation of the residential character of the Cow 
Hollow neighborhood. The Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines (CHNDG) were adopted by the 
Planning Commission in 2001 and serve to define the existing neighborhood character, patterns, setbacks, and 
the significance of the mid-block open space in our neighborhood. 
 
The CHA Zoning Committee attended the 9/26/16, 8/24/17, and 4/14/18 Pre-Application Meetings and identified 
the following issues with the proposed project to the Project Sponsor (PS): 


• 4th floor vertical addition with loss of privacy and light, and view blockage 
• Rear horizontal extension with loss of privacy and light, and reduction of the mid-block open space 
• 4th floor S-facing windows with loss of privacy in neighboring lightwell (2823-27 Pierce) 
• Deep excavation at garage level with potential building shift  
• Variance for front building wall setback and height 
• Story poles  
• Construction blocking driveway/alley access: PS stated alley will remain open during construction 
• Construction schedule and considerations: PS stated will discuss with all concerned parties 


 
The CHA recommends the following modifications to the proposed project, which the Project Sponsor 
stated would be considered (See referenced pages in the Adopted Sections of the CHNDG):   


• 4th floor: reduce size and shift massing towards rear building wall to better conform to the existing 
topography (p. 21-24, 34) 


• Rear horizontal extension: reduce extension to match existing rear building wall pattern, or line of 
development (p. 12, 28-29) 


• 4th floor S-facing windows: change type to mitigate neighbor’s privacy concerns, i.e. transom (p. 31) 
• Deep excavation at garage level: initiate communication and possible private agreement with 


neighbors to South for repair of any damage from building shifts  
• Variance for front building wall height: lower height at front building wall, removing variance 


requirement  
• Story Poles: CHA strongly recommends installation (p. 53) 


 
The CHA Zoning Committee urges the Planning Commission to take Discretionary Review on the proposed 
project at 2831-33 Pierce Street and modify as listed above.  
 
Regards, 
 


 
 
Brooke Sampson 
CHA Zoning Committee 
Cow Hollow Association, Inc. 
 


cc: David Winslow, Kent Penwell, Chris McMahon, Daniel Frattin, Deborah Holley, Carola Shepherd, PHRA 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 3637 Sacramento Street
Date: Friday, October 26, 2018 10:59:29 AM
Attachments: 2018 10 25 Letter to Commission -- 3637 Sacramento Street.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: Scott Emblidge [mailto:emblidge@mosconelaw.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2018 12:43 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel
(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Woods, Mary (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 3637 Sacramento Street
 

 

President Hillis and Commissioners,
 
Attached is a letter relating to a matter on your November 8 calendar – a project proposed for
3637 Sacramento Street.  Thank you for your consideration and please let me know if you
have any questions.
 
Scott Emblidge
 
Moscone Emblidge & Otis LLP
220 Montgomery Street, Suite 2100, San Francisco, California 94104
Phone 415.362.3599  |  Fax 415.362.2006  |  Email: emblidge@mosconelaw.com  
www.mosconelaw.com
 
CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION: This email message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the
addressee named above and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any dissemination, distribution, or copying is strictly prohibited. If you received this email message in error, please
immediately notify the sender by replying to this email message or by telephone.  Think about the environment before
printing.
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Scott Emblidge 


emblidge@mosconelaw.com 
October 25, 2018   
 
Via Email and U.S. Mail 
 
Hon. Rich Hillis 
President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, California  94103 
richhillissf@gmail.com  
 
Re: Proposal to Create New Housing at 3637 Sacramento Street 
  
Dear President Hillis and Members of the Commission: 
 
Our firm represents Litke Properties, the project sponsor, regarding an 
exciting project that adds 18 new units of residential housing in the 
Sacramento Street Neighborhood Commercial District, a part of the City 
where the opportunities for new housing are scarce.  This project 
replaces three outdated and non-conforming structures with a 
sensitively designed building, preserves medical/dental uses that serve 
the neighborhood and others, adds neighborhood-serving retail uses, 
and creates new mid-block open space.  The project has letters of 
support from 135 neighbors.  (See Attachment A)  In addition, the 
project sponsor modified the project earlier this year to address the 
concerns of neighbors who voiced opposition.  We hope you will agree 
that this is the right project for this location. 
 
The project site is currently occupied by three buildings: two 
medical/dental office buildings and a parking garage.  The parking 
garage dates to 1920.  One office building dates to 1966 and the other to 
1974.  The office buildings are, to put it mildly, out-of-date and Planning 
determined that they were not historic resources under CEQA.  They 
have three off-street parking spaces in the front, creating a pedestrian 
hazard, and an architectural style and layout that clashes with the other 
buildings on the block.   
 



mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com





President Hillis and Members of the Commission 
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The parking garage also creates pedestrian conflicts and is an architectural 
eyesore.  It also occupies the entire lot, with no front, side or rear setbacks. 
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The existing buildings extend almost to the rear property line. 
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In place of the existing buildings will be this multi-use building: 
 


 
 
The project provides ground floor retail space to enhance this commercial 
corridor, activate the pedestrian urban experience, and serve the neighborhood.  
It includes 9,976-square-feet of medical/dental space on the second floor – a use 
specifically sought by the neighborhood and others.  And, on the third and 
fourth floors, the project provides 18 units of new housing, a mix of one and two-
bedroom units.   
 
The project replaces the existing 78 above-ground parking spaces with 63 code-
required, below-ground spaces accessed by one entrance/exit.  Eighteen parking 
spaces are for residents.  The remaining 45 parking space are in/out, short-term 
spaces that will serve the building’s businesses and customers, local merchants 
and customers, and residential visitors.   
 
At the rear, the project is set back over 33 feet from the rear property line, 
creating a new mid-block open space for the enjoyment of the project’s residents 
as well as the adjacent neighbors. 
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The exterior design of the project is the result of lengthy collaboration between 
the project’s architect, Gary Gee, and Planning Department staff.  At staff’s 
request, Mr. Gee modified the project’s original design to make it more 
consistent with other buildings on the block.  The massing of the project, like 
other neighborhood buildings, is at the street front, resulting in a new, 
compatible streetscape.  The project is composed of 25-foot segments to be more 
in character with the block and neighborhood, creating separate storefront 
modules, and increasing the consistency of the design on the second through 
fourth floors to look more residential in character.  The ground floor commercial 
storefronts were modulated to emulate the existing storefronts on Sacramento 
Street with a center entry, planters, large glazed areas and a horizontal band to 
separate the ground floor building base from the upper floor residential façade. 
The vertical building modules emulate the 25-foot-wide building on the block 
face.  The vertical brick pilasters emulate the similar brick features of the wider 
mixed-use buildings across the street. 
 


 
 
While at least 135 neighbors (including residents, merchants and others) support 
the project, a small group of neighbors expressed concerns about the noise and 











ATTACHMENT A 


 


LETTERS OF SUPPORT 
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From: Starr, Aaron (CPC)
To: Planning@RodneyFong.com; richhillissf@gmail.com; mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel

(CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Weekly Board Report
Date: Thursday, October 25, 2018 12:38:55 PM
Attachments: 2018_10_25.pdf
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Please see attached.
 
Thanks,
 
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  
October 22-26, 2018 
Planning Commission Report: October 25, 2018 


 


             
Land Use Committee 


• 180803 Planning Code - Mission Alcoholic Beverage Special Use District and Mission Street 


Neighborhood Commercial Transit District. Sponsor: Ronen. Staff: D. Sanchez. 


 


First on the Land Use agenda was Supervisor Ronen’s ordinance that would amend the Mission 


Alcoholic Beverage SUD and Mission Street NCT District controls. Commissioners you heard this 


Ordinance on October 18, 2018 and voted unanimously to recommend approval with 


modifications.   


 


The modifications you recommended were  


1. to allow non-retail professional services at the third floor and above within the Mission St 


NCT as long as those uses can demonstrate active non-profit status; and  


2. to provide an exemption from the prohibition on commercial storefront mergers that result 


in a merger 1,500 sq. ft. or larger if the project was submitted to Planning Dept on or 


before July 31, 2018.  


 


The Supervisor only include the Commission’s second proposed amendment in the final 


ordinance.  


 


At the Land Use hearing the Committee heard public testimony that was in support of the 


proposed Ordinance.  The multiple speakers all mentioned that the Ordinance was a result of a 


City-Community partnership to address the gentrification concerns in the Mission 


neighborhood.  After public testimony, the Committee moved unanimously to accept the second 


modification and move the Ordinance to the Full BOS. 


 


• 180914 Planning Code - Modifying Better Streets Plan Requirements and Curb Cut Restrictions. 


Sponsor: Kim. Staff: Chasan.  


 


Next on the agenda was Supervisor Kim’s proposed modifications to the Better Streets 


ordinance. You heard this item last week on October 18 and voted unanimously to approve the 


ordinance with modifications. Those amendments included: 


o Modify the change Use Size Trigger from 10,000 sq. ft. to 25,000 sq. ft.; 


o Expand Definition of Protected Streets on the Bike Network; 


o Eliminate Minimum Parking Requirements Citywide; 


o As well as two other clerical amendments. 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3590825&GUID=E3964C51-4DAA-42F9-BB96-6CAAB5C93357

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3681417&GUID=AED0C3D9-5F8A-4F5B-9F17-81B0245D0901





Summary of Board Activities  
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Public Comment at the Land Use Committee was overwhelmingly positive. Four comments 


representing advocacy organizations (Livable City, Walk SF, The Bike Coalition, YIMBY Action 


and the SF Housing Coalition) spoke favorably of the legislation and in support of the 


Commission’s recommendation to eliminate minimum parking requirements Citywide. One 


member of the public spoke out against the legislation.  


 


The bulk of the comments from the Committee Members focused on eliminating minimum parking 


requirements, and how doing so would support the Vision Zero and Transit First Policies, and 


potentially reduce the cost of housing. 


 


During the hearing, Supervisor Kim split the file so that the amendments to eliminate minimum 


parking requirements could be drafted. The duplicated ordinance will come back to the land use 


committee in about two weeks. 


 


In the file that is moving forward to the Board, she included the Planning Commission’s proposed 


amendments, except for increasing the change of use trigger from 10,000 to 25,000. 


 


• 151258 Planning Code - Affordable Housing Requirement and Fee in Divisadero and Fillmore 


Neighborhood Commercial Transit Districts] Sponsor: Brown. Staff: Bintliff. 


 
Next on the agenda was Supervisor Brown’s ordinance that would establish specific inclusionary 


housing requirements in the Divisadero Street NCT district.  Commissioners you heard this item 


on June 30, 2016 and voted to approve with modifications.  


 


At the hearing, Supervisor Brown introduced amendments to the ordinance that included the 


following: 


• For current pipeline projects, the on-site requirement would be 20% for rental projects or 


23% for ownership projects, and the affordability levels would be consistent with the 


citywide inclusionary program.  


• Future projects would be subject to the on-site requirement for HOME-SF Tier One 


projects, which is currently 23% for projects that have received no increase in height. 


The fee and off-site requirement for all projects in the district would be the same as the 


citywide inclusionary program; and  


• The Fillmore NCT district would remain subject to the citywide inclusionary housing 


requirements.  



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2533398&GUID=35E7C0C3-7CE8-451F-990F-8C65B4E7DD69





Summary of Board Activities  
October 22-26, 2018 
Planning Commission Report: October 25, 2018 


 


The Land Use Committee voted unanimously to accept the amendments, and to continue the 


ordinance to the November 5 Land Use Committee meeting to allow time for the fee change to be 


properly noticed. 


 


• 180911 Planning Code - Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. Sponsor: Mayor. Staff: Grob. 


 


Next, the Committee heard the Mayor’s Ordinance that would modify the date by which projects 


that are eligible for lower on-site and off-site Inclusionary housing rates must obtain a site permit. 


Commissioners, you heard this on October 11, 2018 and voted to recommend approval. 


 


At the Land Use hearing, there were approximately 20 speakers; About 2/3 of the speakers were 


in opposition, and considered the proposed extension a “giveaway” to developers. They felt that 


the ordinance went against the will of the voters, and many referenced Mission projects 


specifically.  


 


Speakers in support of the ordinance commented on the impact of uncertainty of the development 


process and rising construction costs. 


 


During the hearing, Supervisors Peskin and Kim proposed a few ideas on how to modify the 


ordinance including:  


• Reduce the extension time to 12 months; 


• Require projects to prove that their developments will no longer pencil; 


• Provide a process by which the ZA can authorize an extension;  


• Applying the existing fee on density bonus units to the affected projects (which are 


currently not subject to the fee); and  


• Exclude the non-entitled projects from any extension provided  


 


In the end the Commission did not amend the ordinance but voted to continue to the item until 


next week. 


 


• 180910 Planning Code - Affordable Housing Projects on Undeveloped Lots in Service/Arts/Light 


Industrial Districts. Sponsor: Kim. Staff: Butkus. Item 5 


• 180490 General Plan Amendments - Central South of Market Area Plan. Sponsor: Planning 


Commission. Staff: Chen. Item 8 


• 180185 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Central South of Market Special Use District. Sponsors: 


Mayor; Kim. Staff: Chen. Item 9 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3681414&GUID=38451278-020D-4B13-9F9C-1A72B8504E1E

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3679656&GUID=07B0BB16-D902-450A-975D-A7A01DE2ECEB

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





Summary of Board Activities  
October 22-26, 2018 
Planning Commission Report: October 25, 2018 


 


• 180453 Business and Tax Regulations, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Housing 


Sustainability District. Sponsors: Mayor; Kim. Staff: Chen. Item 10 


• 180184 Administrative, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Area Plan. Sponsors: Mayor; 


Kim. Staff: Chen.  


 


Last on the land use agenda was the package of ordinances for the Central SoMa Plan. These 


items were continued from October 15 so that more amendments could be made. This week, 


there were 5 public comments, calling for affordable housing and neighborhood stabilization 


policies, and for a supplemental EIR to further evaluate the impacts of TNCs. 


 


During the hearing, Supervisor Kim signaled at the start of the hearing that she intended to 


introduce additional amendments and continue the hearing to October 29th. Supervisors Safai 


and Tang both stated that they would like to restore the funding for the Old Mint to $20 million, the 


figure recommended by the Planning Commission, with the additional $5 million coming from 


regional transportation capacity enhancement. 


 


Some of Supervisor Kim’s proposed amendments include: 


1. Language encouraging POPOS to include green walls and family-friendly design 


considerations and encouraging projects subject to the living-roofs requirement to include 


green walls. 


2. A requirement that Key Sites building office or hotel uses satisfy its child care fee 


obligation by building child care facilities on-site, unless they can demonstrate that it is 


infeasible. 


3. A required CU for cannabis retail and medical cannabis dispensary uses; and  


4. Finally lowering the threshold of projects subject to the CFD from 40,000 GSF to 25,000 


GSF, which corresponds with the trigger for the small-cap office allocation under Prop M.  


 


Because this last amendment would expand the scope of projects subject to the CFD, it requires 


referral back to the Planning Commission for review. However, Staff would recommend that you 


waive your opportunity to hear this again, given the limited number of projects that would be 


impacted by this change. You of course have full discretion to request a hearing; however, if I 


don’t hear from you today that you would like to hear this amendment, we will let the Clerk know 


that you have opted not to rehear this item.  


 


 


 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3494385&GUID=3B6FB028-B639-4A92-A84A-2BF417E819C1
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In the end the Committee voted to amendment the ordinance as proposed by Supervisor Kim and 


continue the item to the October 29th LU hearing. 


 


 


Full Board 


• 180720 Planning Code - Landmark Designation - 228-248 Townsend Street (aka New Pullman 


Hotel). Sponsor: Historic Preservation Commission. Staff: Smith. PASSED Second Read 


• 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. PASSED Second Read 


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


Historic Preservation Commission. Staff: McMillen. PASSED Second Read 


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


Preservation Commission. Staff: McMillen. PASSED Second Read 


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


Commission. Staff: McMillen. PASSED Second Read 


• 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. PASSED Second Read 


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


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


McMillen. PASSED Second Read 


 


• 180861 Planning Code - Fire-Damaged Liquor Stores in North Beach Neighborhood Commercial 


District. Sponsor: Peskin. Staff: D. Sanchez. PASSED Second Read 


 


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


Snyder. PASSED Second Read 


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


Snyder. PASSED Second Read 


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


Avenue at Griffith Street Sponsor: Cohen. Staff: Snyder. PASSED Second Read 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3548628&GUID=C6C5B48C-4503-46B1-BC6F-D2526C4EF5B3
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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
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Supreme"s Planning Dept. Hearing
Date: Thursday, October 25, 2018 11:57:54 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Julien Cahn [mailto:julien.cahn@supremenewyork.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2018 10:56 AM
To: Paul Barrera
Cc: Taylor Jordan; desi danganan; Cancino, Juan Carlos (BOS); Santoro, Patrick (ECN); Rivas, Jorge
(ECN); Ponce De Leon, Diana (ECN); Torres, Joaquin (ECN); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rich Hillis;
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Raquel Redondiez
Subject: Re: Supreme's Planning Dept. Hearing
 

 

Thanks so much 
Looking forward to meeting this afternoon after the hearing. 
Talking with Desi over text on the details of the meeting 
 
Best

Ju
+1 (917) 327 7365

On Oct 25, 2018, at 10:34, Paul Barrera <paul@somapilipinas.org> wrote:

Julien & Taylor
 
Thanks for this, and glad to hear your group is looking to collaborate with the
Filipino community.
 
In good faith, we'll refrain from asking for a delay at the Planning hearing on
October 25.
 
But again, this is with the tacit understanding and contingent upon SOMA
Pilipinas and Supreme meeting as soon as possible (if not this afternoon) to lay

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


out our agreements for a formal, written MOU.
 
Again, we won't be able to meet before the hearing, but Desi, our Economic
Development Chair will reach out with a time for a meet-up later in the afternoon
-- if he has not already.
 
Thanks again Julien. Hope you're enjoying the City.
 
- P
 
Le mer. 24 oct. 2018 à 18:06, Julien Cahn <julien.cahn@supremenewyork.com>
a écrit :

Hi Paul and Desi 
 
I’m sorry for the miscommunication, it was never with the intent to not
respond. 
Just arrived in SF and would love to meet with you tomorrow before the
hearing if you can (staying at THE PROPER) 
We are fully committed to be great community partners and neighbors, just
want to do it right.
 
In regards to all the great suggestions you made, we are interested in exploring
how we can best work together to support Youth Culture 
and the local community. Best approach I believe is for us to sit down and build
together in the most authentic way possible. 
 
Let me know when would be best for a phone call or coffee?
Sorry again for the miscommunication
 
Regards 
 
Julien Cahn 
 
 
 

On Oct 24, 2018, at 16:23, Paul Barrera <paul@somapilipinas.org> wrote:
 
Taylor and Julien,
 
After repeated inquires from Desi and I about your interest in partnering with the SOMA Pilipinas Filipino
Cultural District and Supreme’s history of working with Community-Based Organizations, we've come to
an impasse due to the lack of response on your end. 
 
That said, we're prepared to recommend to the SF Planning Department a delay of Supreme's
conditional use permit.
 
In response to initial contact from Supreme New York, our Cultural District has offered Supreme a variety
of ways to collaborate with the Filipino community in San Francisco, from youth internships, to joining our
future merchant association, to activating Stevenson Alley with us.
 

mailto:julien.cahn@supremenewyork.com
mailto:paul@somapilipinas.org


It’s important to our community that all new businesses, especially Formula Retiail (which tends to dwarf
and push out smaller, locally-owned businesses – something that has repeatedly happened to the South
of Market community), seeking exemptions to the planning code demonstrate a good faith commitment to
be good neighbors if they are going to economically benefit from being in the Cultural District that our
people have cultivated and called home for more than a century.
 
Please let me know if questions.
 
Paul Barrera
SOMA Pilipinas
Community Engagement
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Sowing the Seeds of Collaboration

NOV 0 7 2018

November 8, 2018

Dear Planning Commission,

CITY &COUNTY OF S.F
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CPC/HPC

am writing to voice my support for 1550 Evans remaining an open community space for

Bayview Hunters Point residents and the surrounding neighborhoods.

Although San Francisco is one of the wealthiest cities in the country, neighborhoods like the

Bayview face tremendous environmental, economic, social and health disparities. The San

Francisco Public Utilities Commission proposed new community center and open green

space will allow Bayview residents better access to quality programs, resources and

opportunities to reduce these disparities.

BMAGIC's vision is to create and maintain a deeper unified road-map to social change that

advances the educational, economic, health and juvenile justice needs of disadvantaged

children, youth and their families in Bayview Hunters Point. We care about all aspects of our

community, and a number of our programs are focused on our youth and on the parks and

open spaces in the area. We have partnered with SFPUC to host events such as the Back to

School Celebration &Back pack Giveaway and "Movie Nights in Our Parks" within open

spaces.

Studies have found that, open green spaces in urban environments, such as the Bayview,

can fulfil a range of different roles, such as social spaces and areas for recreation and

cultural purposes. They also have direct health benefits by providing residents spaces for

physical activity and social interaction, and allowing much needed trauma restoration to

take place. The accessibility of open green spaces also influences the likelihood of physical

activity being undertaken and its frequency. Lowering likelihood of being overweight or

obese and reduce symptoms of diabetes, depression and anxiety.

Therefore, we hope that the Planning Commission will continue to support the SFPUC

efforts to improve Bayview community.

Respectfully,

Lyslynn Lacoste, Esq.

BMAGIC Director, San Francisco Office of the Public Defender

BVHP Mobilization for Adolescent Growth in our Communities
555 Seventh Street, Suite 200 ~ San Francisco I CA 94103

communityC~bayviewmagic.org~ www.bayviewmagic.org ~ 415.558.2488



Patricia Sonnino and Richard Wayman
1650 Jackson Street #604
San Francisco, California 94109
October 29, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, California 94103

RECEIVE

NOV 01 2018

Subject: Case 2016-000378CUA, November 8, 2018 CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT1600 Jackson Street CPC/HPC

Dear Planning Commissioners:

The proposal for a Whole Foods 365 at Polk and Jackson streets offers an extraordinary opportunity
for the sustainable repurposing of a large vacant building into a grocery store that would well serve
the needs of the immediate and nearby neighborhoods. The property does not offer a unique
opportunity to create housing in the neighborhood, where several nearby sites are being
considered for residential development or have been developed in recent years, as shown below:
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Location: SW corner of Van Ness &Pacific avenues,

two blocks from subject site

Status: Reportedly being considered for residential

development

Location: 2050 Van Ness Avenue/ 1675 Pacific Avenue,

on same block as subject site

Status: Application filed for multi-unit residential

development
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Location: NE corner of Polk Street &Pacific Avenue,

one block from subject site

Status: Reportedly being considered for residential

development

Location: 1641 Jackson Street, across the street

from 1600 Jackson (subject site)

Status: Currently offered for sale as a residential

development property



San Francisco Planning Commission

Location: 2101 Van Ness Avenue @Pacific
Avenue, two blocks from subject site

Status: Application filed for 48-unit development

J

Location: 1645 Pacific Avenue, on same block as
subject site

Status: 39 units, constructed in 2014

Location: The Marlow -1788 Clay Street @Van Ness
Avenue, three blocks from subject site

Status: 98 units, constructed in 2014

October 29, 2018
Page 2

Location: 1595 Pacific Avenue @Polk Street,
across the street from subject site

Status: 41 units, constructed in 2013

Location: 1868 Van Ness Avenue @Washington
Street, two blocks from subject site

Status: 35 units, constructed in 2017

Several additional residential developments outside of the immediate neighborhood but within

walking distance of 16Q0 Jackson Street are either being considered for development, under

construction, or recently constructed. Future and existing residents in the area would greatly

benefit from afull-service grocery store at that location.

Sincerely,

~~/ G



Judith Robinson
562 B Lombard Street

San Francisco, California 94133-7057
415 788 9112

22 October, 2018

TO: San Franciasco Planning Commission
FROM; Judith Robinson, Telegraph Hill Resident
RE: Oppose extended hours on Broadway for F Club —Oct. 25

I strongly oppose extendin  gclosing time from 2 a.m. to 4 a.m., proposed by the Penthouse
Club on Broadway.

It is my understanding that the Planning Department has recommended against the proposed
extension of open hours.

We in the neighborhood see no justification for such an extension, which further aggravates
ongoing. problems attendant to such commerical activities on that neighborhood corridor.

Approving an extension of open hours would be a precedent that other businesses would
advocate, increasing problems in that area late at night.

Please vote against such an extension of open hours.

Thank you for considering my views. I am a long-time property owner on Telegraph Hill.

cc: Mayor London Breed
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Telegraph Hill Dwellers
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CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CPC/HPC


