From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Item F.16, 2017-011478DRP, on tomorrows calendar
Date: Thursday, December 06, 2018 9:03:23 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: Paul Sheard <paul_sheard@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 4:50 PM

To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cec: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Jim Lynch
<jasmlynch@aol.com>; Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>; Paul Sheard <paul sheard@yahoo.com>;
James O'Driscoll <jim@jodelectric.com>; Stephen Mcalroy <sjelroy@gmail.com>; William Pashelinsky
<billpash@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: Item F.16, 2017-011478DRP, on tomorrows calendar

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

Dear Secretary, Mr Winslow,

We received notice from this project's architect this afternoon of their intention to seek a continuation of this DR
hearing to a later date. Being mindful of all the time and effort that neighbors, staff and commission members have
put into preparing for this hearing, and noting that, to date, Mr Pashelinsky and the project sponsor have not seen fit
to make any alterations to their proposed project to meet the requests of neighbors, the other DR requestor and I will
ask for clarity on the reason of the postponement. We have asked the same of Mr Pashelinsky, but have not heard
back.

If the project is going to come before the commission in a few more months without any material changes in the
design, then the issues to be discussed at that time will be same as we can discuss tomorrow. So, why ask everyone
to put repeated effort into this review, just have it now. If the commission were to concur with our arguments and
ask the sponsor to make changes, then we may either be coming back in a few months with a whole different
project, or maybe we could come to an agreement among all parties and save folks a repeat visit.

Anyway, let's see what happens tomorrow, but without any commitment to make changes to the plans I wanted to
give you a heads up that we'll ask for the DR to be heard, as scheduled, tomorrow.

Thanks


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

Paul Sheard
DR requestor

On Wed, 12/5/18, Paul Sheard <paul sheard@yahoo.com> wrote:

Subject: Re: 463 Ducnan Street

To: david.winslow@sfgov.org, "Thomas Schuttish" <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>, "Paul Sheard"
<paul_sheard@yahoo.com>, "James O'Driscoll" <jim@)jodelectric.com>, "Stephen Mcalroy"
<sjelroy@gmail.com>, "William Pashelinsky" <billpash@gmail.com>

Cc: "Jim Lynch" <jasmlynch@aol.com>

Date: Wednesday, December 5, 2018, 2:12 PM

Hello,

Mr Pashelinsky, could you provide a

little color behind the decision to ask for a continuance ? The designs for the project have changed only slightly to
accommodate the comments of the planning staff, so have been stable for nearly a year now. Unless you are
considering modifications which take our complaints into account the issues which could be dealt with tomorrow
will be the same in a few months time. Therefore, if the issues aren't going to change, why not just make the best
use of staff and commissions time and have the arguments voiced tomorrow ?

Are you planning on some additional
changes which you think will ameliorate our objections ?

Please let us know.

Thanks

On Wed, 12/5/18, William Pashelinsky
<billpash@gmail.com>
wrote:

Subject: 463 Ducnan Street

To: david.winslow@sfgov.org,

"Thomas Schuttish" <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>, "Paul Sheard" <paul sheard@yahoo.com>, "James O'Driscoll"
<jim@jodelectric.com>, "Stephen Mcalroy" <sjelroy@gmail.com>

Date: Wednesday, December 5, 2018,

12:57 PM

David

We are requesting a continuance to the next available
hearing date. I will be leaving for

the holidays on December

29th back the 2nd of January.

Thanks

William

Pashelinsky

1937 Hayes St

San Francisco, CA 94117
billpash@gmail.com
415.379.3676






From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQ); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)

Subject: FW: Sugar Sick/Rumble Boxing at 3060 Fillmore St

Date: Thursday, December 06, 2018 9:02:50 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Debbie Cucalon <debbiecucalon@me.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 4:51 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Sugar Sick/Rumble Boxing at 3060 Fillmore St

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

Dear Commissions Dept:

| am also respectfully writing to oppose the Sugar Shack/Rumble Boxing space they are proposing to
put in at 3060 Fillmore St. | have lived at 2124 Filbert for over 25 years & honestly must express the
need in the neighborhood for some type of market. Since Real Food left, we have all been waiting
anxiously, with hopes of having a full service grocery store.

Instead a boxing place & burger place w/only a 700 sf market? So | ask...is there any way it could be
made larger? There are already so many existing burger places on Union St., and at the Balboa Cafe,
but no markets. Also the odors, as well as the noise are of grave concerns to all us neighbors, who
already have to put up with the constant exhausting bar noise from the Bermuda Triangle.

Could the proposed hours of 6a-2a be made more reasonable for us trying to sleep or work, like 10p
on week nights and 11p on weekends?

Also how will the area/street be maintained if people come in from the bars, grab a burger and
throw their waste and wrappers on our street as they walk to their cars?

| will continue to pray for a peaceful solution which will be a "win win" where the landlord, the
future tenants and the neighbors can reach some type of favorable agreement.
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Thank you so much for your attention regarding this matter.

Happy Holidays!

Debbie Cucalon



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQ); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: PROJECT: 3060 Fillmore Street / HEARING DATE: Thursday, 12-6-2018

Date: Thursday, December 06, 2018 9:02:31 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Randall, Marie <Marie.Randall@cbnorcal.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 6:02 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: May, Christopher (CPC) <Christopher.May@sfgov.org>

Subject: PROJECT: 3060 Fillmore Street / HEARING DATE: Thursday, 12-6-2018

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

To Whom it May Concern:

Please know as homeowners on Pixley Street, my husband, Richard Morey, and | are most
concerned about the addition of one more burger restaurant and one more gym in the
neighborhood. We realize there is a small gourmet specialty grocery space as well, but a true grocery
is what we desperately need. We have witnessed the garbage, noise and congestion caused by “fast
food” restaurants in the neighborhood that have not “made it”...

Thank you for your time.

Best,

Richard J. Morey
&

Marie M. Randall

Marie M. Randall

Realtor

Coldwell Banker Residential Brokerage
direct: 415.447.8744

cell: 415.595.6848

CalRE# 01324395
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marie.randall@cbnorcal.com
www.MarieSFhomes.com

*Wire Fraud is Real*. Before wiring any money, call the intended recipient at a number you
know is valid to confirm the instructions. Additionally, please note that the sender does not
have authority to bind a party to a real estate contract via written or verbal communication.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED APPOINTS AMERIKA SANCHEZ AND GINA FROMER TO
SOUTHEAST COMMUNITY FACILITY COMMISSION

Date: Thursday, December 06, 2018 8:45:03 AM

Attachments: 12.05.18 Central SOMA Plan.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 5:20 PM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED APPOINTS AMERIKA SANCHEZ AND GINA
FROMER TO SOUTHEAST COMMUNITY FACILITY COMMISSION

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, December 5, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED APPOINTS AMERIKA SANCHEZ
AND GINA FROMER TO SOUTHEAST COMMUNITY

FACILITY COMMISSION

City facility is operated and maintained by the SEFPUC for the benefit of San Francisco’s
Southeast Communities

San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed has appointed Amerika Sanchez and Gina
Fromer to the Southeast Community Facility (SECF), a local leadership body that informs the
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) and the Board of Supervisors on capital
improvements, programming and operations for the community facility and its greenhouses in
the Bayview-Hunters Point community.

Sanchez is the Principal of Community Sites for Five Keys Charter School and Fromer is the
CEO of the San Francisco Education Fund. Sanchez and Fromer both have longstanding ties
to the Bayview-Hunters Point community.

“Gina Fromer and Amerika Sanchez are strong, passionate leaders who care deeply about the
issues facing the Southeast community,” said Mayor Breed. “I know they will bring an
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, December 5, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PASSES CENTRAL SOMA PLAN

Legislation will create housing, spur job growth, and add transit to the South of Market

San Francisco, CA — On Tuesday, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved zoning
and height limit changes to support thousands of new homes, jobs, and public open space in the
South of Market neighborhood. The Central SOMA Plan will enable 8,800 housing units (over
33% of which will be affordable), facilitate new jobs that pay a living wage and are union-
supported, and fund over $2 billion dollars of public benefits for the growing neighborhood.

“I am pleased that the Board has moved forward with a new vision for the Central SOMA
neighborhood,” said Mayor Breed. “There remains work to be done, especially to ensure that we
create more housing both in Central SOMA and throughout the City to keep pace with job and
population growth. 1 also look forward to continuing to work with the Board to address some
unresolved issues in the plan. But overall I am confident this plan will benefit this transit-rich
area, provide billions of dollars in public benefits, and create an even more vibrant
neighborhood.”

The Central SOMA Plan covers 230 acres between Second and Sixth Streets in the South of
Market. It will deliver as many as 8,800 residences, with over 33% of those residences provided
at permanently below-market rates to low, moderate and middle-income households. Most of
these affordable housing units will be eligible for the City’s 40% local preference program,
which will help ensure the current residents of SOMA participate in the positive growth and
change brought by the Plan. The Plan’s funding mechanisms will support significant local and
regional transit improvements, 4 acres of new open space, critical community amenities such as
grocery stores, small businesses and maker spaces, the renovation and expansion of the Gene
Friend Rec Center, a public swimming pool, and a reconstructed Flower Mart with permanently
affordable rents.

The legislation was sponsored by Supervisor Jane Kim and Mayor Breed. A lengthy community
process led by the San Francisco Planning Department solicited community viewpoints though a
number of different forums, ranging from walking tours to community surveys to a weeklong
storefront charrette. City staff met with over 35 community groups over the course of the plan’s
development, and held multiple public hearings concluding in Tuesday’s hearing at the Board of
Supervisors.

“The Central SOMA Plan is the result of more than seven years of intensive and collaborative
public engagement,” said John Rahaim, Director of the San Francisco Planning Department.
“We committed to realizing a neighborhood for everyone, and the community is reflected in
every aspect of this Plan. In keeping its diverse range of services and preserving PDR space,

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

increasing transit, pedestrian, and bike safety, new dynamic open space, and promoting amenity-
rich neighborhood retail, together we were able to craft a plan that maintains the eclectic
character of Central SOMA while bringing an enormous amount of public benefits to the
neighborhood in addition to jobs and housing units the area greatly needs.”

The Central SOMA Plan envisions the creation of a complete, sustainable neighborhood that:

e Accommodates development capacity for up to 8,800 housing units and 32,000 jobs;

e Maintains the diversity of residents by requiring that over 33% of new housing units are
affordable;

e Facilitates an economically diversified jobs center by requiring large sites to be jobs-
oriented, by requiring PDR in many projects, and by incentivizing vibrant retail, hotels,
and entertainment uses;

e Provides over $600 million towards safe and convenient transportation, improving
conditions for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit;

e Funds $185 million towards construction and improvement of parks and recreation
centers in the area, plus privately created publicly-accessible open space;

e Provides up to $64 million to invest in school facilities to support the expanding
population;

e Creates an environmentally sustainable neighborhood by requiring green roofs, walls and
non-greenhouse gas energy sources, while funding projects to improve air quality and
help manage stormwater;

e Preserves and celebrate the neighborhood's cultural heritage with over $100 million
dedicated to social programs and the rehabilitation and maintenance of historic buildings;
and

e Includes design controls that reflects the neighborhood's mid-rise character, while
facilitating innovative architecture.

Over the Plan’s development, which began in 2011, the City’s housing needs have come into
sharper focus. Changes to the Plan over the last year have maximized the number of units
allowable under the current EIR, to allow 1,200 more units of housing, including more than 400
units of permanently affordable housing, than were originally envisioned. Additionally, Mayor
Breed has directed the Planning Department to identify and evaluate other locations where more
housing capacity can be added in and around Central SOMA, as well as throughout the City; and
that work is already underway.

The Board’s approval of the Central SOMA Plan also includes the adoption of the first-ever
“Housing Sustainability District,” utilizing a state law sponsored by Assemblymember David
Chiu last year to incentivize high affordability and labor standards, which will ensure housing
gets approved quickly, and that needed units are created as soon as possible.

i
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important neighborhood perspectives to the Commission and help both the SFPUC and the
Board of Supervisors as they work to support the community.”

“Our SECF Commission plays a critical in helping the SFPUC address the needs the Southeast
community,” said SFPUC General Manager Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. “As we collaborate with the
Commission and residents to build a new community center and education facility at 1550
Evans, we are excited to welcome Amerika and Gina to the SECF Commission. Their
presence, passion and expertise bring much value to this very important work.”

Established in 1987, the SECF Commission is a seven-member body comprised of Mayor-
appointed representatives. The Commission advocates for special services and resources that
improve the economic, health, safety and welfare of residents in San Francisco’s Southeast
neighborhoods. The SECF and the Greenhouses are facilities owned by the city, and operated
and maintained by the SFPUC to provide education and workforce development opportunities
to Southeast residents.

The new SECF Commissioners have demonstrated their commitment to enhancing
opportunities in the Southeast community.

Fromer was born and raised in the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood. As the CEO of San
Francisco Education Fund, she manages a staff of 16 and oversees the organization’s
partnership with the San Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco Citizens
Initiative for Technology and Innovation. Prior to joining the SF Education Fund, Fromer
spent nearly three decades in various leadership roles serving youth and families, including
stints at the Bayview YMCA and Young Community Developers.

Sanchez is a Bayview resident and homeowner. She has more than 12 years of experience as a
teacher and administrator, and has worked for public, independent, and charter schools. In her
role as the Principal of Community Sites for Five Keys Charter School, she oversees
educational programming for a diverse range of adult learners including transitional aged
youth (TAY) in several locations such as the SECF, Bayview YMCA, The Village and
HopeSF sites.

“As dedicated community leaders and education advocates, Gina and Amerika will strengthen
our Commission’s ability to provide strategic guidance to the SFPUC and ensure Southeast
residents have access to the services, partnerships and opportunities that set them up for
success,” said Steve Good, Chairperson, SECF Commission. “On behalf of the Commission,
I’m thrilled to welcome them to our team.”

To learn more about the SECF Commission, visit the www.sfwater.org/secf.
Hitt


http://www.sfwater.org/secf

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQ); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: SF Planning Commission 12.11.2018 Ten South Van Ness

Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 3:28:38 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Dennis Hong <dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 1:10 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Schuett, Rachel (CPC)
<rachel.schuett@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>

Cc: Gibson, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John
(CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (MYR) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Board of
Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Dennis Hong <dennisjames888@yahoo.com>;
Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Rose, Paul (MTA)
<Paul.Rose@sfmta.com>

Subject: SF Planning Commission 12.11.2018 Ten South Van Ness

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

Good afternoon Honorable Members of the San
Francisco Planning Commission. Thank you for the
opportunity to submit my opinion and comments for the
10 South Van Ness Project; your agenda for item
number 8 for 12/6/2018, case 2015-004568ENV.

I'm in full support of this Project, see my check list below.

I'm a long time resident and tax payer of this wonderful
City; 70+ years currently living in District 7. Before that,
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Forty + years out of District 3.

| have worked in this part of the Town for over twenty
plus years; worked at One South Van Ness, 30 Van
Ness, 1455 Market Street. A retired construction project
manager. | have patronized most of these wonderful
(small business' in this hub area) - mostly the
restaurants. It is a safe area. These small business are
thriving at their best. Anything we do could to help these
small business during the course of this projects build
out (construction) would be really appreciated. All across
the city - construction projects like this really puts a toll
on these small business and sadly some out of business
too. At times the Best Practices do not work well. This
can not happen!

In closing please include my email and check-list with
this Projects - project files, as my support and this
format. If anyone has any questions to my comments,
please reach out to me.

Best, Dennis

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

10 South Van Ness Mixed-Use Project

CASE# 2015-004568ENV

DEIR Public Hearing 12/6/2018 my support for the project

Miss Rachel Schuett, EIR Coordinator

A My initial comments to the DEIR-IS in full support was submitted on June 4, 2018
and May 2, 2018.



A My full support remains unchanged.

A The overall design of the project is unique and goes beyond the CEQA section of
aesthetics in their proposal and not a large dark building. The details are
architecturally pleasing to look at and will add value to this HUB Plan and the Central
SOMA Plan. With the other proposed projects it makes a nice transition.

A | will be submitting my final comments to this DEIR on or before December 11,
2018.

A Appreciate how the Project relocated the Honda Dealership with little impact.

A Great job with the 984 units of housing, nice spread of units from studio to 3
bedroom units. Not supporting this project would mean a great loss of these 984
housing units. The State and San Francisco is lacking both funds and space to do this
accomplish this.

A Just an off the wall opinion on the housing: While these new units will allow an
existing home owner/s to purchase these units, it will release their current homes for
others to purchase and or rent. May sound strange, but think about it, our housing
issues are too complicated to address, just hope this made some sense.

A Would like to see the proposed MUNI elevator added as a (variant) Market, South
Van Ness and Van Ness. Mainly because to navigate crossing of the cross walk-
cross in this windy section can become very challenging.

A Given the limited site configuration, the Project Plan does a great job with the Open
Space both at street level and at with the Roof Plan/s.

A Both the Developer/Sponsor and the Planning Department has done a great job
with this DEIR-IS and the October 17, 2018 DEIR.

A | feel that this project along with a few others in this HUB area make a great
transition and will encourage other developers to bring forth their projects as well. We
need to encourage this, because we are loosing too many wonderful projects like this.

A Any additional added conditions, etc. added in support from the Planning
Commission would be appreciated, i.e., expediting the planning, permit and etc.
process would be appreciated.

Hopefully the One Oak will see daylight.

OKAY Enough said, | will continue with my December 11, 2018 Comments as
requested.

In closing, | hope that everyone will share my belief that this Project will benefit the
community and the City with additional revenue, housing and business along this
corridor and give it your support too. If anyone has any comments pleas reach out
with your concerns.



Best, Dennis



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON N. BREED, DEPARTMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES, SAN

FRANCISCO FIREFIGHTERS LOCAL 798 & THE PUBLIC LIBRARY HOST ANNUAL CHILDREN'S TOY & BOOK
FESTIVAL AT CITY HALL

Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 3:27:22 PM
Attachments: 12.5.18 Toy & Book Festival.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 1:40 PM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON N. BREED, DEPARTMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT
SERVICES, SAN FRANCISCO FIREFIGHTERS LOCAL 798 & THE PUBLIC LIBRARY HOST ANNUAL
CHILDREN’S TOY & BOOK FESTIVAL AT CITY HALL

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, December 5, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%% PRESS RELEASE ***

MAYOR LONDON N. BREED, DEPARTMENT OF CHILD
SUPPORT SERVICES, SAN FRANCISCO FIREFIGHTERS
LOCAL 798 & THE PUBLIC LIBRARY HOST ANNUAL
CHILDREN’S TOY & BOOK FESTIVAL AT CITY HALL

San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed, San Francisco Firefighters Local 798, the
Department of Child Support Services (SFDCSS), and the San Francisco Public Library today
hosted the annual Children’s Toy & Book Festival at City Hall. What began as a gesture of
holiday cheer for SFDCSS program customers 15 years ago has now grown to support more
than 1,200 children during the holiday season.

The Festival provided gifts, books, and interactive activities for children 12 and under, as well
the opportunity to meet Santa Claus and Clifford the Big Red Dog. Children are invited
through San Francisco’s public schools, community-based organizations, and SFDCSS
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, December 5, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***

MAYOR LONDON N. BREED, DEPARTMENT OF CHILD
SUPPORT SERVICES, SAN FRANCISCO FIREFIGHTERS
LOCAL 798 & THE PUBLIC LIBRARY HOST ANNUAL
CHILDREN’S TOY & BOOK FESTIVAL AT CITY HALL

San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed, San Francisco Firefighters Local 798, the
Department of Child Support Services (SFDCSS), and the San Francisco Public Library today
hosted the annual Children’s Toy & Book Festival at City Hall. What began as a gesture of
holiday cheer for SFDCSS program customers 15 years ago has now grown to support more than
1,200 children during the holiday season.

The Festival provided gifts, books, and interactive activities for children 12 and under, as well
the opportunity to meet Santa Claus and Clifford the Big Red Dog. Children are invited through
San Francisco’s public schools, community-based organizations, and SFDCSS offices.
Participating schools this year included Gordon Lau Elementary, Wu Yee Children's Services,
RISE Institute, Jean Parker Elementary, Dr. George Washington Carver Elementary, Bessie
Carmichael Elementary, and Dr. Charles Drew Elementary. Important information regarding
City services and community resources was also available for parents, guardians, and teachers.

“The holiday season is about giving back to less fortunate, and as someone who grew up in
poverty | understand how important this program is to kids in San Francisco,” said Mayor Breed.
“I want to thank the Firefighters, the Department of Child Support Services and the Public
Library for their continuing commitment to give back to the community.”

The San Francisco Firefighters Toy Program, run by the San Francisco Firefighters Local 798, is
the City's largest and the nation's oldest program of its kind. Since 1949, it has evolved from a
few firefighters repairing broken toys and bikes for 15 families to over 300 firefighters and
friends volunteering their time to distribute toys throughout the year.

“Since 1949, the San Francisco Firefighters Toy Program has grown into the largest program of
its type in the country,” said Tom O'Connor, President of San Francisco Firefighters Local 798.
"This year, we are proud to partner with Mayor Breed, the Department of Child Support
Services, and the San Francisco Public Library at the Children's Toy & Book Festival to help
bring joy and support to local children in need.”
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“We look forward to this event all year,” said Karen M. Roye, Director of the Department of
Child Support Services. “Nothing compares to bringing joy to children during the holiday
season.”

“This annual event spreads the joy of reading and helps families build their own home libraries,”
said Acting City Librarian Michael Lambert. “We love to see the faces of the children as they
pick out their very own books to keep.”

Residents interested in helping children through the program can make a donation to the
Firefighters Toy Program by calling 415-777-0440 or by visiting www.sffirefighterstoys.org.

Hi#

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



http://www.sffirefighterstoys.org/




offices. Participating schools this year included Gordon Lau Elementary, Wu Yee Children's
Services, RISE Institute, Jean Parker Elementary, Dr. George Washington Carver Elementary,
Bessie Carmichael Elementary, and Dr. Charles Drew Elementary. Important information
regarding City services and community resources was also available for parents, guardians,
and teachers.

“The holiday season is about giving back to less fortunate, and as someone who grew up in
poverty I understand how important this program is to kids in San Francisco,” said Mayor
Breed. “I want to thank the Firefighters, the Department of Child Support Services and the
Public Library for their continuing commitment to give back to the community.”

The San Francisco Firefighters Toy Program, run by the San Francisco Firefighters Local 798,
is the City's largest and the nation's oldest program of its kind. Since 1949, it has evolved from
a few firefighters repairing broken toys and bikes for 15 families to over 300 firefighters and
friends volunteering their time to distribute toys throughout the year.

“Since 1949, the San Francisco Firefighters Toy Program has grown into the largest program
of its type in the country," said Tom O'Connor, President of San Francisco Firefighters Local
798. "This year, we are proud to partner with Mayor Breed, the Department of Child Support
Services, and the San Francisco Public Library at the Children's Toy & Book Festival to help
bring joy and support to local children in need."

“We look forward to this event all year,” said Karen M. Roye, Director of the Department of
Child Support Services. “Nothing compares to bringing joy to children during the holiday
season.”

“This annual event spreads the joy of reading and helps families build their own home
libraries,” said Acting City Librarian Michael Lambert. “We love to see the faces of the

children as they pick out their very own books to keep.”

Residents interested in helping children through the program can make a donation to the
Firefighters Toy Program by calling 415-777-0440 or by visiting www.sffirefighterstoys.org.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PASSES CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 3:26:33 PM

Attachments: 12.05.18 Central SOMA Plan.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 2:29 PM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PASSES CENTRAL SOMA PLAN

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, December 5, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+* PRESS RELEASE ***
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PASSES CENTRAL SOMA PLAN

Legislation will create housing, spur job growth, and add transit to the South of Market

San Francisco, CA — On Tuesday, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved zoning
and height limit changes to support thousands of new homes, jobs, and public open space in
the South of Market neighborhood. The Central SOMA Plan will enable 8,800 housing units
(over 33% of which will be affordable), facilitate new jobs that pay a living wage and are
union-supported, and fund over $2 billion dollars of public benefits for the growing
neighborhood.

“I am pleased that the Board has moved forward with a new vision for the Central SOMA
neighborhood,” said Mayor Breed. “There remains work to be done, especially to ensure that
we create more housing both in Central SOMA and throughout the City to keep pace with job
and population growth. I also look forward to continuing to work with the Board to address
some unresolved issues in the plan. But overall I am confident this plan will benefit this
transit-rich area, provide billions of dollars in public benefits, and create an even more vibrant
neighborhood.”

The Central SOMA Plan covers 230 acres between Second and Sixth Streets in the South of
Market. It will deliver as many as 8,800 residences, with over 33% of those residences
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, December 5, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PASSES CENTRAL SOMA PLAN

Legislation will create housing, spur job growth, and add transit to the South of Market

San Francisco, CA — On Tuesday, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved zoning
and height limit changes to support thousands of new homes, jobs, and public open space in the
South of Market neighborhood. The Central SOMA Plan will enable 8,000 housing units (over
33% of which will be affordable), facilitate new jobs that pay a living wage and are union-
supported, and fund over $2 billion dollars of public benefits for the growing neighborhood.

“I am pleased that the Board has moved forward with a new vision for the Central SOMA
neighborhood,” said Mayor Breed. “There remains work to be done, especially to ensure that we
create more housing both in Central SOMA and throughout the City to keep pace with job and
population growth. 1 also look forward to continuing to work with the Board to address some
unresolved issues in the plan. But overall I am confident this plan will benefit this transit-rich
area, provide billions of dollars in public benefits, and create an even more vibrant
neighborhood.”

The Central SOMA Plan covers 230 acres between Second and Sixth Streets in the South of
Market. It will deliver as many as 8,000 residences, with over 33% of those residences provided
at permanently below-market rates to low, moderate and middle-income households. Most of
these affordable housing units will be eligible for the City’s 40% local preference program,
which will help ensure the current residents of SOMA participate in the positive growth and
change brought by the Plan. The Plan’s funding mechanisms will support significant local and
regional transit improvements, 4 acres of new open space, critical community amenities such as
grocery stores, small businesses and maker spaces, the renovation and expansion of the Gene
Friend Rec Center, a public swimming pool, and a reconstructed Flower Mart with permanently
affordable rents.

The legislation was sponsored by Supervisor Jane Kim and Mayor Breed. A lengthy community
process led by the San Francisco Planning Department solicited community viewpoints though a
number of different forums, ranging from walking tours to community surveys to a weeklong
storefront charrette. City staff met with over 35 community groups over the course of the plan’s
development, and held multiple public hearings concluding in Tuesday’s hearing at the Board of
Supervisors.

“The Central SOMA Plan is the result of more than seven years of intensive and collaborative
public engagement,” said John Rahaim, Director of the San Francisco Planning Department.
“We committed to realizing a neighborhood for everyone, and the community is reflected in
every aspect of this Plan. In keeping its diverse range of services and preserving PDR space,
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increasing transit, pedestrian, and bike safety, new dynamic open space, and promoting amenity-
rich neighborhood retail, together we were able to craft a plan that maintains the eclectic
character of Central SOMA while bringing an enormous amount of public benefits to the
neighborhood in addition to jobs and housing units the area greatly needs.”

The Central SOMA Plan envisions the creation of a complete, sustainable neighborhood that:

e Accommodates development capacity for up to 8,000 housing units and 32,000 jobs;

e Maintains the diversity of residents by requiring that over 33% of new housing units are
affordable;

e Facilitates an economically diversified jobs center by requiring large sites to be jobs-
oriented, by requiring PDR in many projects, and by incentivizing vibrant retail, hotels,
and entertainment uses;

e Provides over $600 million towards safe and convenient transportation, improving
conditions for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit;

e Funds $185 million towards construction and improvement of parks and recreation
centers in the area, plus privately created publicly-accessible open space;

e Provides up to $64 million to invest in school facilities to support the expanding
population;

e Creates an environmentally sustainable neighborhood by requiring green roofs, walls and
non-greenhouse gas energy sources, while funding projects to improve air quality and
help manage stormwater;

e Preserves and celebrate the neighborhood's cultural heritage with over $100 million
dedicated to social programs and the rehabilitation and maintenance of historic buildings;
and

e Includes design controls that reflects the neighborhood's mid-rise character, while
facilitating innovative architecture.

Over the Plan’s development, which began in 2011, the City’s housing needs have come into
sharper focus. Changes to the Plan over the last year have maximized the number of units
allowable under the current EIR, to allow 1,200 more units of housing, including more than 400
units of permanently affordable housing, than were originally envisioned. Additionally, Mayor
Breed has directed the Planning Department to identify and evaluate other locations where more
housing capacity can be added in and around Central SOMA, as well as throughout the City; and
that work is already underway.

The Board’s approval of the Central SOMA Plan also includes the adoption of the first-ever
“Housing Sustainability District,” utilizing a state law sponsored by Assemblyman David Chiu
last year to incentivize high affordability and labor standards, which will ensure housing gets
approved quickly, and that needed units are created as soon as possible.
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provided at permanently below-market rates to low, moderate and middle-income households.
Most of these affordable housing units will be eligible for the City’s 40% local preference
program, which will help ensure the current residents of SOMA participate in the positive
growth and change brought by the Plan. The Plan’s funding mechanisms will support
significant local and regional transit improvements, 4 acres of new open space, critical
community amenities such as grocery stores, small businesses and maker spaces, the
renovation and expansion of the Gene Friend Rec Center, a public swimming pool, and a
reconstructed Flower Mart with permanently affordable rents.

The legislation was sponsored by Supervisor Jane Kim and Mayor Breed. A lengthy
community process led by the San Francisco Planning Department solicited community
viewpoints though a number of different forums, ranging from walking tours to community
surveys to a weeklong storefront charrette. City staff met with over 35 community groups over
the course of the plan’s development, and held multiple public hearings concluding in
Tuesday’s hearing at the Board of Supervisors.

“The Central SOMA Plan is the result of more than seven years of intensive and collaborative
public engagement,” said John Rahaim, Director of the San Francisco Planning Department.
“We committed to realizing a neighborhood for everyone, and the community is reflected in
every aspect of this Plan. In keeping its diverse range of services and preserving PDR space,
increasing transit, pedestrian, and bike safety, new dynamic open space, and promoting
amenity-rich neighborhood retail, together we were able to craft a plan that maintains the
eclectic character of Central SOMA while bringing an enormous amount of public benefits to
the neighborhood in addition to jobs and housing units the area greatly needs.”

The Central SOMA Plan envisions the creation of a complete, sustainable neighborhood that:

e Accommodates development capacity for up to 8,800 housing units and 32,000 jobs;

¢ Maintains the diversity of residents by requiring that over 33% of new housing units are
affordable;

 Facilitates an economically diversified jobs center by requiring large sites to be jobs-
oriented, by requiring PDR in many projects, and by incentivizing vibrant retail, hotels,
and entertainment uses;

e Provides over $600 million towards safe and convenient transportation, improving
conditions for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit;

e Funds $185 million towards construction and improvement of parks and recreation
centers in the area, plus privately created publicly-accessible open space;

e Provides up to $64 million to invest in school facilities to support the expanding
population;

o Creates an environmentally sustainable neighborhood by requiring green roofs, walls
and non-greenhouse gas energy sources, while funding projects to improve air quality
and help manage stormwater;

e Preserves and celebrate the neighborhood's cultural heritage with over $100 million
dedicated to social programs and the rehabilitation and maintenance of historic
buildings; and

e Includes design controls that reflects the neighborhood's mid-rise character, while
facilitating innovative architecture.

Over the Plan’s development, which began in 2011, the City’s housing needs have come into
sharper focus. Changes to the Plan over the last year have maximized the number of units
allowable under the current EIR, to allow 1,200 more units of housing, including more than



400 units of permanently affordable housing, than were originally envisioned. Additionally,
Mayor Breed has directed the Planning Department to identify and evaluate other locations
where more housing capacity can be added in and around Central SOMA, as well as
throughout the City; and that work is already underway.

The Board’s approval of the Central SOMA Plan also includes the adoption of the first-ever
“Housing Sustainability District,” utilizing a state law sponsored by Assemblymember David
Chiu last year to incentivize high affordability and labor standards, which will ensure housing
gets approved quickly, and that needed units are created as soon as possible.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 9:22:57 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: Pamela Rege <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 5:08 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Pamela Rege and I live at 19200 Seventh St. E., Sonoma, CA. I am contacting you to express my
support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and
second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Pamela Rege
pamrege@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 9:22:50 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Russell Rege <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 5:15 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Russell Rege and I live at 19200 Seventh St. E.  Sonoma,CA 95476. I am contacting you to express my
support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and
second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Russell Rege
pamrege@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 9:22:41 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: Kasey Compton <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 5:24 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Kasey Compton and I live at 2950 Laguna St.. I am contacting you to express my support for the
proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble
will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Kasey Compton
kaseycompton28@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 9:22:09 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: Jessica Thomason <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 10:24 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Jessica Thomason and I live at 1613 Ora Drive. I am contacting you to express my support for the
proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble
will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Jessica Thomason
Jecaoab3@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2018-006127CUA - 201 19th Ave.
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 9:14:40 AM
Importance: High

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Steve MacMillan <stevemac@slm-aia.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 4:08 PM

To: RICH HILLIS (richhillissf@gmail.com) <richhillissf@gmail.com>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; RODNEY FONG (planning@rodneyfong.com)
<planning@rodneyfong.com>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel
(CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Weissglass, David (CPC)
<David.Weissglass@sfgov.org>

Subject: 2018-006127CUA - 201 19th Ave.

Importance: High

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

Dear Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,

This e-mail is to request that the Agenda Item related 2018-006127CUA - 201 19th Ave. that is
currently scheduled for the consent calendar on December 13™ be removed from the Consent
Calendar and/or be continued to be heard on another date, after the Holidays, in order to give us
the opportunity to respond appropriately to the neighbors’ concerns. We appreciated your

thoughtful consideration of the opposition positions on this project, but feel that the proponents

were not given adequate time to respond the their arguments.
We understand that the case is scheduled to be disapproved without deliberation on the Consent
Calendar.

With this e-mail, we request that the case be pulled off the consent calendar for re-deliberation.

The reasons for this request include but are not limited to the following:
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1. The letters of opposition were not received or seen by the team until the day of the hearing.
a. The Project Team did not have adequate time to respond to the neighbors who did
object.
2. The Project Team scheduled a neighborhood meeting as required, the meeting was set, and
no neighbors attended.
a. The one neighbor that did object in writing was responded to in a timely manner.
i. Several calls were made to speak with that individual by the project
Owner that were unreturned.
3. The finding of Planning Staff was that the project should be approved.
a. The Project was scheduled for approval on the consent calendar until 1 week before
the hearing.

However, in the interim we will prepare to appear at the hearing on December 13" and present our
case.
We look forward to seeing you all next week.

Thank you for your continued, thoughtful consideration.
-sm

SLM Architecture & Design
Stephen L. MacMillan, Architect
207 Seventh Ave., Ste #4

San Mateo, CA 94401
http://www.sIlm-aia.com
415-846-7943

This message w/attachments is intended solely for the use of the intended recipient(s) and contains information that is
privileged, confidential and proprietary. Please be advised that any review or dissemination of, or the taking of any action in
reliance on, the information contained in or attached to this message is prohibited.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO APPROPRIATE $181
MILLION TO HOMELESSNESS AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS

Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 9:13:19 AM

Attachments: 12.4.18 Windfall Ordinance.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 5:26 PM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO
APPROPRIATE $181 MILLION TO HOMELESSNESS AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, December 4, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO
APPROPRIATE $181 MILLION TO HOMELESSNESS AND
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS

Mayor Breed seeks to prioritize recently announced one-time windfall funding to help people
off of the streets and into housing

San Francisco, CA — Today, Mayor London N. Breed introduced legislation to appropriate
$181 million to homelessness and affordable housing programs in San Francisco. This funding
is the discretionary portion of a recently announced windfall of approximately $415 million
that the City is recognizing from newly available property tax revenue. The remainder of the
funding will go to budget reserves and dedicated baseline uses including transportation, public
schools, libraries, early care and education, children and family programming, and tree
maintenance.

Mayor Breed’s legislation, which is co-sponsored by Board of Supervisors President Malia
Cohen, would direct $90.5 million for affordable housing programs to the Mayor’s Office of
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, December 4, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO
APPROPRIATE $181 MILLION TO HOMELESSNESS AND
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS

Mayor Breed seeks to prioritize recently announced one-time windfall funding to help people off
of the streets and into housing

San Francisco, CA — Today, Mayor London N. Breed introduced legislation to appropriate $181
million to homelessness and affordable housing programs in San Francisco. This funding is the
discretionary portion of a recently announced windfall of approximately $415 million that the
City is recognizing from newly available property tax revenue. The remainder of the funding will
go to budget reserves and dedicated baseline uses including transportation, public schools,
libraries, early care and education, children and family programming, and tree maintenance.

Mayor Breed’s legislation, which is co-sponsored by Board of Supervisors President Malia
Cohen, would direct $90.5 million for affordable housing programs to the Mayor’s Office of
Housing and Community Development and $90.5 million for homelessness programs to the
Department of Homelessness & Supportive Housing and the Department of Public Health in
Fiscal Year 2018-2019. Since this is one-time funding, the spending is intended to focus on one-
time investments or as a bridge to more sustainable funding sources.

“The voters have been clear that homelessness and affordable housing are a top priority, and |
am committed to investing in proven programs that help people off of the streets and into
housing,” said Mayor Breed. “As we wait for additional homelessness funding to become
available, we can move now to create new affordable housing, continue expanding our shelter
capacity under my plan to open 1,000 new shelter beds, and increase our mental health and
substance use treatment beds and programs. | look forward to working with the Board of
Supervisors in the coming weeks to determine how to best fund these programs.”

“Committing this funding to our most urgent needs—nhousing, site acquisition, homeless
services, and rehabilitating our public housing—is essential for protecting our most vulnerable
San Franciscans, and is fully aligned with the City’s well-established budget priorities,” said
Board President Cohen. “As Chair of the Budget Committee, | hope that the discussion at the
Board will be in this spirit of collaboration and shared priorities.”

Controller Ben Rosenfield announced last week that San Francisco will recognize a windfall of
approximately $415 million from property taxes. Under state law, property taxes are distributed
by the Controller to the City, school district, and other taxing entities within its borders, with a

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





LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

unique formula for each county. In 1992 and 1993, as a means of balancing the State budget, the
State directed all counties to create an Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) and
shift local property tax revenue to the fund. In San Francisco, 25% of collections from base
property tax rate is allocated to ERAF.

As the property tax roll has grown by 20% in the last two years, the revenue has increased
funding for ERAF to a level that exceeds the City’s funding obligation, and as a result the excess
property tax contributions will be returned to the City. The funding total is approximately $415
million for Fiscal Years 2017-18 and 2018-2019. Approximately $78 million of this funding
must be allocated to various baselines and approximately $156 million must go to Rainy Day
Reserves, leaving approximately $181 million available for other purposes.

The supplemental ordinance must sit for 30 days after introduction, which means the Board of
Supervisors can begin holding hearings in January.

it
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Housing and Community Development and $90.5 million for homelessness programs to the
Department of Homelessness & Supportive Housing and the Department of Public Health in
Fiscal Year 2018-2019. Since this is one-time funding, the spending is intended to focus on

one-time investments or as a bridge to more sustainable funding sources.

“The voters have been clear that homelessness and affordable housing are a top priority, and I
am committed to investing in proven programs that help people off of the streets and into
housing,” said Mayor Breed. “As we wait for additional homelessness funding to become
available, we can move now to create new affordable housing, continue expanding our shelter
capacity under my plan to open 1,000 new shelter beds, and increase our mental health and
substance use treatment beds and programs. I look forward to working with the Board of
Supervisors in the coming weeks to determine how to best fund these programs.”

“Committing this funding to our most urgent needs—housing, site acquisition, homeless
services, and rehabilitating our public housing—is essential for protecting our most vulnerable
San Franciscans, and is fully aligned with the City’s well-established budget priorities,” said
Board President Cohen. “As Chair of the Budget Committee, I hope that the discussion at the
Board will be in this spirit of collaboration and shared priorities.”

Controller Ben Rosenfield announced last week that San Francisco will recognize a windfall
of approximately $415 million from property taxes. Under state law, property taxes are
distributed by the Controller to the City, school district, and other taxing entities within its
borders, with a unique formula for each county. In 1992 and 1993, as a means of balancing the
State budget, the State directed all counties to create an Educational Revenue Augmentation
Fund (ERAF) and shift local property tax revenue to the fund. In San Francisco, 25% of
collections from base property tax rate is allocated to ERAF.

As the property tax roll has grown by 20% in the last two years, the revenue has increased
funding for ERAF to a level that exceeds the City’s funding obligation, and as a result the
excess property tax contributions will be returned to the City. The funding total is
approximately $415 million for Fiscal Years 2017-18 and 2018-2019. Approximately $78
million of this funding must be allocated to various baselines and approximately $156 million
must go to Rainy Day Reserves, leaving approximately $181 million available for other
purposes.

The supplemental ordinance must sit for 30 days after introduction, which means the Board of
Supervisors can begin holding hearings in January.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQ); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Update for 344 14th Street/stevenson

Date: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 3:44:00 PM

Importance: High

Commissioners,
Please be advised that the 14™ Street item will need to be continued to January 10™, 2019.

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 3:34 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Horner, Justin (CPC) <Justin.Horner@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Update for 344 14th Street/stevenson

Hello Jonas,

The CPC’s calendar permitting, can we please continue 344 14 Street/1463 Stevenson Street from
this Thursday, December 6, 2018 to January 10, 2019?

Thank you,

Esmeralda Jardines, Senior Planner

Southeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9144 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Please note that I will be out of the office from December 27, 2018 through February 1, 2019.

From: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 3:11 PM
To: Dwyer, Debra (CPC) <debra.dwyer@sfgov.org>; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

<Esmeralda.Jardines@sfgov.org>; Horner, Justin (CPC) <Justin.Horner@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Update for 344 14th Street/stevenson
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Hi All,

I've asked Es to continue this item to January 10t (the same date as Manouch’s other project at

3140-3150 16 St). If we need to continue it out further from this point, then we can do so...
Rich

Richard Sucre, Principal Planner

Southeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9108 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Dwyer, Debra (CPC)
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 11:00 AM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC) <Esmeralda.Jardines@sfgov.org>; Horner, Justin (CPC)

<Justin.Horner@sfgov.org>; Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Update for 344 14th Street/stevenson

Hi Esmeralda,

We cannot have the CPE done for this Thursday. | left you a message yesterday as well as spoke with
Rich and talked to John Kevlin. | am happy to discuss it with you further. The changes in the
basement also require an update to the geotechnical study. Chelsea is reviewing the study and we
can provide you with an anticipated timeline, but it is not for this week.

Debra Dwyer, Principal Planner
Environmental Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9031 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 1:30:36 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: Weston Fillman <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 12:55 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Weston Fillman and I live at 2345 Filbert Street (at Steiner). [ am contacting you to express my support
for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second
Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Weston Fillman
weston. fillman@gmail.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQ); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Zushi, Kei (CPC)

Subject: FW: DEIR, Case No. 2015-014028ENV Project Title: 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project Zoning: Residential,
Mixed, Low Density [RM-1] Zoning District 40-X Height and Bulk District Block/Lot: Block 1032/Lot 003
Applicant/Agent: Laurel Heights Pa...

Date: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 1:30:23 PM
Attachments: 3333CALSF Draft EIR 12-2-2018 Response.docx

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: victoria underwood <victoria.underwood@att.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 10:09 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com

Subject: Re: DEIR, Case No. 2015-014028ENV Project Title: 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project
Zoning: Residential, Mixed, Low Density [RM-1] Zoning District 40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: Block 1032/Lot 003 Applicant/Agent: Laurel Heights Pa...

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

Please see my letter attached for your review and consideration regarding the above.
Thank you,

Victoria Underwood
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December 4, 2018



City Of San Francisco – Planning Commission

Commission Chambers, 

Room 400, City Hall, 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,

 San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 



Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Re:   Case No. 2015‐014028ENV 

Project Title:  3333 California Street Mixed‐Use Project Zoning: Residential, Mixed, Low Density [RM‐1] Zoning District 40‐X Height and Bulk District Block/Lot: Block 1032/Lot 003

Applicant/Agent:  Laurel Heights Partners LHP   



Dear Planning Commissioners:



This letter is in direct response to the Draft EIR, Volume2c: Appendices D-G, published November 7, 2018. I have read the report and I have a number of comments and concerns.



The Notice of Public Hearing was posted at the corners of the 3333 California location, but both pages failed to be posted providing informative and critical information to the public.



1. Your name and email contact address and phone number

2. The Planning Department’s website address in order to download the Draft EIR document assessment

3. [bookmark: _Hlk531514827]The Notice of a Public Hearing before the Historic Preservation Commission on Wednesday December 5th at 12:30 p.m. at which the Historic Commission is to make its comments on the Draft EIR.

4. Notice to the Public that public comments to the Historic Preservations will be accepted from 11/8/2018 – 12/24/2018.



The Draft EIR states that the project would have a Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation impact on noise because it would "expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards or cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels."   (page 4.D.36)   The estimated construction period is 7 to 15 years.



The Draft EIR states that the project would have a Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation impact on historic architectural resources because the project "would demolish portions of the office building... and remove all of the project site's existing designed landscape elements and features, including, but not limited to, the curvilinear shapes in pathways, driveways, and planting areas; integrated landscape features, including planter boxes and seating; brick perimeter walls; and the concrete pergola and terraced planting feature facing Laurel Street."  (p. 4.B.41)



The DEIR admits that the project would be expected to generate higher Vehicle Miles Traveled than retail, office or residential average projects in the area.  The DEIR compares the project with city average data but not with actually measured traffic conditions in the project area.  However, the DEIR concludes that the project would have an impact on traffic that would be Less Than Significant with Mitigation.  (page 4.C.74)  The DEIR claims that reducing the retail parking supply would mitigate the Vehicle Miles Traveled impacts of the project.  (page 4.C.80)



The DEIR estimates that the project would generate 10,057 daily automobile trips (page 4.C.58).  This is probably an understatement because another EIR for a mixed use project estimated 13,000 automobile trips generated by the retail square footage alone (approximately 54,000 square feet), and the proposed project also has 558 or 744 residential units and a 49,999 square foot new office building that would generate additional vehicle trips.  



[bookmark: _Hlk531524285]The EIR Intersection Operations Analysis (Page 9,Task 7.2) has focused on transit timing on California Street.  To say that Applicant’s Proposed Project will have little or no impact on transit and traffic flow on all surrounding streets, simply is NOT true.  As it is currently during the commute, Masonic Avenue is solid cars between Presidio and Euclid during evening commute hours and that is with the right most lane on Presidio with the additional lane to Euclid; both of which are to be removed as part of Applicant’s Proposed Project.  As it is currently, for every southbound vehicle that stops on Presidio at the Presidio/Pine/Masonic light, three now utilize the right most lane up to Masonic or Euclid.  That means that if 3 to 5 cars stop for the traffic light, 9 have driven up Masonic and no are longer sitting waiting to turn right at the light.    But, if you eliminate that right most lane, those cars will have to wait for the light to change and back up to the SFFD Credit Union Building at Presidio and California.   Additionally, Muni buses have a shift change and buses are coming off California onto Presidio Avenue; add one or two buses and traffic on Presidio will back up to California.  The impact for anyone familiar with these intersections is clear.  I just have to look out the window.  The idea that you can add three total ingress/egress active driveways on Presidio next to the SFFD Credit Union ingress/egress garage driveway and then do the same on Masonic and, not overload all the surrounding streets as the Applicant’s Proposed Project does by using criteria from other sites without understanding these major thoroughfares, will be disastrous.  You could end up backing traffic all the way down to the financial district.



The DEIR claims that project impacts on air quality, geology, hydrology, vegetation and other matters would be less than significant.



During the 15-year construction period the developer is requesting, the developer would be able to apply for changes to make the project bigger, expand the retail and increase the heights and amounts of development.  This suggests further entitlements and profiting from real estate speculation on the back of the neighborhoods affected by the proposed Project.  The Applicant is trying to make us all believe that their proposed project is for the better good and will address the more immediate issue the City has for additional and affordable housing.  It is ludicrous that it would take 15 years of construction to accomplish that.  It is clear that anyone who supports the Proposed Project and the proposed construction schedule does not live within the immediate proximity of this site.   



[bookmark: _GoBack]I, along with many of my neighbors, have opposed the developer's concept from the beginning.  We are in of the need for additional and affordable housing in our neighborhood.  We stand against the Applicant’s proposed project because it would be destructive to the neighborhood. The developer’s proposal is too massive, too commercialized and out of character with the neighborhood and, since we know now about the Historic Preservation Commission’s assessment about the value of the existing historic building and landscaping, we continue to wonder how the Applicant has been able to push a plan that would do so much damage to the site and the neighborhood so far down the road.   



We have objected to the destruction and removal of the existing green areas.  We’ve asked the Applicant of the Proposed Project for an alternative preservation plan that is consistent with the design and aesthetics of the condominiums directly across the street from the Project on California Street between Laurel and Walnut (for example) without touching any of the green and landscaped areas on Masonic, Euclid or Laurel.  The neighborhood has expressed its desire to have the Applicant redesign the proposed Project so preserve as much of the site as possible and complete critically needed residential housing in the shortest time possible.  We’ve written letters to the Applicant, addressed these issues in person with the Applicant at the Developer’s poster-board sessions and at the Scoping Meeting at the JCC with the Planning Department but we have yet to see a design that warrants serious consideration by the neighborhood or the City.



I believe the Project, as proposed, will have an enormously, negative impact on the neighborhood and surrounding areas.  The proposed uses and high density of the proposed project will increase traffic flow and congestion, increase noise and pollution and increase the loss of parking, etc.  The proposed removal of the green spaces and mature trees and plants will unnecessarily impact the local environment and deprive the surrounding area from continued public use. 



The increased noise from the Proposed Project, including construction activities, will adversely affect nearby sensitive receptors including existing residential housing units surrounding the 10-acre site, the elderly residential facility at the JCC across the street from the site and child care uses at the JCC. There is no reason or justification for relocating the Child Care Center from its current location on the existing site.   We know that the existing zoning limits heights greater than 40 feet at Euclid and Masonic and no retail is permitted. 



A Community Alternative Plan (hereinafter referred to as “CAP”) is being created to reflect what we believe will preserve the entire Historical Building.  The design will include re-purposing of the Historical Building to residential use.  The “CAP” will preserve Eckbo Terrace, Children’s Childcare Playground, along with the Redwood trees, and preserve all Historic Landscaping. The existing green spaces on Laurel, Euclid, Masonic and Presidio will remain intact in this redesign.   The “CAP” will accomplish the Applicant’s goal of providing 558-744 housing units (Variant) by a design of three or four, four-story buildings on the existing surface parking lots facing California Street; with no retail or office.  As we understand it, the housing units facing California Street in the CAP will be consistent with the design and aesthetics of the condominiums directly across the street as mentioned above.  The number of trees and landscaping to be removed will be substantially less in the CAP Plan.  We have not seen the fully-designed CAP but we whole heartedly support the draft of a plan that we have seen because it is less destructive and can be completed and on line satisfying the immediate need for additional housing within the timeline of three to five years; not 15 years.



Applicant’s Proposed Plan does not serve any of us well.   They have had every opportunity to redesign and submit an Alternative Preservation Plan and they have refused to do that.  My sincerely hope is the Planning Department will want to consider the CAP which is timely and less impactful to the neighbors and the many neighborhoods and stop the negative impact that will undoubtedly occur by approval of the Applicant’s Proposed Plan before this goes any farther.   



Thank you.





Victoria Underwood

510 Presidio Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94115



Victoria.underwood@att.net



cc:

LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: The only emails from me are from this email address.
Date: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 8:58:03 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: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 4:19 PM

To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore
<mooreurban@aol.com>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<Joel. Koppel@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: FYI: The only emails from me are from this email address.

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

Dear Commissioners,

Sorry to bother you, but please do not open any emails from “georgiaschuttish@gmail.com”

I do not have a gmail account, only the one here.

Apparently someone has been sending emails to DBI and Planning using a phony email address pretending to be
me.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Georgia


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Preservation of Fillmore West - 10 South Van Ness Avenue
Date: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 8:57:45 AM

Attachments: 2016 09 27 10 Van Ness HRE Final SWCA.SF.pdf

Partial List of African American Musical Performers at Fillmore West.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Larry Mansbach <mansbach@mindspring.com>

Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 10:14 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>;
planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel
(CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: Schuett, Rachel (CPC) <rachel.schuett@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Preservation of Fillmore West - 10 South Van Ness Avenue

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

President Hillis and Commissioners,

My name is Larry Mansbach. | will be speaking at the Thursday, December 6 Planning Commission
hearing regarding the proposed project for 10 South Van Ness Avenue.

| will be speaking in favor of the Preservation of the Fillmore West ballroom within the new
development.

With the permission of Commission Secretary lonin, | have attached the CEQA required Historical
Resources Evaluation for 10 South Van Ness Avenue. The draft EIR contains a limited, unsatisfactory
version of this report and fails to provide the reader with the thorough history of the property.

Fillmore West it has the reputation as a counter culture music venue. This reputation ignores the
African American and Latin American musicians who played there. | have attached a list of the
former.
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This historic resources evaluation was commissioned by 10 SVN, LLC, for the property located at 10 South
Van Ness Avenue (subject property), at the southwest corner of Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue.
Located within the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Area Plan, the property spans the addresses 10-50
South Van Ness Avenue and 1535-1599 Market Street. The existing two- and three-story property occupies
a large, triangular-shaped parcel and spans 91,088 square feet of office and retail space. Current uses include
retail automobile sales offices with accessory office uses. The proposed project envisions demolishing this
building and constructing a new multi-story (up to 40 stories high) mixed-use residential building. The
proposed new building would include dwelling units, parking spaces, and commercial space along Market
Street and South Van Ness Avenue.

In the past decade, the subject property has been evaluated on two occasions: (1) in 2006/2007, as part of
the Market and Octavia Area Plan Historic Resource Survey; and, (2) in 2009/2010 as part of the Van Ness
Auto Row Support Structures Historic Resources Survey. Previous evaluations and findings are summarized
in Section I of this report.

Per the guidance provided by the San Francisco Planning Department, the current evaluation weighs
potential significance under CRHR Criteria 1 and 2, with a focus on the property’s history as a dancehall
and music venue. In particular, the evaluation focuses on the property’s potential eligibility for the
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), as the location of the Fillmore West music hall and
rock venue.

Based on the research and analysis carried out for this study, 10 South Van Ness Avenue appears eligible
for the CRHR under Criterion 1, for its association with the internationally celebrated and iconic Fillmore
West. In San Francisco and throughout the United States, the counterculture art and spirit of 1960s-era San
Francisco was embodied in the Fillmore West.

While Bill Graham’s earlier Fillmore Auditorium is extant in the Western Addition, the history of the
Fillmore West and its importance in San Francisco’s sociocultural history, as well as American rock music
and culture, are singular.! The period of significance is 1968 to 1971.

The property also appears eligible under Criterion 2 for its direct association with music promoter,
impresario, and Fillmore West founder Bill Graham. The period of significance is 1968 to 1971. The
complete evaluation is presented below.

In accordance with the integrity thresholds for CRHR eligibility, the property retains integrity of location,
design, setting, and association and continues to convey the reasons for its significance. This finding is
based on a consideration of the rareness of the resource and its sociocultural (rather than architectural)
significance, as the location of the Fillmore West and as the creation of San Francisco music promoter and
impresario Bill Graham. The retention of integrity is also based on the presence of extant (though currently
covered) character-defining features on the exterior and interior, and the reversibility of a number of
alterations (such as the auto-lifts in the interior ballroom space).

1A separate evaluation of the Fillmore Auditorium is beyond the scope of the present study. Any subsequent study should con-
sider Bill Graham’s early tenure in the Fillmore Auditorium, as well as the venue’s years as the Elite Club, an early, well-known
punk rock club in San Francisco, and as a later venue for Bill Graham Presents, among others.
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Therefore, the Fillmore West retains integrity such that it meets the eligibility criteria for the CRHR, under
Criteria 1 and 2. The property therefore qualifies as an historical resource under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
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METHODOLOGY

Following pre-field research and literature review, an intensive-level survey of the subject property was
conducted by SWCA Senior Architectural Historian Debi Howell-Ardila, MHP. Follow up site inspections
were conducted by SWCA Architectural Historian Natalie Loukianoff. The property and its setting and
surroundings were photographed and documented in field notes describing primary and secondary
character-defining features, materials, and alterations. Follow up research was conducted by Ms. Howell-
Ardila and Ms. Loukianoff at the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, San Francisco Public
Library, and San Francisco Heritage, and numerous other online and archival repositories. Past surveys and
historic context statements were reviewed to analyze and characterize the historic resource status of the
subject property and adjacent properties. Following an analysis of site inspections and research, the
evaluation was completed.

STAFF QUALIFICATIONS

This report was prepared by SWCA Senior Architectural Historian Debi Howell-Ardila. Ms. Howell-Ardila
is a historic preservation professional with over 11 years of project-level experience in resource
identification, building- and site-specific investigations and survey, documentation, and registration. She
has extensive experience in researching and writing about California’s architectural history as well as in
applying the regulatory framework of its diverse cities to the built environment.

Over the past decade, she has participated in evaluations of hundreds of properties throughout California,
both as part of citywide survey efforts and individual evaluations. Ms. Howell-Ardila’s recent project
experience in the San Francisco Bay Area includes Historic Resources Evaluations and Secretary’s
Standards project analyses for 26 properties in downtown San Francisco and South of Market.

Ms. Howell-Ardila is a former long-time resident of San Francisco and a graduate of the University of
California, Berkeley. She completed her Master of Historic Preservation at the University of Southern
California. Her publications have included two chapters to a book about the USC School of Architecture as
well as one chapter to the volume, Outside In: The Architecture of Smith and Williams, published by Getty
Publications in association with the Art, Design + Architecture Museum of UCSB.

Other recent project experience includes historic resource evaluations and studies for the Los Angeles
Unified School District (LAUSD). The project included preparation of a districtwide Historic Context
Statement, a 55-campus survey, and preparation of the LAUSD Design Guidelines and Treatment
Approaches for Historic Schools. Ms. Howell-Ardila served as lead architectural historian, author, and
project manager for each phase. In September 2014 and March 2015, her study, Los Angeles Unified School
District Historic Context Statement, won preservation design awards from the California Preservation
Foundation and Los Angeles Conservancy, respectively. For the final phase, Ms. Howell-Ardila developed
and led design guidelines training sessions with LAUSD facilities architects and staff. The focus of the
design guidelines was applying the Secretary’s Standards to typical school upgrade projects, as well as
offering a primer in CEQA’s provisions for historical resources.

In terms of historic preservation policy, Ms. Howell-Ardila is leading efforts to update the historic
preservation ordinance for the City of San Gabriel and drafting a historic preservation ordinance for the
City of Manhattan Beach. Since February 2012, Ms. Howell-Ardila has served on the City of South
Pasadena Cultural Heritage Commission, where her responsibilities include reviewing proposed project
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work to ensure compliance with the Secretary’s Standards and City Design Guidelines and Zoning Code.
She is currently Vice-Chair of the South Pasadena Cultural Heritage Commission.

Research assistance was provided by Natalie Loukianoff. With a Master of Science in Historic Preservation,
Ms. Loukianoff draws on over 8 years of experience in historic preservation, historic resource analysis and
documentation, and environmental compliance projects. Ms. Loukianoff is based in SWCA/Turnstone’s
San Francisco and Half Moon Bay offices. She has conducted field surveys, primary- and secondary-source
research, and prepared technical reports for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, the California Environmental Quality Act, the National Environmental Policy Act, and
numerous local ordinances.

SWCA Architectural Historian Steven Treffers participated in the evaluation, analysis of integrity, and in
QA/QC of the report. Mr. Treffers has more than 6 years of experience in cultural resources services, and
currently works as an architectural historian and project manager for SWCA's California cultural resources
program. A native of the San Francisco Bay Area, Mr. Treffers’ interest in historic preservation and the
historic built environment was cultivated while living in San Francisco over a period of five years. These
experiences ultimately led him to pursue a Master’s degree in historic preservation at the University of
Southern California, School of Architecture.

Since this time, Mr. Treffers has conducted numerous field surveys, historic research, and prepared
technical reports for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA),
CEQA, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and numerous local ordinances. Both
professionally and as a former commissioner on the South Pasadena Cultural Heritage Commission, he has
performed design review for a variety of projects to ensure compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and local design guidelines.
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l. INTRODUCTION

This historic resources evaluation was commissioned by 10 SVN, LLC, for the property located at 10 South
Van Ness Avenue, at the southwest corner of Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue. The property
spans the addresses 10-50 South Van Ness Avenue and 1535-1599 Market Street. The existing two- and
three-story property occupies a large, triangular-shaped parcel and spans 91,088 square feet of office and
retail space. Current uses include retail automobile sales offices with accessory office uses. The building
has a rooftop parking lot that is open to the sky.

The proposed project envisions demolishing this building and constructing a new multi-story (up to 40
stories high) mixed-use residential building. The proposed new building would include dwelling units,
parking spaces, and commercial space along Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue.

The following lists the project site addresses, current use, zoning districts, and Assessor’s Parcel Numbers:

1. Project Addresses: Property spans 10-50 South Van Ness Avenue and 1535-1599 Market Street
2. Block/Lot Number: 3506/004, 3506/003A

3. Case Number (if assigned): PPA Case No. 2015-004568PPA

4. Current Use: Commercial and office spaces

5. Zoning District: C-3-G (Downtown General) District; Van Ness and Market Downtown Residen-
tial SUD; 120-R-2 and 120/400-R-2 Height and Bulk District

6. Area Plan: Market and Octavia Area Plan

7. Current Planning Department Historic Resource Status: Category C (not eligible)

PREVIOUS HISTORIC RESOURCE SURVEYS AND EVALUATIONS

1976 Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey

The 1976 Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey (1976 DCP Survey) was a citywide
reconnaissance or “windshield” survey. The survey identified and rated properties deemed to be
architecturally significant. The survey did not include contextual or building-specific research. Given the
1976 DCP Survey’s limited scope and date of completion, it has not been officially recognized by the San
Francisco Planning Department as a valid local register of historic resources for the purposes of CEQA.
The survey documented 10 South Van Ness Avenue; it was not rated as significant at that time.

1978 San Francisco Architectural Heritage Survey

This survey, led by San Francisco Architectural Heritage in 1977-1978, considered properties throughout
the downtown area, assigning status codes ranging from “A” (highest importance) to “D” (minor or no
importance). In 1984, the survey area was expanded from downtown to include the South of Market area.
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10 South Van Ness Avenue was documented as part of the 1978 survey; the property was found to be of
contextual significance and given a status code of “C.”

Market and Octavia Area Plan Historic Resource Survey Evaluation, 2006/2007

In 2006/2007, as part of the Market and Octavia Area Plan Historic Resource Survey, it was found that the
subject property appeared eligible at the local level under Criteria A, under the theme of significance of
commercial development. The period of significance was 1927 to 1971. In terms of eligibility under the
commercial context, the 2006/2007 evaluation concluded that

the continuous use of the building by businesses within the same industry and the building’s role
as an anchor at the prominent intersection of Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue may make
it eligible for local listing.?

As with the current evaluation, the 2006/2007 evaluation noted the presence of character-defining features
obscured by easily reversible awnings and screens: “The awnings are superficial and do not affect the
structure or exterior fabric of the building and, if removed, would greatly improve the building’s integrity
of feeling.”?

The evaluation also concluded that the property “should also be considered” locally significant for its long-
term use as a dance hall and for its association with Bill Graham’s Fillmore West:

The building’s role as Bill Graham’s Fillmore West, which played a leading role in San Francisco’s
psychedelic music scene of the last 1960s, should also be considered locally significant. It must be
noted, however, that the building’s use as the Fillmore West occurred less than 50 years ago, which
is normally considered the minimum amount of time that must pass before a building, or an event
associated with a building, can be considered historically significant. However, both the National
and California Registers do make exceptions for properties less than 50 years in age if they are of
exceptional importance.*

As a minor clarification, the enabling legislation for the CRHR (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1)
does not, in fact, include an age threshold. In implementation guidance provided by the State Office of
Historic Preservation, however, it is generally understood that a resource fewer than 50 years of age should
possess exceptional significance in order to qualify for the CRHR.?

For this reason, in terms of potential state-level significance for the Fillmore West, the 2006/2007
evaluation was inconclusive, given the relatively recent period of significance for the Fillmore West:

2 Page & Turnbull, Inc., 11 August 2006, 12 South Van Ness Avenue, Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Record, Se-
ries 523A Form. Page & Turnbull, Inc., March 2007, 12 South Van Ness Avenue, Department of Parks and Recreation Building,
Structure, and Object Record, Series 523B Form. On file with City and County of San Francisco Planning Department.

3 Tbid.
4 Ibid.

5 State of California, Office of Historic Preservation, 2011, “California Office of Historic Preservation, Technical Assistance Se-
ries #6, California Register and National Register: A Comparison (for purposes of determining eligibility for the California Reg-
ister). Sacramento, CA.
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The status code of 5S3 assigned to this property means that it appears eligible for local listing or
designation. However, with the passage of time the building should be reevaluated for listing on
the California Register.®

In the intervening decade since this evaluation occurred, it is evident that there are few, if any, other rem-
nants of 1960s-era San Francisco that better embody and convey the significance of this era than the Fill-
more West. The Fillmore West possesses exceptional importance in San Francisco’s sociocultural history.
This additional perspective and information have been considered in this updated evaluation.

Automeotive Support Structures Historic Resource Survey, 2009/2010

In 2009/2010, a historic resources survey and context statement were completed to identify significant
themes and properties related to Van Ness Avenue’s remarkable concentration of auto-related properties.
As part of the survey, over 100 properties were considered by William Kostura for the San Francisco
Planning Department, with findings presented in Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures — A Survey of
Automobile-Related Buildings along the Van Ness Avenue Corridor.

10 South Van Ness Avenue was evaluated in 2010 as part of the Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures
survey. The property, a former auto showroom constructed in 1927, was assigned a California Historic
Resources Status Code of “6Z” and found ineligible for national, state, or local listing, either individually
or as part of a district. The finding was that alterations had rendered the property ineligible.

As part of the Automotive Support Structures historic context statement and survey, the subject property
was evaluated under CRHR Criterion 3. The focus was the property’s potential eligibility as a long-time
automobile-related property on Auto Row. Given the themes of significance and registration requirements
defined in Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures: A Survey of Automobile-Related Buildings, the property
was found ineligible due to a lack of integrity through alterations.” However, the reasons for the lack of
integrity related not as much to the absence of extant character-defining features but rather to their
obstruction by easily reversible screens and awnings, as well as the removal of ornament and other detailing:

Architecturally, the building’s lines have been obscured by screens, and most of its ornament has
been similarly obscured or removed; and thus it does not appear to be eligible for the California
Register under Criterion 3, for its design.®

At the time, the property’s history as a former ballroom/concert hall, as El Patio (1926-1963 ca.), Carousel
Ballroom (1963-1968), and Fillmore West (1968-1971) was not weighed. The report stated that:

A study of this building’s history as a place of entertainment is beyond the scope of this report, and
so no formal evaluation of the building under this aspect of its history is being made here. The

¢ Page & Turnbull, Inc., 11 August 2006, 12 South Van Ness Avenue, Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Record, Se-
ries 523A Form. Page & Turnbull, Inc., March 2007, 12 South Van Ness Avenue, Department of Parks and Recreation Building,
Structure, and Object Record, Series 523B Form. On file with City and County of San Francisco Planning Department.

7 Kostura, William. 2010. Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures: A Survey of Automobile-Related Buildings, p. 4. Prepared for
the City of San Francisco Planning Department.

8 Kostura, William. 2010. Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures: A Survey of Automobile-Related Buildings, p. 4. Prepared for
the City of San Francisco Planning Department.
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likelihood that it might be eligible for the California Register under Criteria 1 or 2 for this history
seems low, however, due to loss of integrity.’

As noted previously, the finding of a lack of integrity is based on easily reversible alterations; the evaluation
acknowledged the presence of character-defining features that were obscured but extant. Therefore, given
the lower integrity threshold that applies to a property eligible for its social significance—and given the
singular significance of the Fillmore West—the current evaluation reaches a different conclusion, as
described below.

ADJACENT HISTORIC RESOURCES

The subject property is adjacent to an Article 10 historic district (the Market Street Masonry Historic
District, adopted in April 2013) as well as several other properties that are eligible for the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and considered historical resources under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The table below provides the current California Historic Resources
Status Code and San Francisco Planning Department code, as well as details on all eligible properties.

TABLE 1 HISTORICAL RESOURCES ADJACENT TO PROJECT SITE

ADDRESS CALIFORNIA HISTORIC RESOURCES STATUS CODE | SAN
FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE
1525 Market Street 6Z (not eligible) | Category C

1484-1496 Market Street/30 S. Van Ness | 6Z (not eligible) | Category C

1500 Market Street 6Z (not eligible) | Category C

1540 Market Street 6Z (not eligible) | Category C

1546-1550 Market Street 6L (of interest to local planning) | Category B

1576 Market Street 3CS | Category A

1580-1598 Market Street 5S1 (One of eight contributors to the Market Street Masonry His-
toric District) | Category A

1601 Market Street 3CS (“Extremely well-preserved” single-occupancy residence hotel)
| Category A

40 Twelfth Street 3CD (Contributor to eligible South Van Ness Art Deco Moderne
Historic District) | Category A

42 Twelfth Street 3CS (Eligible under Auto Row context) | Category A

68 Twelfth Street 3CS (Eligible under Auto Row context) | Category A

9 Kostura, William. 2010. Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures: A Survey of Automobile-Related Buildings, p. 4. Prepared for
the City of San Francisco Planning Department.
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Il. BUILDING AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

Located in the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Area, 10 South Van Ness Avenue occupies a slightly
sloped, triangular lot bounded by Market Street (north), South Van Ness (east) and Twelfth Street (west).
The property measures 227 feet along Market Street, 344 feet along South Van Ness Avenue, and 315 feet
along Twelfth Street. Irregularly shaped in plan, the property is primarily two stories in height, with a one-
story addition on the southernmost end. Along the west elevation, facing Twelfth Street, the building rises
three stories. The upper floor is the former location of the El Patio Ballroom, Carousel Ballroom, and
Fillmore West.

The primary elevation of the building fronts Market Street. As the only building on the block, 10 South
Van Ness has visible elevations on the north, east, south, and west.

Figure 1. 10 South Van Ness Avenue.

This stucco-clad, reinforced concrete building exhibits remnants of Spanish Colonial Revival detailing,
evident behind metal screens attached to the fagade in circa 1985. Set flush with the sidewalk, the building
is capped with a flat-roof, trimmed with a shallow cornice line and shallow parapet.

Situated toward at the intersection of Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, the principal entrance consists
of paired, steel-framed glass doors, surrounded by single-pane sidelights and a transom window. Above the
entrance, the second story exhibits a large, curved screen mounted to the building’s exterior. This screen
covers original transom window openings on the first story as well as the original window opening on the

second story. Although the original windows openings are still extant, all the windows appear to have been
in filled.
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Figure 2. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, northeast perspective of the main entry at the
corner of Van Ness Avenue and Market Street.

Figure 3. Detail of intact, overpainted fenestration behind the 10 South Van Ness Avenue
entrance.
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Along Market Street, a progression of piers spans the fagcade, with Spanish Colonial Revival style
ornamentation accenting the second story and cornice line. The piers divide this long elevation into eleven
bays. All but four bays on the first story display large multi-light windows. The third bay from the northern
corner of the elevation, the center bay, and the southernmost bay exhibit paired steel-framed doors with
sidelights and transom windows. The fourth bay, the original main entry to the upper story, has been in-
filled and covered with stucco. Above the bay, along the roof line, is a curvilinear Spanish Colonial Revival
style parapet; this marks the former entrance of the El Patio Ballroom/Carousel Ballroom/Fillmore West.
Although the majority of the detail has been removed, some of the detail is still visible.

The features and materials of the second story are dominated by a series of large screens, one in each bay,
which are attached to the building and cover the original transom windows on the first story and the original
multi-light casement windows and decorative railings on the second story. The recessed third-story is
visible along this elevation. It has a plain stucco wall, with a flat roof and a shallow coping along the eave
line.

Tt

Figure 4. 10 Suth Van Ness Avenue, southern perspective of the north elevation.
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Figure S. Former entrance to El Patio Ballroom/Fillmore West, which originally
consisted of a entry portico, with recessed doors set beneath a marquee. It is unknown if
original features of the former entrance are extant behind the concrete slabs walls.

Figure 6. Detail, remnant of ornamental, curved parapet, above the former principal
entrance to Fillmore West.
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Figure 7. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, close up of the Spanish Colonial Revival details on
the piers.

e

Figure 8. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, close up of the original transom windows under
the awnings.
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The east elevation along Van Ness Avenue is almost identical to the primary elevation along the original
two-story portion. Composed of seven bays, all but one displays the same large, multi-light windows. The
one distinct bay has a large garage door opening to allow for customer parking. To the south, a one-story
addition replicates the original bays with unadorned, simplified piers. On the first story of each bay are
various configurations of in filled windows, single personnel doors, multi-light casement windows, and
large garage door openings. The use of large screens covering the second story continues along the addition.
Behind the screen is a set of three multi-light casement windows in each bay.

Figure 10. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, close up part of the first story on the east
elevation.
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The south elevation faces the corner of Van Ness Avenue and Twelfth Street. The elevation is divided into
three bays by simple, attached piers. First story bays are sheathed in smooth stucco. The upper floor displays
two multi-light casement windows in each bay. A single, rectangular screen attached to the wall covers the
upper story of all three bays.

Figure 12. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, close up of original casement windows under the
awning.
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On the west elevation, the pattern established on the primary elevation of bays continues. Only the two
northernmost bays have full length piers; the rest extend from the second story to the roof cornice. The
northernmost bay continues the use of large multi-light windows on the first story. The other bays feature
openings in a variety of configurations, including large garage door openings, a set of three in-filled window
openings, a metal personnel door, and two wood-framed double-doors with transoms. The second story is
covered by large screens, which cover original multi-light casement windows (except in the southernmost
bay, where the window has been replaced by a vent). The addition on the south continues the simplified
pier pattern of the west elevation, with six bays total. On the first floor, two bays consist of large garage
door openings, two display sets of three multi-light casement windows, and two bays have sets of three
window openings which have been in filled. A molded course separates the first and second floors. In terms
of fenestration, on the west, each bay displays a tripartite multi-light casement windows, exhibiting a
symmetrical regular design.

Figure 14. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, close up of the first story on the original portion
of the building on the west elevation.
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Figure 15. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, close up ofthe original windows on the west
elevation.

The first floor of the original portion of the building is currently a car showroom with an open plan,
structural columns, and minimal walls. In terms of the El Patio Ballroom/Fillmore West space, the former
main entrance at Market Street has been converted into a staff room. The ticket sales window in the room
appears extant, though it has been in-filled with fixed glass. Just beyond the former main entrance is a large
arched opening leading to the wide staircase, fronted by a decorative metal banister. The stone-clad steps
are covered with a carpet runner.

Figure 16. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, first story showroom.
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Figure 17. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, interior.

Figure 18. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, the staircase with a view of the arched opening
and the door to the former entrance and ticket office of the El Patio Ballroom/Fillmore
West.
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At the top of the stairs is a large landing with two doors, one leading to offices and the other leading to the
current service department. The offices have new finishes, including carpet, paint, and light fixtures. The
automobile service department, formerly the El Patio Ballroom/Fillmore West dance and concert hall,
consists of a large, open area, with decorative arched openings and a concrete floor. Along three of the
walls there are decorative vents above the arches. The stage area appears to have been removed, and the
light fixtures replaced with fluorescent lights. Automobile service equipment, including two-post lifts and
various jacks, have been installed throughout the space along with additional mechanical vents.

Figure 19. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, second story offices.
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Figure 2. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, view of the former Fillmore West space facing
the former stage area.

Figure 21. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, close up of the decorative arch details used
throughout the former Fillmore West space.
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Figure 22. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, close up of the decorative arches and grills
above.

Figure 23. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, close up of the original windows on the second
story.
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The southern addition, originally constructed as a parking garage, currently houses more of the service
department, the ramp to the second story, and additional storage of parts.

Figure 24. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, interior of the southern addition.
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Il. FOCUSED NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Area

The subject property is located in the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Area, “the heart of San
Francisco, a place where downtown San Francisco encounters the industrial South of Market and the Gilded
Age streetcar suburbs”!® The intersection of Market Street and South Van Ness reflects this meeting point
particularly well: it is the well-traveled crossroads between the Market Street corridor and Hayes Valley
and the Civic Center on the one side, and South of Market on the other. To the southwest are the Mission
District’s residential and low-rise commercial uses, and further east along Market Street, the corridor gives
way to higher and denser commercial and office uses.

The 2007 Market & Octavia Area Plan Historic Context Statement acknowledges and describes this
transitional area along Market Street:

The Plan Area is not a historically defined neighborhood, but rather a conglomeration of sections
of several distinct neighborhoods, including Duboce Triangle, the Lower Haight, Hayes Valley, the
Western Addition, Civic Center, South of Market, Inner Mission, Eureka Valley, and the Market
Street Corridor. Due to its large size and diversity of building types, the architectural and historical
significance of the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Area is difficult to neatly summarize.!!

The mid-Market Street/Van Ness corridors surrounding the subject property fit this description, of an
eclectic use, scale, and development history. However, given its historic role as a crossroads, these one
common, shared catalyst for development in the neighborhood has long been transportation. This began as
early as the 1886 establishment of a streetcar line along Market Street, which facilitated new residential and
commercial settlement on Upper Market Street and in the Castro. The area continued to be shaped by
evolving technology and methods for transportation, both for automobiles as well as for mass transit:

At the center of the city, [the neighborhood plan area] sits at a remarkable confluence of city and
regional transportation.... The Market and Octavia neighborhood sits at the junction of three of the
city’s grid systems. The north of Market, south of Market, and Mission grids meet at Market Street,
creating a distinct pattern of irregular blocks and intersections, and bringing traffic from these grids
to Market Street. The surrounding topography of the Western Addition, Nob Hill, Cathedral Hill,
and Twin Peaks flattens out in this area, creating a geography that makes the Market and Octavia
neighborhood a nature point of entry to the downtown from the rest of the city. As a result of its
central location, it has long been both a crossroads—a place that is passed through—as well as a

distinctive part of the city in its own right. 12

10 Page & Turnbull, December 2007, Historic Context Statement, Market & Octavia Area Plan Historic Resource Survey, p. 2.
Prepared for San Francisco Planning Department.

1 Page & Turnbull, p. 2.
12 Page & Turnbull, pp. 3-4.
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Figure 25. Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Area Boundaries. (Source: Page &
Turnbull, Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Area Historic Context Statement, 2007,

p- 4.
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The primary elevation faces Market Street, one of San Francisco’s most iconic historic thoroughfares. As
stated in the 2007 Market & Octavia Area Plan Historic Context Statement, the Market Street Corridor

was laid out in 1847 by Jasper O’Farrell, although the western half of the street was not completed
until the later nineteenth century. Overlapping the boundaries of several neighborhoods and occu-
pying the odd-shaped corner gore lots and interior lots on both sides of Market Street, between Noe
and Ninth streets, the Market Street Corridor encompasses a varied assortment of commercial
buildings, apartment buildings, lowscale postwar auto-related businesses, civic uses, and many sur-
face parking lots."

One of the earliest improvements to spur development along the mid-Market area, and adjacent areas,
occurred in 1886, with the establishment of the Market & Castro Street Cable Car line. This ease of access
helped open new areas within walking distance from Market Street to residential settlement.'* During the
roaring 1920s, as post-1906 earthquake and fire recovery was still underway, Market Street experienced a
development boom, spurred by transportation improvements and increasing reliance on automobile travel.

As upper Market Street became more accessible and connected to downtown, the area around the subject
property, at Market and Van Ness, became a critical crossroads:

The most influential trend, which sparked the initial development period in the Upper Market area,
was the advent of public transportation routes into the area, providing a connection with the city’s
downtown core and encouraging residential development in the outlying neighborhoods such as
Duboce Triangle and Eureka Valley. This, in turn, influenced the establishment of businesses along
Upper Market Street, which echoed the commercial development further east on Market Street, and
served the surrounding residential neighborhoods. '3

The project area fell within the post-1906 earthquake fire area; during reconstruction, through the 1920s,
development accelerated through the Market Street corridor, spurred not only by infrastructure
improvements but also concerted efforts to increase settlement and development:

After the 1906 Earthquake and resultant fire, rebuilding proceeded at varying paces throughout the
city. The Eureka Valley/Castro area, which had been largely spared by earthquake damage and
completed spared by the fire, experienced a sharp upturn in building activity between 1906 and
1914. Taking a cue from the Mission Promotion Association, the Eureka Valley Improvement As-
sociation formed in 1905 and, during the post-quake era, lobbied for improvements such as im-
proved streetcar service, better lighting, and public school construction in the Upper Market area.
In addition, the association lobbied owners of large tracts of vacant land to sell to residential prop-
erty developers to fill out the district.'®

Taken as a whole, as the Market Street thoroughfare recovered in the post-fire era, initiatives and
improvements to spur settlement throughout the corridor had an effect on the mid-Market area. By the time
the original owners of 10 South Van Ness Avenue developed the lot as an investment property in the 1920s,

13 Page & Turnbull, December 2007, Historic Context Statement, Market & Octavia Area Plan Historic Resource Survey, p. 6.
Prepared for San Francisco Planning Department.

14 Page & Turnbull, December 2007, p. 49.

15 Harvey, Caitlin, June 2007, Department of Parks and Recreation Forms, Upper Market Street Historic District, prepared for the
San Francisco Planning Department.

16 Kelley, Tim, and Christopher VerPlanck. 1 May 2010. Department of Parks and Recreation Forms, 1975 Market Street, San
Francisco, California, p. 2. On file with City and County of San Francisco Planning Department.
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the mid-Market Street area had become a vital crossroads and viable location for the shops, automobile
dealerships, and ballroom dance venue at 10 South Van Ness Avenue.

Auto Row and the Development of Van Ness Avenue

Concomitant with transportation improvements, the rise of the automobile was also significant in the
development history of the project area and neighborhood. This was particularly true for Van Ness Avenue,
which was known as “Auto Row” from the 1910s through the 1980s.!’

Van Ness Avenue had originally been platted in 1858, as part of the Van Ness Ordinance. Although original
plans envisioned a prestigious residential boulevard, development was slow to take hold, given the (at the
time) relatively remote location. By the 1870s, the lower portion of Van Ness Avenue had developed into
a modest residential area, with duplexes and small single-family homes. Up the hill, development was more
upscale, with mansions and a number of nonresidential buildings, such as churches, hotels, and institutional
buildings, designed to serve new residents.

Following the 1906 earthquake and fire, the character of Van Ness Avenue changed markedly. As the fire
burned, the wide thoroughfare of Van Ness provided an opportunity to slow the fire. Firefighters dynamited
all properties on the east side of Van Ness, from Filbert to Market Streets. This strategy was successful. As
aresult, the Western Addition neighborhood was mostly spared and development began anew on this stretch
of Van Ness, just as the era of the automobile was taking center stage:

Van Ness Avenue, from its beginning at Market Street to just north of Pacific Avenue, was the
premier auto showroom district in San Francisco from shortly after the earthquake and fire of 1906
until the 1980s. Although only a few active auto dealerships remain on the avenue, many buildings
that were built as auto showrooms and that have undergone adaptive reuse survive to the present
day. In addition, many early garages, auto repair shops, and other automotive support buildings still
stand within a two-block radius of Van Ness. This corridor, about 22 blocks in length and slightly
over three blocks in width, contains by far the largest concentration of auto-related buildings in San
Francisco.'®

This history is borne out in the subject property, which has served as an auto salesroom and shop for nearly
a century. In addition, several adjacent properties on Twelfth Street, just west of the subject property, were
identified in the Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures as significant for their association with Auto Row.

The selection of this site also appears to have been timed to coincide with or follow a major road
improvement project to Van Ness Avenue and extension of Van Ness through Market Street. Prior to the
extension of Van Ness Avenue through Market Street, the land occupied by the subject property consisted
of a large rectilinear parcel fronting Market Street and spanning current-day South Van Ness Avenue. At
the time, the site of 10 South Van Ness Avenue was improved with what appears to have been a long, two-
story block, lined with narrow storefronts. According to Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps from 1889 and 1899,
the symmetrical, narrow storefronts varied in offerings, with a number of stores, cleaners, and restaurants
among the merchants housed in the building in the late nineteenth century. With this parcel falling within
the 1906 fire area, the improvement is likely to have been destroyed in the fire. By 1913, the Sanborn Fire

17 Kostura, William. 2010. Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures: A Survey of Automobile-Related Buildings, p. 4. Prepared for
the City of San Francisco Planning Department.

18 Kostura, p. 11.
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Insurance Map shows the former office block gone; the site of 10 South Van Ness Avenue was empty. In
its place, the only improvement on the parcel at that time was Symon Brothers Wrecking Company, which
took up half the lot, with work areas and storage for old lumber. The lot size itself remained rectilinear, and
South Van Ness Avenue did not yet extend through Market Street.

As early as 1918, plans were already in place (and citizen support secured) to extend Van Ness Avenue
through Market Street, as far south as Mission Street.!” Schlesinger and the Fleishhacker brothers are likely
to have recognized the prime real estate that would soon be created by the new Market Street-Van Ness
thoroughfare. They appear to have commissioned the shops and dancehall of 10 South Van Ness Avenue
shortly after the lot was created. The building’s corner-oriented design and entrance reflects its location at
the intersection of Market Street and South Van Ness. Although the extension of South Van Ness Avenue
was not complete until the early 1930s, these plans and likely the initial lot division and road construction
would have already been underway, to allow for the distinctive design and massing of the building. The
Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Area Historic Context Statement thus describes the need for
extending Van Ness through Market Street:

Prior to that time, vehicular traffic had been impaired by the lack of a direct route across Market
Street—a result of Jasper O’Farrell’s 1847 survey which divided either side of Market Street into
vastly different grids. The need to resolve this logjam acquired urgency with the routing of U.S.
101 along Van Ness Avenue in 1933. As a solution, the Department of Public Works condemned
dozens of properties in a swath through the Plan Area, demolished or truncated several buildings,
and extended Van Ness Avenue south to Howard Street, which was renamed South Van Ness
Avenue in 1933.%°

By 1931, the Sanborn Fire Insurance Map shows 10 South Van Ness Avenue extended through Market
Street, framed on the west by Twelfth Street, one of the few remaining pre-1906 remnants of the street grid
adjacent to the subject property. At this point, South Van Ness Avenue only extended as far as Mission
Street. By 1938, the South Van Ness Avenue extension to Howard Street was complete.

19 Technical Publishing Company, San Francisco. “New Electrical Developments, Pacific Central District,” 1 April 1918. The
Journal of Electricity, vol. 40, p. 374. See also: San Francisco Chamber of Commerce. 8 July 1921. “San Francisco Program Ad-
vancing to Realization,” San Francisco Business, vol. 3, p. 13.

20 Page & Turnbull, p. 67-68.
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Figure 26. Van Ness Avenue improvements, as of 1931 (looking north, toward City Hall).
(Source: San Francisco Public Library, cited in Market and Octavia Neighborhood Area

Plan Historic Context Statement, p. 68.)

Figure 27. Project area and surroundings, 1899. The approximate location of 10 South
Van Ness Avenue is indicated by a blue star, the future path of South Van Ness is marked
in blue. (Source: Environmental Data Resources, 2015.)
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Figure 28. Project area and surroundings, 1913. Following the 1906 fire, the lot was
occupied by Symon Brothers Wrecking Company (the current-day location of Bank of
America). By 1918, plans were in place to extend Van Ness through Market Street.
(Source: Environmental Data Resources, 2015.)

Figure 29. Historic aerial photograph, 1931, showing the partial extension of South Van
Ness Avenue through Market Street as far as Mission Street. (Source: Environmental
Data Resources, 2015.)
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Figure 30. By 1938, South Van Ness extended through the Market Street and the South of
Market neighborhood, as far as Howard Street. (Source: Environmental Data Resources,
2015.)
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Figur 31. 1944 view of mid-Market Street at South Van Ness Avenue, looking east
toward the Embarcadero. (Source: San Francisco Public Library)

Figure 32 By 1956, another transportatlon related project changed the character of the
surrounding area: Hrghway 101 had started its westward progression, just below the
South Van Ness extension. (Source: Environmental Data Resources, 2015.)
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INQUIRY #: 4571403.3

YEAR: 1968

Figure 33. Historic aerial the year of the opening of the Fillmore West, 1968, with
Highway 101 completed. (Source: Environmental Data Resources, 2015.)
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IV. SITE HISTORY

Designed by San Francisco architect Clarence C. Tantau, the original portion of 10 South Van Ness Avenue
was constructed in 1926/1927 for a total estimated cost of $250,000. The original 1926 building permit
called for a two-story concrete building for “stores and a dancehall.”?! The property was commissioned by
B.F. Schlesinger and Herbert and Mortimer Fleishhacker (described in more detail below).??> The new
property was thus described by the San Francisco Chronicle, on 11 November 1926:

Accommodations for eight stores are planned for the Market Street frontage, three others will face
Van Ness and one will face Twelfth Street. A large additional area at the rear will be planned to
accommodate a garage or some similar enterprise. Samuels has already closed a lease with
out-of-town capital known as the Van Ness Amusement Company for a ten-year lease on the entire
upper floor of the building, which will have a ceiling elevation of twenty-one feet and will contain
approximately 30,000 square feet of floor space. Exceptional attention has been given to the design
of this floor, which will have a dance area of 100 feet square surrounded by a wide promenade,
lounging rooms and other conveniences of the modern dance hall type.?

Within a month of issuance of the original permit, a second permit filed by B.F. Schlesinger and the
Fleishhacker brothers approved an addition on the south elevation, to house a two-story concrete garage.
This addition was carried out for an estimated cost of $50,000 and designed by San Francisco architect
Perseo Righetti.?*

Building permits, as presented in Appendix A, show a number of exterior and interior alterations over the
years. Many exterior and interior changes reflected the facility’s continuing use, for almost 90 years, as an
automobile showroom. The most visible among these changes include the installation of metal screens
along the north, east, and south elevations (though a number of original features appear extant behind the
screens). Although no permit has specifically identified the date for the additions of the metal screens,
research and historic photographs suggest a date of circa 1985.

" Figure 34. 1926 sketch, 10 South Van Ness Avenue. (Source: San Francisco Chronicle, |
November 1926)

21 City of San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, December 26, 1931, Permit Number 157215.

22 Building Permit 157215.

23 “Contract Let for $250,000 Building in Upper Market Street,” San Francisco Chronicle, 20 November 1926.
24 Building Permit 158501.
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Figure 35. 1929 sketch, El Patio, “The Ballroom of Distinction.” (Source: San Francisco
Chronicle, May 1929)
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Figure 36. 1933 photograph, 10 South Van Ness Avenue, with blade sign on Market
Street and facing Van Ness for “El Patio Dancing.” (Source: San Francisco Architectural
Heritage)
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Figure 37. 1964 photograph, 10 South Van Ness Avenue. (Source: San Francisco Public
Library History Center)

W
Figure 38. 1969 photograph, Fillmore West, “Carousel Ballroom,” 10 South Van Ness
Avenue. (Source: San Francisco Heritage.)
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Figure 39. 1976 photograph, 10 South Van Ness Avenue. (Source: San Francisco
Architectural Heritage Survey)

Figure 40. 10 South Van Ness Avenue, circa 1985. (Source: San Francisco Architectural
Heritage)
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SUMMARY OF ALTERATIONS

As the historic photographs show, one of the most visible alterations over time to the exterior of the property
has been the addition and removal/updating of signage and storefronts. The following highlights alterations
to the property since its construction in 1927, according to visual observations and building permits on file
with the City of San Francisco. Complete building permit records are presented in Appendix A.

1920s-1930s: Since its construction in 1927, the storefronts, spaces, and offices comprising the subject
property have undergone a variety of typical upgrades and alterations. Several months after the property’s
construction, a two-story concrete garage was added to the southern elevation. Additions and alterations
through the 1930s included the installation of neon signs in 1931, 1934, and 1937, storefront remodeling to
one of the Market Street retail spaces, and interior remodeling consisting of the removal of partitions, new
tile and plaster work, and other systems upgrades.

1940s: During the 1940s, a small store room was constructed over the Twelfth Street entrance stairway
(1943) and two concrete walls were removed in the ballroom space of El Patio to accommodate a hat check
room. In 1943, a new exit and entrance were installed for El Patio on Market Street. In 1948, a new masonry
storefront was constructed along Market Street. That same year, along Twelfth Street, the curb was lowered
and a portion of the walls was removed to accommodate a new steel, rolling fire door. A mezzanine storage
room was constructed in 1949 for Les Vogel.

1950s: In 1958, changes to the interior included installation of a new partition dividing the cloak room,
with the partition extending from floor to ceiling, and the removal of several non-load-bearing walls. Fire
safety upgrades in 1958 included new code-compliant exit doors.

1960s: Changes through the 1960s included installation of new horizontal signage (1963) on the exterior
as well as interior remodeling changes to the ballroom space of El Patio. These included the installation of
new partitions enlarging the women’s powder room, relocation of the bandstand, and life/safety upgrades
to meet code requirements. In 1963, a billboard was installed on the roof at the corner of South Van Ness
Avenue and Market Street.

1970s: In 1970, Bill Graham pulled a permit to alter signage on the property. The most extensive changes
appear to have happened after the Fillmore West had ceased operations on the site. In 1973, a $5,000 permit
was pulled to build a wall along the property line to “close off sub-sidewalk space,” which is assumed to
be the recessed theater entrance to the former Fillmore West (see Appendix A for building permit
information). It is unknown whether the permit also included removing the original features of the entrance,
which might be extant behind the wall specified in the permit. In 1979, an estimated $200,000 project
included the installation of office partitions, new bathrooms, showroom, and service area lighting, as well
as new storefronts.

1980s: In 1986, three years prior to the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake, the property underwent $93,000 in
seismic safety upgrades and stabilization, with the addition of four steel A-braces and 18 concrete shear
bays between columns, among other upgrades. In 1988, two cloth-covering awnings were installed on the
car dealership portion of the property.

1990s: Alterations in the 1990s included an interior remodel in 1998 of approximately $250,000, including
seismic and accessibility upgrades. A new roof was installed in 1995.
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2000s-present: Changes included the removal and replacement of awnings and signage, additional seismic
upgrades and remodeling in the car showroom portion of the property, construction of a new fence, door,
and garden area. In 2012, upgrades included interior tenant remodeling and renovation of the showrooms
and service areas, including a new accessible restroom, new partitions, and new flooring.
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V. OWNER/OCCUPANT HISTORY

B.F. SCHLESINGER AND THE FLEISHHACKER BROTHERS

According to building permits on record with the City, the property at 10 S. Van Ness/1545 Market Street
was commissioned by B.F. Schlesinger and Herbert and Mortimer Fleishhacker.? Schlesinger, a native of
the Midwest, hailed from a long line of department store owners; when he arrived in San Francisco, shortly
after the 1906 earthquake, he became the assistant general manager of the Emporium department store.*®
By 1923, Schlesinger had become the store’s general manager;*’ subsequently, he established B.F.
Schlesinger and Sons, Inc., based in Union Square.”

Similarly, the Fleishhacker brothers belonged to a prominent family of business and civic leaders in San
Francisco, as well as a pioneering family of Jewish-American merchants. Herbert and Mortimer were the
sons of Aaron Fleishhacker, a native of Germany who arrived in San Francisco in 1853, where he helped
found Temple Emanu-El. Aaron Fleishhacker was actively “affiliated with almost every Jewish
philanthropic organization” in San Francisco and was known as “Honest Fleishhacker,” a name “given to
him through his reputation of always keeping his word.”? His son Mortimer Fleishhacker, Sr. (1866-1953)
was a banker and entrepreneur who participated in many philanthropic institutions and activities throughout
the Bay Area. He was a founder of the precursor of United Way (originally called “Community Chest”)
and served as a University of California trustee for a number of years.>® Until 1970, the building at 10 S.
Van Ness continued to be owned by the Fleishhacker Foundation, which used rent revenues to invest in
causes of interest to the foundation (primarily arts-related).*!

Herbert Fleishhacker, Sr. (1872-1957), the younger brother, was also an entrepreneur and civic leader best
known for his many philanthropic investments and projects throughout San Francisco. Among the most
famous was the 1924/1925 establishment of Fleishhacker Pool, near the Pacific Ocean and the San
Francisco Zoo (originally called Fleishhacker Zoo). When it opened, Fleishhacker Pool became the largest
outdoor salt-water pool in the United States. High maintenance costs, declining use, and finally storm-
related damage to the pool lead to its closing in 1971. Fleishhacker’s endeavors over the years included
serving as president of the San Francisco Parks Commission and of Anglo California National Bank (which
became Crocker First National Bank in 1955). As of the late 1930s, according to a contemporaneous Time
Magazine article, Herbert was “generally regarded as the West Coast’s No. 2 financier,” but legal troubles
(including “shady dealings™) were said to have damaged his career in banking.*

%5 Building Permit 157215.

26 Bloomfield, Anne. Gables and Fables: A Portrait of San Francisco’s Pacific Heights. Berkeley: Heyday Books, 2007.
27 Polk’s Crocker-Langley San Francisco City Directory 1923.

2 Polk’s Crocker-Langley San Francisco City Directory 1932.

29 Jewish Museum of the American West. N.d. “Aaron Fleishhacker & Sons, Mortimer & Herbert, Jewish Pioneer Merchants,
Manufactures, Bankers and Philanthropists of San Francisco.” Available at: www.jmaw.org/fleishhacker-jewish-san-francisco.
30 Fleishhacker Foundation, “History of the Fleishhacker Foundation.” 2016. Available at: http://www.fleishhackerfounda-
tion.org/about.

31 Jewish Museum of the American West. N.d. “Aaron Fleishhacker & Sons, Mortimer & Herbert, Jewish Pioneer Merchants,
Manufactures, Bankers and Philanthropists of San Francisco.” Available at: www.jmaw.org/fleishhacker-jewish-san-francisco.

32 “Finished Fleishhacker,” 7 November 1938, Time Magazine.
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Figure 41. The subject property was commissioned by B.F. Schlesinger and the
Fleishhacker brothers: Herbert (left, 1956 photo) and Mortimer (right, 1950 photo).
(Source: San Francisco Public Library)

TENANTS

With an original configuration of twelve storefront spaces along Market Street and nearly a century of
continuous use, this property has housed a variety of businesses and office spaces through the years. The
automobile and ballroom uses were part of the original design. Overall, most of the commercial spaces
along the Market Street storefronts have housed automobile-related businesses, including repair shops, parts
distributors, and the dealership at the property’s most prominent corner, South Van Ness Avenue and
Market Street (which has housed Les Vogel Chevrolet, Waters Buick, and Boas International Motors).*?

Apart from the automobile and ballroom related uses, the varied ground-story tenants over the years reflect
the shifts and changes along mid-Market Street and in San Francisco more generally. According to available
city directories, these businesses have ranged from a furniture store (Lachman Brothers Home Furnishings,
1931-1933) to restaurant uses, including Van Ness Coffee and Lunch House (10 S. Van Ness Avenue,
1935) and the Dharma Coffee House, Inc. (1550 Market Street, 1977).

The ground-floor tenants along Market Street have varied and evolved along with broader technological
and economic shifts. 1550 Market Street housed a gas and electric heater company (Hoffman Gas &
Electric, 1935), clothing cleaners shop (1944), Christian Supply Center, Bibles, Books, Sunday School
Supplies (1949), court reporting service (1958), wine importing company (1966), coffee house and
restaurant (1977), fitness studio (2006), and medical publications (2008). Similarly, companies occupying
50 S. Van Ness Avenue have included a speedometer service company (1930), auto repair (1935), insurance
company (1966), an early data processing insurance company (1971-1985), and an interior design shop
(1990-1993). Complete results of city directory research are presented in Appendix B, following this report.

33 Page & Turnbull, March 2007, Department of Parks and Recreation Series 523 Forms, 12 South Van Ness Avenue. On file
with San Francisco Planning Department.
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10 South Van Ness Avenue was custom-built to house stores and shops on the ground stories and a spacious,
open-plan dancehall on the top story. (However, a court case between the owner of the dance hall and the
neighboring competitor, Balconnades dance hall, is said to have stalled the opening of El Patio until 1929.
Initially listed as the El Patio Dancing Academy, the El Patio Ballroom was open for business by 1930.%
Billing itself as “America’s Finest Ballroom,” El Patio was “one of the better-known clubs” in San
Francisco.*® Under the direction of John L. Wolohan, the house orchestra played both current music and
the waltzes of prior years for patrons.*’

34

e a—

Figure 42. John Wolohan and His Orchestra at El Patio Ballroom, “America’s Finest
Ballroom.” (Source: JohnWolohan.BandCamp.com)

e ——

Figure 43. 1933 photograph, 10 South Van Ness Avenue, with blade sign on Market
Street and facing Van Ness for “El Patio Dancing.” (Source: San Francisco Architectural
Heritage)

34 “Seal Broken, Hall Emptied,” San Francisco Chronicle, 3 September 1928.
35 Polk’s Crocker-Langley San Francisco City Directory 1930 and 1931.

36 Ad, San Francisco Chronicle, 27, September 1929. Also, “Downtown Dancing, San Francisco, California,” KQED; available
at http://www.kged.org/w/bigband/halls/downtown.html.

37 Pimsleur, J.L., 23 March 1995, “Maurie F. Wolohan, Obituary,” San Francisco Chronicle.
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Figure 44. 1933 photograph, 10 South Van Ness Avenue. (Source: San Francisco
Architectural Heritage)

Although San Francisco averaged four ballrooms during the 1930s, that number dipped to just one by 1941,
with El Patio appearing to have been the lone survivor in San Francisco during World War I1.°® After the
war years, dancehalls and ballrooms saw a renaissance and reached their height of popularity in 1951, with
11 total in San Francisco through the decade.* Their popularity began to decline into the 1960s. By 1963,
El Patio had become the Carousel Ballroom, which operated under the Civic Center Ballrooms of California
Inc.* and City Center Ballroom.*' The Carousel Ballroom continued to carry on the ballroom tradition of
music and dancing until 1968.

The bottom floor of the building has housed a wide variety of shops, automobile dealerships, and offices
since its construction in the 1920s. As of 1929, Harry J. Lee sold Durant automobiles from the property. In
1930, El Patio Golf Greens took out an ad to announce its grand opening.*? From 1931 until 1933, Gus and
Edward Lachman filled the ground floor with Lachman Bros. Home Furnishings.* Additional tenants have
included the Fur Doctor in 1935,* Lindy’s Café in 1937,* and Gilbert Finance Co. in 1939.4

In 1935, Les Vogel Chevrolet Co. established a showroom at 10 South Van Ness Avenue that continued to
operate until at least the mid-1960s.*’ In the 1960s, Waters Buick also operated in the space.*® Car
dealerships to have operated from the property also included Honda, which occupied the building from the

3 Polk’s Crocker-Langley San Francisco City Directory 1941.

3 Polk’s Crocker-Langley San Francisco City Directory 1951.

40 Building Permit 259043.

41 Building Permit 260148.

42 Ad, San Francisco Chronicle, 25, September 1929.

43 Polk’s Crocker-Langley San Francisco City Directory 1931, 1932 and 1933; Building Permit 1489581.
44 Building Permit 16704.

45 Building Permit 25635.

46 Building Permit 45243.

47 Polk’s Crocker-Langley San Francisco City Directory, 1935; Polk’s San Francisco City Directory, 1961.
48 Polk’s San Francisco City Directory 1964-1965.
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mid-1980s. Although numerous tenants operated from the building, it continued to remain in the hands of
Mortimer Fleishhacker’s family foundation until 1970. A complete list of tenants, as drawn from available
city directories, is presented in tabular format below.

Figure 45. 1964 photograph, 10 South Van Ness Avenue. (Source: San Francisco Public
Library History Center)

CAROUSEL BALLROOM AND THE FILLMORE WEST

By 1963, the El Patio Ballroom atop 10 South Van Ness Avenue had become the Carousel Ballroom,
operated by City Center Ballroom. By March 1968, the venue’s ballroom days had ended when a
consortium of San Francisco musicians, including members of the Grateful Dead and Jefferson Airplane,
took over the lease and began staging rock concerts in the hall.** Within six months, however, the new
operators of the venue had accumulated a significant debt and went out of business.

At that point, infamous San Francisco music promoter and impresario Bill Graham had already been
looking for an alternative site for his Fillmore Auditorium (located on Fillmore Street and Geary Boulevard
in the Western Addition since 1966). Graham took over management of the Carousel Ballroom and
rechristening it “Fillmore West” (though the name Carousel Ballroom remained on the building’s exterior
and continued to appear in concert posters for the Fillmore West).

49 “The Monterey Police and Pops Festival,” San Francisco Chronicle, 13 March 1968.
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Figure 46. July 1968, Bill Graham at Market Street entrance to the Fillmore West. At the
time, the entrance walls appear to have been sheathed with stamped tile, in vertical

patterns of white and a darker color. (Source: San Francisco Chronicle, July 2015)
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Figure 47. 1969 photograph, Fillmore West, “Carousel Ballroom,” 10 South Van Ness
Avenue. (Source: San Francisco Heritage.)

V.
producer

HERBERT F. DECKER

Figure 48. Screen shot from the 1972 documentary, “Last Days at the Fillmore.” The film
begins with Bill Graham walking the periphery of 10 South Van Ness Avenue, which is
lined by concertgoers waiting to enter the venue.
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Figure 51. Screen shots from the 1972 documenta “Last Days at the Fillmore.’

> Shows
the interior of the venue, during Tuesday’s basketball nights. Shows the characteristic

decorative arches around the periphery of the building.

Although the Fillmore West occupied 10 South Van Ness Avenue for just under four years, the venue,
through Graham’s work, made a significant contribution to San Francisco arts and culture and American
rock. Graham helped popularize an approach for staging music that remains the norm, by dispensing with
seating and providing a more participatory experience, similar to the atmosphere of outdoor venues. As a
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young Belva Davis reported on CBS’s San Francisco affiliate, KPIX, on 28 January 1969, “It’s almost
impossible to describe the feeling of being in a rock dance. Maybe that’s why so many young people flock
here every weekend to see what Bill Graham and Fillmore West is all about.”>® Graham had begun his
career as one of the first paid employees of the San Francisco Mime Troupe; the Fillmore West re-created
this experiential, festival-like atmosphere. In this way, El Patio’s open-plan ballroom, as well as its prime
location on Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, proved ideal.

Through the Fillmore West, Graham exposed concertgoers not only to rock’s new sound but also to its
roots. In his estimation, without pioneering jazz, blues, and soul musicians, rock would not have existed.
In this way, Graham was as much tastemaker as he was promoter. Already well into his thirties by the time
the Fillmore West opened, he understood the appetite of young audiences for the new “San Francisco
sound” but also the relevance of a wide range of musicians. In 1968, Michael Lydon noted in the New York
Times that,

While rock is the staple of the Fillmore diet and the money spinner, it is not all... [Graham] has
gone out of his way to present blues men, not only B.B. and Albert King, but Albert Collins, John
Lee Hooker, Freddy King, James Cotton, Magic Sam and Jimmy Reed; to experiment with
unknowns like H.P. Lovecraft and countless San Francisco groups; even to put New Orleans’s
Preservation Hall Band on a bill with the Grateful Dead.>!

Graham explained the approach: “we could prepare a bill like a well-rounded meal. Along with the rock
headliner, we’d put a side order of blues or jazz on the menu—a B.B. King or Roland Kirk or Howlin’
Wolf. Or we’d co-bill the Grateful Dead with Miles Davis. It was a righteous thing to do.”>? The line-ups
at the Fillmore West were masterful and eclectic, with performers including Count Basie, Cannonball
Adderly, Lenny Bruce, Afro-Haitian dancers, and many others. As music writer Ralph Gleason observed,
“‘Bill has given San Francisco and America a crash course in the history of American popular music.””>*

S0 KPIX Eyewitness News. 28 January 1969. News report by Belva Davis on Fillmore West and Bill Graham. (Source: San Fran-
cisco Bay Area Television Archive, San Francisco State University; available at: https://diva.sfsu.edu/collections/sfbatv/bun-
dles/218472)

3! Lydon, Michael. “The Producer of the New Rock, Bill Graham.” The New York Times, 15 December 1968.

2 Zimmerman, Nadya. 2008. Counterculture Kaleidoscope: Musical and Cultural Perspectives on Late Sixties San Francisco,
Chapter 1, “Refusing to Play, Pluralism, and Anything Goes: Defining the Counterculture” (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michi-
gan Press), p. 13.

33 Lydon, Michael. “The Producer of the New Rock, Bill Graham.” The New York Times, 15 December 1968.
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Figure 52. “Bill Graham Presents” Fillmore West poster for Grateful Dead and Miles
Davis Quintet (left) and Iron Butterfly and Sir Douglas Quintet (right).
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Figure 53. Fillmore West/Carousel Ballroom poster for Moby Grape and It’s a Beautiful
Day (left) and “Bill Graham Presents” Aretha Franklin, Queen of Soul (right).
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Figure 54. “Bill Graham Presents,” Fillmore West posters for Led Zepplin (left)
and B.B. King and Albert King (right).

In addition, for many of the artists, performances at the Fillmore West exposed them to a new audience,
primarily young, primarily Anglo-American. For example, in 1968 when B.B. King played at Fillmore
West “for the first time, he found himself playing for a large white audience, a sellout crowd of flower-
children.” King recalled his introduction to the Fillmore West stage by Graham:

Bill Graham gave me a straight-to-the-point introduction. ‘Ladies and gentlemen,’” he said, ‘the
Chairman of the Board, B.B. King.” By the time I strapped on Lucille, every single person in the
place was standing up and cheering like crazy. For the first time in my career I got a standing
ovation before I played. Couldn’t help but cry. With tears streaming down, I thought to myself,
These kids love me before I’ve hit a note. How can I repay them for this love? The answer came in
my music. I played that night like I’ve never played before. [I] played all my stuff with all my heart
while they stayed on their feet, screaming and stomping for nearly three hours. It was hard for me
to believe that this was happening, that the communication between me and the flower children
was so tight and right. But it was true, it was probably the best performance of my life.>*

Through the years, King continued to view his Fillmore West performance as a turning point in his career.*
The Fillmore, Fillmore West, and Fillmore East, though, were also renowned for showcasing pioneering
“San Francisco sound” bands and artists, such as the Grateful Dead, Jefferson Airplane, and Janis Joplin,
among countless others.

3 Gussow, Adam. ““W here Is the Love?’: Racial Violence, Racial Healing, and Blues Communities.” Southern Cultures, vol.
12, no. 4 (winter 2006): p. 50.

33 Weiner, Tim. “B.B. King, Defining Bluesman for Generations, Dies at 89,” The New York Times, 15 May 2015.
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Figure 55. Screen shot from 28 January 1969 KPIX Eyewitness News report by Belva
Davis on Fillmore West and Bill Graham. (Source: San Francisco Bay Area Television
Archive, San Francisco State University; available at:
https://diva.sfsu.edu/collections/sfbatv/bundles/218472)

Even a partial list of Fillmore West performances in 1968 reads like a who’s-who of the annals of American
rock, jazz, soul, and blues. Performers included Buddy Guy, Blue Cheer, Ike & Tina Turner, Freddie King
Lights, Big Brother and the Holding Company, Sly and the Family Stone, Jeff Beck Group, Moby Grape,
Santana, Iron Butterfly, Canned Heat, Ornette Coleman, Eric Burdon and the Animals, Blood Sweat and
Tears, Who, Credence Clearwater Revival, Grateful Dead, Staple Singers, Preservation Jazz Band, Chuck
Berry, Steve Miller, Albert King, Gordon Lightfoot, Jefferson Airplane, Ballet Afro-Haiti, Procol Harum,
Quicksilver, Sun Ra Lights, Moody Blues, It’s a Beautiful Day, Deep Purple, Country Joe and the Fish.

The Fillmore West also became as much a community center as it was a performance venue. An avid fan
of basketball, Graham staged weekly games on the dance floor of the Fillmore West (with the team wearing
Fillmore West basketball jerseys). In addition, Tuesday night “audition nights” provided opportunities to
new local bands at the Fillmore West. For $1, concertgoers could hear relatively unknown artists and bands;
through the experience, the bands gained exposure and the possibility for booking shows at the Fillmore
West. In keeping with Graham’s history with the San Francisco Mime Troupe and the tradition of outdoor
theater and performances, the Fillmore West also sponsored free performances in Golden Gate Park.

In addition to the “Live at the Fillmore West” recordings, the venue’s continuing influence is reflected in
its iconic concert posters, which have been the topic of retrospective books, exhibits, and scholarly studies.
Graham realized “a steady though relatively small income from the Fillmore posters, the beautifully
illegible dance advertisements that started the craze for psychedelic posters.”*® Graham also started a
booking agency and two record labels, Fillmore Records and San Francisco Records, to produce recordings
from the Fillmore West and East. The office for Graham’s recording labels was across the street from

% Lydon, 15 December 1968.
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Fillmore West, at 1550 Market Street. Through hundreds of concerts, between 1968 and July 1971, the
Fillmore West became one of the United States’ most iconic rock concert halls, as well as an emblem of
San Francisco music and culture in the late 1960s. Upon the venue’s closing in July 1971, the San Francisco
Chronicle observed that the Fillmore West had

spawned the development of a dancing generation and a roster of musicians that has given San
Francisco a name in contemporary pop music similar to the one New Orleans and Kansas City
and Chicago had in the evolution of jazz.>’

The movement that inspired the “San Francisco sound” was of course devotedly anti-establishment. As this
movement’s art and music became increasingly popularized, criticism began that the movement had been
compromised. According to Graham, this critique ultimately played a role in his decision in 1971 to close
the Fillmore West and East. Among other reasons, Graham cited the loss of the esprit de corps that had
originally attracted him to San Francisco’s counterculture movement. Although he continued to work in the
music industry, Graham closed both Fillmore venues with a month of each other in June and July of 1971.

Final performances in the months leading up to the Fillmore West’s closing included Aretha Franklin, who
played three consecutive nights. The performances “were a milestone in Aretha’s career, resulting in the
classic album Aretha Live at Fillmore West.” Of the performance, Boston Globe writer Ernie Santusuosso
had written, “Earlier, during the closing bars of her opener, ‘Respect,” she had promised: ‘Relax, loan
yourselves to us for a few minutes...just feel good. I promise you when you leave here you will have
enjoyed this show as much as any you have had an occasion to see. All right?’ Aretha Franklin was true to
her word and, happily, this performance has been preserved as a remarkable memento of both the artist and
the Fillmore.”>®

Figure 56. On stage at the Fillmore West: Aretha Franklin and Ray Char-le.s eft, 1971);
Bo Diddley (right, 1970).

7 “Closing of the Fillmore West,” San Francisco Chronicle, 4 July 1971.
8 Glatt, p. 336.
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As with B.B. King, Aretha Franklin’s performances at the Fillmore West “also exposed her to a new white
audience for the first time, turning her into a superstar. A beaming Bill Graham walked onstage to introduce
her, saying: ‘For all of us here at the Fillmore West, it’s a long-awaited privilege and a great pleasure to
bring out the number-one-lady, Miss Aretha Franklin. On the final night, Ray Charles joined Aretha
onstage, giving Bill Graham a career highlight. ‘It was one of the magnificent moments of my life,” he later
said.”®® The next morning, San Francisco Chronicle columnist John L. Wasserman

applauded Bill Graham for “hustling, haranguing, conning and cajoling” Aretha to record her live
album at the Fillmore West. “After five years of enjoying the best rock music available
anywhere...we tend to take Fillmore West for granted. On the basis of the quality and quantity of
acts, the unequalled production of Bill Graham, attendance and ticket prices, Fillmore West is
simply the world’s greatest rock and roll music hall.®

By the time Fillmore West closed in July 1971, the venue had hosted, according to Graham, upwards of
1,200 shows attended by four million customers.®! Newspapers throughout the United States (and beyond)
reported on the closing of the Fillmore West, with the Los Angeles Times calling the venue “rock’s most
famous concert hall.”®? Since 1966, “Bill Graham, the rock impresario, had presented popular rock
performances” at the Fillmore West and East, which had become “centers of the American rock scene. Mr.
Graham, in closing the Fillmores, said he was disillusioned with a rock scene that had bred mass
commercialization, greedy performers and drug abuse.”® When the Fillmore East and West closed in 1971,
Jac Holzman of Elektra Records wrote: “An era has passed—our twin meccas of music will be missed.”®*
In subsequent years, the 1971 closing of the Fillmore West is the oft-cited bookend to San Francisco’s
flower power era and heyday of the psychedelic music scene.

SAN FRANCISCO MUSIC IMPRESARIO, BILL GRAHAM

Bill Graham was one of the most influential and controversial figures in the annals of American rock. As
Rolling Stone writer Ben Fong-Torres wrote (following Graham’s 1991 death), “When in the mid-Sixties
San Francisco came to represent nothing left to lose, there was a handful of identifiable pioneers that
changed the face, the sound and the style of pop culture. The changers included...Bill Graham.” Graham,
Fong-Torres wrote, was one of a “handful of identifiable pioneers that changed the face, the sound and the
style of pop culture.”® Over 20 years later, in a March 2016, the San Francisco Chronicle observed that
“For a quarter of a century, Graham was rock’n’roll’s greatest live music impresario. Between his
inconspicuous start with a benefit concert for the San Francisco Mime Troupe at the original Fillmore
Auditorium in 1965 to his death at age 60 in a helicopter crash in 1991, the Bay Area mogul fundamentally
changed the live music business.”%

% Glatt, p. 336.
0 Glatt, p. 337.
o1 Glatt, p. 350.
2 os Angeles Times, 6 July 1971, “Concert Marks End of Fillmore West.”
% New York Times, 6 July 1971, “Fillmore West Rolls into Rock Age Past.”
4 Glatt, p. 354.

05 Fong-Torres, Ben. “Land of the Dead: San Francisco, Where It All Began,” Rolling Stone, 21 September 1995.

% Vaziri, Aidin. 10 March 2016. “Bill Graham’s Legacy Celebrated at Contemporary Jewish Museum,” San Francisco Chroni-
cle.
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Figure 57. Bill Graham, on left, with his family in circa 1938; on right, with Roy, Alfred,
and Pearl Ehrenreich, his adopted family, 1943, Bronx, New York. Source: San Francisco
Chronicle, 10 March 2016.

Figure 58. Screen shot from 28 January 1969 KPIX Eyewitness News report by Belva
Davis on Fillmore West and Bill Graham. (Source:
https://diva.sfsu.edu/collections/sfbatv/bundles/218472)
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The son of Russian-Jewish immigrants in Germany, Graham was born Wulf Wolodia Grajonca in Berlin
on January 8, 1931. In the late 1930s, after the Nazis had seized power in Germany, Graham escaped to
France on a kindertransport. He eventually made his way to New York in 1941, where he was adopted by
a Jewish family from the Bronx; his mother and sister died in a German concentration camp. Graham served
in the Korean War, during which time, in a sign of things to come, he “was both court-martialed and
decorated.”®’

After attending New York City College, where he studied business administration, Graham made a visit to
San Francisco just as flower child/hippie movement was emerging. During that visit, Graham later
recounted having seen a performance of the San Francisco Mime Troupe in Lafayette Park. The
performance was broken up by the police for alleged obscenity. Graham was hooked. He later spoke of an
esprit de corps and “a community that wanted to exchange that feeling of ‘let’s have a good time.””%® With
this, Graham felt, he “finally was in the right place at the right time.”®’

Once in San Francisco, after holding a number of jobs, Graham worked as the regional office manager for
Allis-Chalmers. This was short lived, however, when Graham quit to become the business manager for the
San Francisco Mime Troupe. While the relationship with the San Francisco Mime Troupe was short-lived,
it paved the way for Graham to begin producing music and live events, under the “Bill Graham Presents”
label that remained his brand throughout his career.

Graham staged his first rock concert in December 1965 at the Fillmore Auditorium; the venue quickly
served as the launch pad for the most influential and innovative bands of the late 1960s, in particular those
that invented the “San Francisco sound.” Graham’s Fillmore Auditorium and Fillmore West regularly
staged performances by the Grateful Dead, Santana, Quicksilver Messenger Service, Boz Scaggs, Hot Tuna
and its predecessor, Jefferson Airplane. Two years after opening the original Fillmore, with the popularity
of the shows growing and the venue limited in size, Graham moved the Fillmore West to South Van Ness
Avenue and Market Street, to a well-established dance and music hall in operation since the 1930s.

As early as 1968, within a few years of opening the Fillmore, a New York Times profile on Graham noted
that it wasn’t just the

size, efficiency and profitability of this empire that make him a heavy. It is that he is a good
producer. Rock musicians, in fact almost all entertainers, are dogged by producers who stick them
on cramped stages with bad lighting and worse acoustics... Even if competent, most producers treat
the entertainers and their work as low-risk quick-return commodities, neatly labeled rock, rhythm
and blues, jazz or pop. Graham is an exception. Ralph Gleason, the knowledgeable critic of The
San Francisco Chronicle, calls him ‘the best producer since Norman Granz’ (who did the ‘Jazz at
the Philharmonic’ tours and started Verve Records).”®

The reputation of the Fillmore grew to the point that, writing in late 1968, the New York Times noted that
“the Fillmores are now what the Savoy, the Paramount and the Apollo used to be—great stages on which
anyone who counts appears; to make it on them is to make it with the whole youth market.”7*

7 Vaziri, 2016.

%8 Sherman, Sandra. 23 June 1972. “Rock Producer Bill Graham: ‘Mother’ of Fillmore West,” The Jewish Exponent.
% Sherman, 1972.

70 Lydon, 15 December 1968.

71 Lydon, 15 December 1968.
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As noted in the previous section, Graham’s talent as a promoter had much to do with his interest in staging
diverse groups, in order to expose new audiences to a range of performers. As Graham told San Francisco
reporter Belva Davis, in a CBS interview in 1969:

We don’t just run a dancehall, I don’t think we’re in the ballroom business only. We’re in the
business of changing the taste of the public, introducing different types of acts, creating an
environment... we don’t just put an act on the stage. ...we’re very much concerned with what
happens to Joe and Jane date when they come in here...what happens to them, not just in relation
to the talent on the stage. But in relation to the place and the other people here and... If you walk
into the lobby here, you might be worried about people watching you. You might just pick up an
apple and start munching on it. Well this is usually a private thing. Subconsciously you’re dropping
your inhibitions, which will make it more conducive for you to listen freely and be affected freely,
and you to affect others.”

In October 1991, 20 years after the closing of the Fillmore West, Graham died in a helicopter crash at the
age of 60. Graham’s memorial concert, held on the Golden Gate Park Polo Fields, was attended by over
300,000. Three months following his death, Graham was inducted into the Rock and Roll Hall of Fame.
(As of March 2016, an exhibit on Graham’s life is on view in San Francisco the Contemporary Jewish
Museum.)

Following Graham’s death, Michael Goldberg wrote in Rolling Stone:

For three decades Bill Graham ruled live Rock & Roll. It wasn't simply that he was on a first name
basis with just about every important rock star, he was one of the few people in the music business
who could hold his own with any of them and who, in his own right, was their equal. Graham didn't
simply stage thousands of rock concerts, that was business as usual for his skilled organization. He
really earned his reputation by putting together extraordinary benefits and rock events on almost a
yearly basis.

For thirty years, Graham never stopped raising money for dozens of causes, ranging from AIDS
research to the Haight Ashbury Free Medical Clinic, Amnesty International to the San Francisco
Mime Troupe. Graham never seemed happier than when he was harnessing the tremendous power
of rock & roll for the good of a cause. He truly seemed to delight in bringing together the biggest
names in pop music to help make the world a better place, while at the same time making himself
just a little bit more legendary.”

72 KPIX Eyewitness News. 28 January 1969. News report by Belva Davis on Fillmore West and Bill Graham. Source: San Fran-
cisco Bay Area Television Archive, San Francisco State University; available at: https://diva.sfsu.edu/collections/sfbatv/bun-
dles/218472.

73 Goldberg, Michael, December 1991, “Bill Graham,” Rolling Stone Magazine.

Page 55





T@KNST@NE Part | HRE, 10 S. Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California
CONSULTING

SWCA

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

VI. ARCHITECT/BUILDER/DESIGNER

The original portion of the building at 10 South Van Ness was designed in 1926 by San Francisco architect
Clarence C. Tantau for B.F. Schlesinger and Herbert and Mortimer Fleishhacker.” Approximately one
month after the original building permit was issued for construction, Schlesinger and the Fleishhacker
brothers commissioned Perseo Righetti to design an attached garage addition to the south of the building.”

CLARENCE TANTAU, ARCHITECT

Tantau (1884-1943) was a native of San Francisco and a member of the American Institute of Architects.”®
In 1917, Tantau partnered with John K. Branner, with whom he continued to work through circa 1920.
Tantau became known primarily for his residential work for “the exclusive millionaire colony at Pebble
Beach””” and the Del Monte Hotel, which he designed in tandem with Louis Hobart. According to the
Pebble Beach Historic Context Statement, Tantau was “[l]ikely the most prolific architect in the early
development of Pebble Beach. Based in San Francisco, he was best known for his Spanish style residences
and commercial buildings.””®

In addition to his active practice in Pebble Beach and San Francisco, over the course of his career Tantau
completed numerous commissions throughout the extended Bay Area, including residences in Atherton,
Berkeley, Burlingame, Hillsborough, Monterey, Moss Beach, Piedmont, and Santa Cruz.” Other notable
projects include 1675 California Street (Du Broy Motor Car Company, 1917), 2090 Vallejo Street
(residence, 1919), the Monterey Peninsula Country Club (1925), and the San Francisco Building at the
Golden Gate International Exposition (1939).%

PERSEO RIGHETTI, ARCHITECT

Perseo Righetti was a local architect whose practice focused on work for members of San Francisco’s
Italian-American community. Righetti partnered with H.P. Kuhl prior to 1909 and with A. Headman from
1909-1914. He is most known for design of the 414 Mason Street (Native Sons of the Golden West Building
#2, 1911-1912) and 1239 Main Street, Angels Camp (Calaveras County Bank, 1900).%!

74 Building Permit 157215.

75 Building Permit 158501.

76 “Clarence A. Tantau,” San Francisco Chronicle, 21 April 1943.

77 “Architect to Tour Europe,” San Francisco Chronicle, 4 August 1928.

78 Page & Turnbull, August 2013, Pebble Beach Historic Context Statement, Pebble Beach, Monterey County, California. Pre-
pared for Monterey County, p. 88.

7 Clarence A. Tantau Architect’s Collection, Environmental Design Archives, UC Berkeley.
80 San Francisco Heritage file on Clarence Tantau.

81 Cunningham, Judith. National Register Nomination for Calaveras County Bank, 1984.
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VIl. EVALUATION

CRITERIA FOR SIGNIFICANCE, CALIFORNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Created in 1992 and implemented in 1998, the CRHR is “an authoritative guide in California to be used by
state and local agencies, private groups, and citizens to identify the state’s historical resources and to
indicate what properties are to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse
change.”® Certain properties, including those listed in or formally determined eligible for listing in the
NRHP and California Historical Landmarks numbered 770 and higher, are automatically included in the
CRHR. According to PRC Section 5024.1(c), a resource, either an individual property or a contributor to a
historic district, may be listed in the CRHR if the State Historical Resources Commission determines that
it meets one or more of the following criteria, which are modeled on NRHP criteria:

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of California’s history and cultural heritage.

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values.

Criterion 4: It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory.

In addition to meeting these criteria, a property must retain historic integrity, which is defined in National
Register Bulletin 15 as the ability of a property to convey the reasons for its significance. In order to assess
integrity, the National Park Service recognizes seven aspects or qualities that, considered together, define
historic integrity. Resources whose historic integrity does not meet NRHP criteria may still be eligible for
listing in the CRHR.

To retain integrity, a property must possess several, if not all, of these seven qualities:

1. Location — the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic
event occurred;

2. Design — the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a
property;

3. Setting — the physical environment of a historic property;

4. Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of
time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property.

5. Workmanship — the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any
given period in history or prehistory;

6. Feeling — a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time;

7. Association — the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic property.

82 Public Resources Code, Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1.
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Per the guidance provided by the San Francisco Planning Department, the current evaluation weighs
potential significance under CRHR Ceriteria 1 and 2, with a focus on the property’s history as a dancehall
and music venue.

10 South Van Ness Avenue appears eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 1, for its association with the
internationally celebrated and iconic Fillmore West. In San Francisco and throughout the United States (and
beyond), the counterculture art and spirit of 1960°s-era San Francisco was embodied in the Fillmore West.
The legacy and importance of this venue continues to be reflected in the now-iconic, psychedelic Fillmore
West concert posters, which have themselves become the topic of scholarly work in sociocultural and art
history studies. The Fillmore West legacy also lives on in the many “Live at the Fillmore West” recordings,
which have also become highly significant in the annals of American music.

For a short time prior to opening the Fillmore West in the subject property, Bill Graham had staged
performances in the Fillmore Auditorium, located in the Western Addition on Geary Boulevard and
Fillmore Street. Within a year at this location, Graham was already searching for a new venue, due to space
and location constraints. In 1968, Graham moved operations to the subject property, when he took over the
lease of the former Carousel Ballroom from Ron Rakow, an associate of the Grateful Dead, and christened
the venue the Fillmore West.®* Graham’s Fillmore East operated in New York City from 1968 to 1971, the
same years he ran the Fillmore West.

While the earlier Fillmore Auditorium is extant in the Western Addition, the Fillmore West and its
significance in San Francisco’s sociocultural history (and the history of American rock music and culture)
are singular.®* The period of significance is 1968 to 1971.

The property also appears eligible under Criterion 2 for its direct association with music promoter,
impresario, and Fillmore West founder Bill Graham. The period of significance is 1968 to 1971.

El Patio Ballroom

Prior to the establishment of the Fillmore West, the ballroom space known as El Patio from the 1920s
through early 1960s, then as Carousel Ballroom until 1968. Less is known about El Patio, but through much
of the first half of the twentieth century, the venue served as one of San Francisco’s most successful, best-
known ballrooms and concert spaces. During the Great Depression, El Patio was one of a handful of
entertainment venues that survived the economic downturn of the day. As times changed, the venue
survived and adapted, from the Great Depression through World War II, and through the 1950s and early
1960s.

Archival research carried out for this study did not reveal an adequate amount of information on the
developmental and social history of El Patio such that a finding of significance can be made. The ballroom
was a long-standing entertainment venue in San Francisco in continuous use on the site for over 40 years.
Based on available data, it cannot be argued with certainty that the property meets the eligibility criteria.

83 Page & Turnbull, Inc., March 2007, 12 South Van Ness Avenue, Department of Parks and Recreation Building, Structure, and
Object Record, Series 523B Form. On file with City and County of San Francisco Planning Department.

8% A separate evaluation of the Fillmore Auditorium is beyond the scope of the present study. Any subsequent study should con-
sider Bill Graham’s early tenure in the Fillmore Auditorium, as well as the venue’s years as the Elite Club, an early, well-known
punk rock club in San Francisco, and as a later venue for Bill Graham Presents, among others.
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SUMMARY OF INTEGRITY THRESHOLDS FOR CRHR

This section offers a summary of the integrity thresholds of the property for the CRHR. A detailed
examination of each aspect of integrity follows this section.

In accordance with the integrity thresholds for CRHR eligibility, the property retains integrity of location,
design, setting, and association and continues to convey the reasons for its significance. This finding is
based on a consideration of the rareness of the resource and its sociocultural (rather than architectural)
significance, as the location of the Fillmore West and in direct association with San Francisco music
promoter and impresario Bill Graham. The retention of integrity is also based on the presence of extant
(though currently covered) character-defining features on the exterior and interior, and the reversibility of
a number of alterations (such as the auto-lifts in the interior ballroom space).

Therefore, the Fillmore West retains integrity such that it meets the eligibility criteria for the CRHR, under
Criteria 1 and 2. The property therefore qualifies as an historical resource under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

INTEGRITY ANALYSIS

The following section presents the integrity analysis conducted for 10 South Van Ness Avenue, according
to each of the seven aspects of integrity.

1. Location: the place where the historic property was constructed/historic event occurred

The property retains integrity of location. In terms of the aspects of integrity most important
for conveying the sociocultural significance of the Fillmore West, the venue’s prominent loca-
tion at the corner of South Van Ness Avenue and Market Street is particularly critical in con-
veying its significance.

2. Design: combination of elements that create the form/plan/space/structure/style of a property

Overall, based on the property’s period of and reasons for significance, the property retains
integrity of design. In terms of alterations, the property displays several visible changes in
design that reflect its ongoing, evolving uses over time. These include the removal of the orig-
inal Fillmore West blade side and marquee atop the Market Street entrance, as well as removal
of the marquee over the 10 South Van Ness Avenue entrance. In addition, the original deeply
recessed theater entrance of the Fillmore West (which appears to have been sheathed in
stamped tile, with columns of white tiles interspersed with a darker border) is currently covered
by concrete slabs. It was extant as of circa 1976 (according to the San Francisco Architectural
Heritage survey photo). It is unknown whether any of the original features of the entrance are
extant behind the concrete slabs (this alteration is potentially reversible).

Additional extant character-defining features that express the building’s design include the

overall symmetrical design composition and decorative pilasters and ornament; the rhythmic
bays and fenestration pattern; decorative Spanish Colonial Revival-style parapet, which marks
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the entrance to the former El Patio Ballroom/Fillmore West, among other features. Some of
these features are slightly obscured by metal screens on the north, east, and south elevations; if
the metal screens were removed, the essential form of the building and these character-defining
features remain intact. Character-defining features on the interior include the open plan, with
few walls or divisions, overall spatial relationships of the open plan to the arcaded spaces along
the periphery, and the incorporation of decorative arches. On the interior, a number of steel
automobile lifts were bolted to the concrete floor of the ballroom. If the automobile-lifts were
removed, the essential form of the ballroom (its open-plan and relationship to the arcaded
spaces and decorative arches) would remain intact. In this way, the interior space appears to
retain its original dimensions, as designed in 1926 to serve as an open ballroom.

Based on a 1972 documentary about the final week of the Fillmore West, which included a
number of images of the concert space, the Fillmore West interior appears to have been a sim-
ple, purpose-driven space during the period of significance. It was an open-plan ballroom, a
feature that remains intact (since the automobile-lifts are reversible and, if removed, would
leave the essential form of the room intact). The openness of the ballroom and spatial relation-
ships and circulation paths (including the open, switch-back staircase) of the interior in general
remain intact and have not been destroyed or disrupted through the extension addition of inte-
rior walls or obstructions.

The main design motif in the ballroom is a series of decorative, elaborately curved arches.
These arches appear in documentary photographs and in videos of the Fillmore West during its
period of significance. Because the ballroom is otherwise simple and purpose-driven in design,
and because the arches are highly distinctive, this design motif contributes to the retention of
integrity of design, such that a concertgoer from 1970 would recognize the arches framing the
ballroom as belonging to the Fillmore West.

By the time Bill Graham launched the Fillmore West, the elements of the building that con-
veyed its overall design (which includes form, plan, and space) included not just the building’s
ornamental detailing and style, however, but also its distinctive form and plan. The form and
plan of 10 South Van Ness Avenue (which measures 227 feet along Market Street, 344 feet
along South Van Ness Avenue, and 315 feet along Twelfth Street) reflect the property’s unu-
sual development history, which was created when Van Ness Avenue was extended through
Market Street. The irregular, triangular-sized lot was created by the diagonal swath cut through
the previous rectilinear lot by South Van Ness.

Since that time, the building has not been changed in height or width through significant addi-
tions. The building envelope, plan, and form are highly intact. Given the unusual and imposing
scale of the building, its form and plan remain intact.

In addition, given the period of significance (1968 to 1971), the property had already undergone
decades of updates and changes by the time the Fillmore West occupied the building. There-
fore, given its social significance and eligibility under Criterion 1 and 2 (rather than 3), the
property retains sufficient integrity of design.
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Setting: the physical environment of a historic property

The property retains integrity of setting. Its setting at the corner of South Van Ness Avenue
and Market Street, in an area of the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Area known for
its eclectic development history and uses, remains sufficiently intact to convey significance.

Materials: the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period
of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property.

The property does not retain integrity of materials. There have been enough alterations to
the ballroom exterior, entrance, and interior facilities (alterations that would have reflected its
use as a concert hall) that the property does not retain integrity of materials.

The most significant changes in this respect include removal of the stage, lighting area, con-
cessions, ticketing area on the interior, as well as the removal of all signage announcing the
Fillmore West, the entrance on Market Street, and associated marquee and blade sign.

Workmanship: the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people

The property does not retain integrity of workmanship. Similarly, there have been enough
alterations to the ballroom facilities overall, as a concert hall, that the property does not retain
integrity of workmanship.

Feeling: the expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time

The property does not currently retain integrity of feeling. A 1972 documentary of the clos-
ing performances of the Fillmore West opens with Bill Graham walking the periphery of 10
South Van Ness Avenue, interspersed with images of performers on stage. The building re-
mains highly recognizable on the Twelfth Street elevation. In addition, the interior images show
the recognizable and distinctive decorative arch motif (the open plan is currently interrupted
by the addition of numerous automobile-lifts, which are bolted to the concrete floors).

From the exterior, generally speaking, images shown in the documentary as Graham circles the
building convey what is present today, in terms of the character of the building’s massing, and
exterior envelope and shape, the industrial character of the building, its symmetrical, repeating
bays, divided by attached piers (many of these features are visible behind the metal screens
currently mounted on the exterior).

If the nonoriginal metal screens currently spanning the fagade and the auto-lifts in the interior
of the ballroom were removed, the property would likely retain integrity of feeling. In addition,
it is possible that the original theater entrance is intact behind the concrete slabs currently cov-
ering them. With these alterations in place, however, the property currently does not retain
integrity of feeling.
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7. Association — the direct link between an important historic event/person and historic property.

The property has integrity of association. It was the home of the now-legendary music venue,
Fillmore West, established by the nationally significant San Francisco music promoter and im-
presario, Bill Graham.

Summary of Historic Integrity, Fillmore West:

Although the building exhibits numerous alterations, the property retains integrity of location, design,
setting, and association. This finding is based on a consideration of the rareness of the resource and its
sociocultural (rather than architectural) significance, as the location of the Fillmore West, a world-famous
icon of San Francisco counterculture and music in the 1960s, and as the creation of San Francisco music
promoter and impresario Bill Graham. It is also based on the presence of extant character-defining features
on the exterior and interior, and the reversibility of a number of alterations (including the attached metal
screens on the exterior and the auto-lifts in the ballroom space). Therefore, the Fillmore West retains
integrity such that it meets the criteria for CRHR eligibility under Criteria 1 and 2 and therefore qualifies
as an historical resource under CEQA.
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VIIl. CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES, FILLMORE WEST

Exterior Features (Building Overall)

Reinforced, concrete construction

Corner siting and orientation, facing intersection of Market Street and Van Ness
Set flush to the sidewalk

Irregularly shaped, triangular building plan

Spanish Colonial Revival-influenced ornament and detailing

Decorative pilasters, dividing bays

Symmetrical design composition

Varied massing, primarily two stories, with a three-story pop-out on the west and a one-story block
on the south

Repeating, rhythmic bays, separated by attached piers with ornamental detailing

Metal-framed, grouped, and multilight windows, casements, and transoms

Interior Features (Ballroom)

Interior circulation from downstairs to ballroom entrance (original)
Open plan of the ballroom

Concrete floors

Doubled-back stairway

Decorative metal banister leading upstairs to the venue

Elaborate, decorative arch motif encircling the ballroom

Office spaces, accessed off stairwell via single wood doors
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Appendix B.

City Directory Research, 10 South Van Ness Avenue





CITY DIRECTORY RESEARCH

10 South Van Ness Avenue

Directory Resident or Business Name(s) Source

Year

2013-1978 Boas International Motors Various

ca.

2013-1985 San Francisco Honda Various

ca.

1962-1935 Les Vogel Chevrolet Co. Various

ca.

1935 Van Ness Coffee and Lunch House, J.G. Courtis, R.L. Polk and Company
J.N. Voulis

1933-1931 Lachman Bros. Home Furnishings (Gus and Ed- R.L. Polk and Company
ward Lachman)

1930 Voulis, Jas N. (Nell), Restaurant R.L. Polk and Company

1925 Larsen, Lars P. (Restaurant) R.L. Polk and Company

1915 Larsen Lars P, Margaret (restaurant) H.S. Crocker Company

1545 Market Street

Directory | Resident or Business Name(s) Source

Year

1977 Vacant Pacific Telephone

1971 Fillmore West Concert Hall, Carousel Ballroom Pacific Telephone

1966 Carousel Ballroom R.L. Polk & Company

1962 El Patio Ballroom R.L. Polk and Company

1958 El Patio Ballroom R.L. Polk and Company






Directory Resident or Business Name(s) Source

Year

1953 El Patio Ballroom R.L. Polk and Company

1949 El Patio Ballroom, John Wolohan P.B. Bertelson R.L. Polk and Company
George H. Schomer

1944 William Field, manager, El Patio Ballroom, B.N. R.L. Polk and Company
Poetz Owner and Manager, America’s Finest Ball-
room

1940 El Patio Ballroom, B.N. Poetz Owner and Manager, | R.L. Polk and Company
America’s Finest Ballroom

1935 El Patio Ballroom, B.N. Poetz Owner and Manager, | R.L. Polk and Company
America’s Finest Ballroom

1930 El Patio Ballroom, B.N. Poetz Owner and Manager, | R.L. Polk and Company
America’s Finest Ballroom

1550 Market Street

Directory Resident or Business Name(s) Source

Year

2008 Publications Globe Medical Cole Information Services

2006 Balanced Fitness Haines Company, Inc.

2000 Fung James Haines Company, Inc.

1993 Medstate Systems Inc. Pacific Bell

1985 Zohn Artman & Associates Pacific Bell

1977 Dharma Coffee House, Inc., restaurant Pacific Telephone

1971 Burge Samuel Pacific Telephone

1966 Chrissa Imports Ltd., Wines R.L. Polk and Company

1962 Atlantic & Pacific Trading Co., exporters R.L. Polk and Company

1958 Assoc. transcribing service, court reporting R.L. Polk and Company

1953 Glissman Rex Co. R.L. Polk and Company

1949 Christian Supply Center, Bibles, Books, Greeting R.L. Polk and Company

Cards, Sunday School Supplies
1944 Von Arx, Harry (Grace), clothing cleaners R.L. Polk and Company
1935 Hoffman Gas & Electric Heater Company, Geo. H.
Littlejohn, Agent






Directory Resident or Business Name(s) Source

Year

1925 Cummins Olcott Motorcycles R.L. Polk and Company
1920 Deman Fred Furniture Pacific Telephone

1915 Excelsior Motorcycles, Fred H. Bente H.S. Crocker Company

50 S. Van Ness Avenue

Directory | Resident or Business Name(s) Source
Year
2000 No current listings Haines and Company
1993 Next Interiors Pacific Bell
1990 Next Interiors Pacific Bell
1985 Data Processing & Accounting Services; Massey Pacific Bell
Data Entry Services
1977 Data Processing & Accounting Services Pacific Telephone
1971 Data Processing & Accounting Services Pacific Telephone
1966 Northwestern Title Company R.L. Polk & Company
1935 Ruegg Paul G. (Gladys), auto repair R.L. Polk & Company
1930 Speedometer Service Company (Paul Ruegg), F.C. | R.L. Polk & Company
Mansen Jr., Manager
1915 Baumgardner John H. (Leona), Indian Motorcyles H.S. Crocker Company
1910 Pacific Sales Corporation, automobile supplies H.S. Crocker Company







Partial List of African American Musical Performers at Fillmore West

Aretha Franklin

Ray Charles

Miles Davis

Chuck Berry

Buddy Miles

Ike and Tina Turner
Buddy Guy

Bo Diddly
Preservation Jazz Band
Albert Collins

Albert King

Freddie King

Taj Mahal

Ornette Coleman
Thelonius Monk

Sun Ra

Ballet Afro-Haiti
Richie Havens

Voices of East Harlem
Staple Singers

Sly and the Family Stone






I must add that | attended shows at Fillmore West as a teenager.
Also, | am a former staff planner at the SF Planning Department.
Thank you for your consideration,

Larry Mansbach



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

(CPQC); 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); Moore, Julie (CPC)
Subject: FW: IMPORTANCE OF PRESERVING THE HISTORIC PROPERTY AT 3333 CALIFORNIA Street, San Francisco, CA
Date: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 8:57:00 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Zarin Randeria <thezarin@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 11:57 PM

Subject: IMPORTANCE OF PRESERVING THE HISTORIC PROPERTY AT 3333 CALIFORNIA Street, San
Francisco, CA

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

San Francisco Planning Commissioners:

As a concerned citizen of San Francisco and a resident of Laurel Heights
we are very concerned about the developers totally ignoring the concerns
of people who live in the neighborhood and their NON-RECOGNITION OF
THE HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS PROPERTY.

1. In an earlier public meeting the developers did not even mention
that 3333 California Street, San Francisco, CA, if of Historic
Significance.

2. You should support the Neighborhood Full Preservation Alternative because:

A. It has the same number of residential units as the project (558 with a 744
variant).

B. It would retain the character-defining features of the historically significant
landscaping including the beautiful Terrace designed by Eckbo, Royston & Williams
and the maijority of the 185 mature trees that would continue to absorb greenhouse
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gases.

It is important for you to know that people from our neighborhood and other
neighborhoods regularly use the green space on this site for recreation playing with
their dogs, having impromptu picnics and simply visit with one another. This SPACE
IS VERY IMPORTANT TO OUR COMMUNITY.

C. We support using all the space for housing which is affordable and can
accommodate the diverse population of our City. By using all the space for housing,
some units would be large enough for middle-income families. We do not need retail
space as that would compete with the merchants at Laurel Village Shopping Center.

D. Any construction to re-formulate this space needs to be built in approximately
3 years rather than the 7-15 years the project applicant wants.

3. We recommend that some of the 44,306 square feet of retail in this Alternative be
used for 24 residential units so the Alternative has the same number of residential
units as the proposed project. This Alternative would have retail along California
Street but not also at Euclid, which the proposed project would have. Additionally, the
applicant should explain the exact type of replacement windows proposed and why
the proposed "new rooftop addition" that would distinguish it from the original building
yet be compatible with Midcentury Modern design principles.

4. The proposed project as designed by the developers is an unattractive mass of
nondescript buildings crammed onto the site with concrete pathways and ALMOST
NO GREEN SPACE which is vital for our City as more and more of it seems to be
cement and concrete.

5. There is no need to destroy this historically significant site because
alternatives are available which will achieve housing production by building on the
parking lots.

Thank You!

Zarin E. Randeria
38 Lupine Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Monday, December 03, 2018 3:36:51 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: Trever Eymard <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 3:19 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Trever Eymard and I live at 2825 van ness ave. I am contacting you to express my support for the
proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble
will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Trever Eymard
tjeymard@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Willis Polk Demolition: 950 Residence Tour Compromises AIASF Integrity
Date: Monday, December 03, 2018 3:36:42 PM

Attachments: RHCA - AIASF 950 Residence 12-3-18.pdf

Importance: High

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Kathleen Courtney <kcourtney@rhcasf.com>

Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 3:13 PM

To: info@aiasf.org

Cc: Commission President Rich Hillis <richhillissf@yahoo.com>; Commission President Andrew
Wolfram <andrew@tefarch.com>; Harris, Sonya (DBI) <sonya.harris@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC)
<john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; City Attorney Dennis Herrera <info@sfcityattorney.org>; Stefani,
Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>;
Mike Buhler <Mbuhler@sfheritage.org>; Joe Butler <fjosephlbutler@gmail.com>; Jamie Cherry
RHCA <jcherry@rhcasf.com>; Jeff Cheney RHCA <jcheney@rhcasf.com>; 'Robyn Tucker'
<ventures@aol.com>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Willis Polk Demolition: 950 Residence Tour Compromises AIASF Integrity

Importance: High

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

AIASF Membership - Attached and pasted below is a letter to the Membership regarding your
promotion of the tour of “950 Residence”. We are requesting that you convene a “Case Study”
session on this matter. We look forward to your response.

Russian Hill Community Association
1166 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109 510-928-8243 rhcasf.com

December 3, 2018
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Russian Hill Community Association

1166 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109 510-928-8243 rhcasf.com

December 3, 2018

AlA San Francisco
130 Sutter Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

Re: “Residence 950” — Site of Historic Willis Polk Residence

Dear Members of AIA San Francisco:

The integrity and professionalism of the American Institute of Architects San Francisco Chapter is
compromised by its promotion of a by-invitation-only tour and presentation of “Residence 950” on December 17,
2018.

We call to your attention that the Willis Polk Residence at 950 Lombard, a designated historic resource,
was purchased by the developer September 12, 2012 for $4,500,000. On June 8, 2017 the developer entered
into an Agreement with the City of San Francisco which called for a Settlement of $400,000, recognizing that the
historic structure was deliberately demolished over a period of years by work done beyond the work permitted.
On March 22, 2018, representatives of San Francisco Heritage toured the property and confirmed that little
historic fabric remains of the cottage, also an original structure on the property. In October, 2018 the property,
now called “Residence 950"went on the market for $45,000,000.

And now the San Francisco Chapter of the American Institute of Architects is offering an invitation only,
private tour and presentation for $40 on December 19",

The phrase “have you no shame” comes to mind. What is the message AIASF wants to impart to its
members? What is the responsibility of the architect when confronted with a situation like this? Or with the
proposed project at the site of the demolished Richard Neutra house at 49 Hopkins?

We urge the AIASF to implement a “Case Study” seminar for its members of the Willis Polk, Richard
Neutra and other significant or not so significant properties where professional ethics are called into question in
the service of a developer. We are certain that members of the preservation community and citizens interested
in protecting San Francisco’s unique resources would be more than willing to participate.

We welcome your response.

Sincerely,

Kathleen Courtiney

Kathleen Courtney

Chair, Housing & Zoning Committee
kcourtney@rhcasf.com
510-928-8243

Cc: President Rich Hillis, Planning Commission; President Andrew Wolfram, Historic Preservation Commission;
President Angus McCarthy, Building Inspection Commission; Planning Director John Rahaim’; City Attorney
Dennis J. Herrera; Supervisor Catherine Stefani; Supervisor Aaron Peskin; SF Heritage CEO Mike Buhler; F.
Joseph Butler, AlA, Little House Committee; Jamie Cherry, Jeff Cheney, RHCA; Robyn Tucker, PANA
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AlA San Francisco
130 Sutter Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104
Re: “Residence 950" — Site of Historic Willis Polk Residence

Dear Members of AlA San Francisco:

The integrity and professionalism of the American Institute of Architects San Francisco Chapter is
compromised by its promotion of a by-invitation-only tour and presentation of “Residence 950" on
December 17, 2018.

We call to your attention that the Willis Polk Residence at 950 Lombard, a designated historic
resource, was purchased by the developer September 12, 2012 for $4,500,000. On June 8, 2017 the
developer entered into an Agreement with the City of San Francisco which called for a Settlement of
$400,000, recognizing that the historic structure was deliberately demolished over a period of years by
work done beyond the work permitted. On March 22, 2018, representatives of San Francisco Heritage
toured the property and confirmed that little historic fabric remains of the cottage, also an original
structure on the property. In October, 2018 the property, now called “Residence 950”went on the market

for $45,000,000.

And now the San Francisco Chapter of the American Institute of Architects is offering an
invitation only, private tour and presentation for $40 on December 19m;

The phrase “have you no shame” comes to mind. What is the message AIASF wants to impart to
its members? What is the responsibility of the architect when confronted with a situation like this? Or with
the proposed project at the site of the demolished Richard Neutra house at 49 Hopkins?

We urge the AIASF to implement a “Case Study” seminar for its members of the Willis Polk,
Richard Neutra and other significant or not so significant properties where professional ethics are called
into question in the service of a developer. We are certain that members of the preservation community
and citizens interested in protecting San Francisco’s unique resources would be more than willing to
participate.

We welcome your response.

Sincerely,

Katihleerw Courtiney

Kathleen Courtney

Chair, Housing & Zoning Committee
kcourtney@rhcasf.com
510-928-8243

Cc: President Rich Hillis, Planning Commission; President Andrew Wolfram, Historic Preservation
Commission; President Angus McCarthy, Building Inspection Commission; Planning Director John
Rahaim’; City Attorney Dennis J. Herrera; Supervisor Catherine Stefani; Supervisor Aaron Peskin; SF
Heritage CEO Mike Buhler; F. Joseph Butler, AlA, Little House Committee; Jamie Cherry, Jeff Cheney,
RHCA; Robyn Tucker, PANA
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Monday, December 03, 2018 1:24:31 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: Karen Harris <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 12:25 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Karen Harris and I live at 1104 Shadyslope Drive, Santa Rosa, CA. I am contacting you to express my
support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and
second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Karen Harris
mskharris@sbcglobal.net


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Monday, December 03, 2018 12:38:49 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Leland Ortega <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 12:19 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Leland Ortega and I live at 2144 Green St. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed
Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will
revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Leland Ortega
lelandortega@sbcglobal.net


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Monday, December 03, 2018 11:35:14 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: Brittany Zajic <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 11:33 AM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Brittany Zajic and I live at 171 Magnolia Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the
proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble
will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Brittany Zajic
brittanyzajic@gmail.com
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: 3060 Fillmore

Date: Monday, December 03, 2018 9:29:40 AM
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I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Connie Yang

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Connie Yang and I live at 889 North Point St. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Connie Yang


connie.yang06@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Jamie Lerner

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Jamie Lerner and I live at 2035 Filbert St. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Jamie Lerner


jamie.lerner1@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Nisha Baxi

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Nisha Baxi and I live at 1455 Greenwich St. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Nisha Baxi


baxi.nisha@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Kylie smith

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Kylie smith and I live at 2618 Greenwich st. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Kylie smith


kyliesmith1@live.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Casey O’Reilly

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Casey O’Reilly and I live at 1863 Lombard Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Casey O’Reilly


oreilly.a.casey@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Somer Stiles

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Somer Stiles and I live at 3130 Broderick st. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Somer Stiles


sstiles1@mac.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Audrey Melville

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Audrey Melville and I live at 1162 Vallejo Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Audrey Melville


audrey.melville@gmail.com











3060 Fillmore, Case No. 2018-005694CUA

		From

		mary russell

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC)

		Cc

		Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Miller Hall, Ellie (BOS)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; catherine.stefani@sfgov.org; ellie.millerhall@sfgov.org
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Ladies and Gentlemen - attached please find the response letter from the Golden Gate Valley Neighborhood Association regarding the above proposal, which is on the December 6, 2018 calendar.





Regards,


Mary Russell


on behalf of the Golden Gate Valley N.A.
















GGV Ltr-Planning, 3060  Fillmore.docx
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November 30, 2018





To:	SF City Planning Commission


	c/o Christopher May, SF Planning Department





From:	Mary Russell, Board Member, on behalf of Golden Gate Valley N.A.





Re:	3060 Fillmore - Shake Shack, Rumble and Indie Superette - Case No. 2018-005694CUA





[bookmark: _GoBack]The Association appreciates the presentations made to our membership by the project sponsors.





We have studied the proposed development at 3060 Fillmore, but feel the grocery store is far too small.  Union Street does not have a grocery store at all, and the entire area is underserved.  The consensus among the neighborhood is the need for a grocery; we would require at least 30% of the space be dedicated to selling groceries.  This proposal is modeled more on a ready-to-eat, take-out shop, more a mini-mall than a Real Food with essentials such as fresh produce, dairy, breads, and eggs.  Full service isn't an accurate description for so small a space as proposed.  In addition, there are already many exercise/workout studios and hamburger restaurants in the Fillmore-Union area.





These are comments provided by Association members who are neighbors of this property:


“We need a full-service grocery store.  We have serious safety concerns about Uber Eats, Caviar, Postmates, etc., double parking to get to-go orders and creating congested, dangerous traffic.  Many of us work at home and we are concerned with the air quality of fryers and grills going all day and night.  We also don’t want that smell of fried foods and charred meat wafting into our windows.  We question the viability of a boxing studio.  There are two daycare places adjacent to [this site]. The parents have enough of a challenge dropping off and picking up their kids without a line of Uber Eats, etc., cars.  We all really want a grocery store and we don’t want an empty store front any longer.”





Respectfully submitted,


Golden Gate Valley Neighborhood Association





cc:	Catherine Stefani


Supervisor, District 2





___________________________________________________________________________________________________


PO Box 29086, Presidio Station, San Francisco, CA 94129  Tel: 415-931-3438  Email: secretary@goldengatevalley.org


___________________________________________________________________________________________________
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I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Chloe Hop

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Chloe Hop and I live at 1674 Filbert Street #7. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Chloe Hop


chloe.hop1@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Katlyn G

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Katlyn G and I live at 3123 Steiner Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Katlyn G


kat.aurora12@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Steisy Hidalgo

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Steisy Hidalgo and I live at 2912 Van Ness Avenue. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Steisy Hidalgo


Steisyharlen@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		ELIZABETH AUSTIN

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is ELIZABETH AUSTIN and I live at 3330 Pierce St., San Francisco. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





ELIZABETH AUSTIN


ms.austin1@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Jason House

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Jason House and I live at 3123 Steiner St, San Francisco, CA 94123. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Jason House


jason.o.s.house@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Michelle

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Michelle and I live at 2314 California St. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Michelle


mhou21@aol.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Erica Augustine

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Erica Augustine and I live at 179 Alhambra St #303. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Erica Augustine


eaarn4@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
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		Gina Gunderson

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Gina Gunderson and I live at 990 Bay St  San Francisco CA 94109. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Gina Gunderson


ginalgunderson@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
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		Amie Tran

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Amie Tran and I live at 1700 Beach St Apt 302. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Amie Tran


amientran@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Brian Hmelyar

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Brian Hmelyar and I live at 1700 Beach St, San Francisco, CA. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Brian Hmelyar


brian.hmelyar@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Ashley Shippey

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Ashley Shippey and I live at 822 Filbert Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Ashley Shippey


ashley.shippey@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Leah Hegyi

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Leah Hegyi and I live at 2673 Greenwich Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Leah Hegyi


leahhegyi@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Mishaal Abbasi

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Mishaal Abbasi and I live at 3640 Fillmore. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Mishaal Abbasi


mishaal.abbasi@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Bree Brooks

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Bree Brooks and I live at 1915 greenwich street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Bree Brooks


breebrooks@att.net











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Diana

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Diana and I live at Steiner St. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Diana


dianabrigham@yahoo.com











From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQ); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Don‘t ban 5-bedroom homes

Date: Monday, December 03, 2018 9:27:19 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Yonathan <yonathan@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2018 11:45 PM

To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC) <diego.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Don’t ban 5-bedroom homes

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

To the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors:

This is in regards to Leg Ver1 (from File 180939) of the proposed ordinance creating a “D11 Large
Residence Special Use District,” Within this district, on any RH-1, RH-2, or RH-3 parcel, any proposed
creation or expansion of a house resulting in at least 5 bedrooms or 2,500 gross square feet of floor
area would require a Conditional Use hearing from the Planning Commission to determine whether
the project is “necessary or desirable” (PC §102) prior to approval. The legislation is scheduled to
appear before the Planning Commission on 12/6/2018 and the BoS Land Use Committee
12/10/2018.

This legislation is a reaction to a Discretionary Review that the Planning Commission heard on
6/28/2018 (2014-001994DRP, Laura Waxman, SF Examiner: “Planning Commission, supervisors

condemn landlord for unpermitted student housing”) for 278 Monticello St, a 2792 sq. ft. house with
13 bedrooms (only 6 permitted bedrooms) that were used for student housing. The lot is zoned RH-1

and there is no Residential Permit Parking zone in the vicinity. At the hearing, neighbors complained
of loss of street parking, loud parties, drunkenness, litter, and the disturbance of the “neighborhood
character.” The Planning Commission decided to scale the project down to 4 bedrooms and 3
bathrooms to punish the owner for the unpermitted construction.
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https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=6648900&GUID=533BD836-FC3D-4239-8465-814AE0624529
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Respectfully, | disagree with the approach of this ordinance.

For one thing, the boundaries of the proposed district appear to trace the old District 11 boundaries
from the 2002 redistricting (which includes several more blocks in the Ingleside) rather than the new
boundaries from the 2012 redistricting (SF Charter Appendix E). It’s unclear why the 2002 District 11
boundaries should be used, or indeed why District 11 should be singled out at all.

For another thing, | am not convinced that it will be particularly effective at the intended effect of
reducing the number of people living in each house. The ordinance does not define “bedroom,” and
it is likely that owners will simply create living rooms and other odd spaces to rent out when a real
bedroom would be more healthy for the occupants.

But more importantly, we as a city need to stop reaching for the same old hammer of limiting
residential density as the solution to our City’s individual problems. San Francisco’s neighborhoods
have a wide range of densities, so it is ironic that we acquiesce to fears of density and change, when
only a few miles away other neighborhoods have gone through similar transitions. By all means,
address the specific problems such as unpermitted construction enforcement, noise, and managing
the on-street parking. But preventing living space should be the last tool we use, not the first, and
only after careful consideration of how our city needs to grow in the coming decades.

Yonathan Randolph


https://sfgov.org/ccsfgsa/2000-census-redistricting-task-force
https://sfgov.org/sfc/redistricting/index_3448_bc61.html?page=3448
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/charter_sf/appendixesupervisorialdistrictboundaries?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_AppendixE

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Paired housing and Office space
Date: Monday, December 03, 2018 9:26:56 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: pwebber928@aol.com <pwebber928@aol.com>

Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 9:26 AM

To: Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>;
Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>;
MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Angulo, Sunny (BOS) <sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>;
lee.a.hepner@gmail.com; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman
(BOS) <norman.yee@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>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; gswooding@gmail.com;
gumby5@att.net; frfbeagle@gmail.com; maurice1950@comcast.net; ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Paired housing and Office space

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

Ladies and Gentlemen,

You are soon to be hit with a tsunami of state bills relating to housing, most of which will have a
common theme, and that will be to wrench local control of land use issues away from you and vest it in
the state. The reason for this is the belief, correct or not, that you and other local agencies are not doing
the job of providing affordable housing.

So rather than just objecting but offering no alternatives, the only way that may present a path forward
is to (a) suggest the INCLUSION OF LOCAL ALTERNATIVES in key state bills such as the new SB
827, if they achieve the same end and (b) PROVIDE SUCH AN ALTERNATIVE IN LOCAL
LEGISLATION.


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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http://www.sfplanning.org/

More and more commentary has been published recently about the importance of building a balance of
housing and office space within the same area so as to reduce distances traveled to work and reduce
correlative housing costs. | have been working an idea to pair up housing and office space as a way to
control the consequences of major office projects with inadequate local housing and the general
recalcitrance of cities to build any paired new projects . If recent Bay Area development history is any
example, it won't work unless San Francisco locally mandates it. You may not like its complexity or its
implications, but you will have very little say in the matter if you just do nothing. Is that what you want?
As a voter and a "get out the voter", it's not what | nor what many other San Franciscans want. So here is
one possibility. | offer it for your consideration and urgent development if we are to survive the coming
state housing bill tsunami. Remember, the needed action is two fold; (a) get key state bills to include a
provision for a local option; and (b) create the local option. So here is one option; you may think of
others but have you so far?

1. In order to obtain authority to build more than some minimum number of residential units, perhaps
25, say. the developer would also have to pair it with office space in some ratio reflecting best practices.
The residential space would have to have, say, 30 percent affordable (or more as augmented by density
bonus laws), which couldn't be "feed out." The residential and office space could be located across local
boundaries from each other so long as the distance between them was not greater than , say, 15 minutes
by public transportation. The "secondary" office space could be existing space which, like in "cap and
trade", could be purchased and would have to be up to some minimum standard, such as "first class
office space". Similarly, the projects could be each be created by separate developers but must move
forward to as a pair, and occupancy by one can't be lead/trail by XX % unless for the trailing project there
are good funds are deposited in a escrow together a construction/rehab contract covering the balance of
the trailing project with completion bonds. Finally, there should be included a "use it or lose it" provision of
, say, three years. .

2. The pairing requirement would not apply if the residential space were 100% "affordable/senior"
housing. "Affordable" for all purposes would be intended to cover a range from "middle income" and
below, measured in some fashion in the community in which the housing is to be located. (I know that
isn't how it's done now but the current tests cover such broad and diverse geographic and income
spreads that many people in a target community are frozen out. Also. existing housing should be
preserved OR tenants protected in a more comprehensive manner than was provided in this year's SB
827.

3.The local local zoning laws would have to give way to some extent to accommodate the "secondary"
projects if they otherwise could not meet the maximum public transportation distance. Also, seeking
applicable local zoning rules (including spot zoning) for housing construction could trigger the pairing
requirement

The flip side of this would also apply where the primary project were new office office space of some
minimum amount and the housing could be purchased (or newly built) but otherwise need to meet the
requirements of this proposal.

In all cases existing housing would be preserved OR replaced and tenants protected, but in a much
more comprehensive manner than was done in SB 827

4. This would somehow have to be integrated with or " trump" some of density bonus laws. They could
be applied to the proposed housing, whether for primary or secondary and there is at least one such law
applicable to office space paired with housing. It would also have to be somehow compatible with
whatever the "Son of the SB 827" bill might looks like. (I can't say that | would support it as | haven't
seen it. ; | opposed SB 827 for a variety of reasons. including that the affordable housing could be "feed
out", the very limited protection of existing occupants and the triggering frequency of the public
transportation to qualify for transit-centric housing was so low that only a bridle path in Golden Gate
Park at night wouldn't have qualified.) The goal would be of course to amend that bill to include a local
option and thus accommodate a qualifying local ordinance.

There are my thoughts. We certainly hope that you collectively consider doing something to retain local
control of land use matters. If you don't like this idea then come up with your own but for goodness sakes
do it quickly. Please remember two actions are required; get relevant state bills amended to include a



local qualifying option AND create the local option.
Thank you.

Paul Webber
A North Beach Resident.

CC: Coalition For an Francisco Neighbohoods



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

(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE TENTATIVE AGREEMENT TO END HOTEL WORKERS
STRIKE

Date: Monday, December 03, 2018 9:18:30 AM

Attachments: 12.3.18 Hotel Workers Strike Agreement.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 8:27 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE TENTATIVE AGREEMENT TO END
HOTEL WORKERS STRIKE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, December 3, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

wx% STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE TENTATIVE
AGREEMENT TO END HOTEL WORKERS STRIKE

“I’'m happy that Local 2 and Marriott have reached a tentative agreement to end the hotel
workers strike here in San Francisco. In this time of rising inequality, it is crucial that our
workers are able to earn a fair wage that allows them to live and support their families in the
increasingly expensive Bay Area. [ am proud to have supported the workers as they fought for
better wages, healthcare, and job security. I want to thank both sides of the negotiations for
coming together to reach an agreement.”

HitH
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LoONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, December 3, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

wxk STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE TENTATIVE
AGREEMENT TO END HOTEL WORKERS STRIKE

“I’m happy that Local 2 and Marriott have reached a tentative agreement to end the hotel
workers strike here in San Francisco. In this time of rising inequality, it is crucial that our
workers are able to earn a fair wage that allows them to live and support their families in the
increasingly expensive Bay Area. | am proud to have supported the workers as they fought for
better wages, healthcare, and job security. | want to thank both sides of the negotiations for
coming together to reach an agreement.”

it

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









From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:58:06 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: Emily Leppek <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:54 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Emily Leppek and I live at 2601 Greenwich St Apt 6. I am contacting you to express my support for the
proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble
will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Emily Leppek
evleppek@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:58:00 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: Hillary Pederson <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:55 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Hillary Pederson and I live at 1875 Pacific Ave, APT 303. I am contacting you to express my support
for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second
Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Hillary Pederson
hillarypederson@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:52:17 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: Natalie Dow <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:44 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Natalie Dow and I live at 980 Oak St, 2. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed
Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will
revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Natalie Dow
nataliekdow(@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:52:12 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: Tori Perrella <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:48 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Tori Perrella and I live at 1999 Green St, San Francisco. I am contacting you to express my support for
the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second
Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Tori Perrella
tori.perrella@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:37:11 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Maura Mclnerney-Rowley <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:27 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Maura McInerney-Rowley and I live at 3038 fillmore street. I am contacting you to express my support
for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second
Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Maura Mclnerney-Rowley
maura.mcinerneyrowley@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: 3060 Fillmore

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:24:38 PM
Attachments: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
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mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Lauren Reyes

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Lauren Reyes and I live at 2641 Franklin St., Apt 2. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Lauren Reyes


lauren3242@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Leah Feinstein

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Leah Feinstein and I live at 1800 Franklin Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Leah Feinstein


feinstein.leah@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Sabrina Shahani

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Sabrina Shahani and I live at 1222 Harrison Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Sabrina Shahani


sshahani1@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Clarice Guido

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Clarice Guido and I live at 2101 Beach Street #101. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Clarice Guido


clarice.guido@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Stephanie Tarlow

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Stephanie Tarlow and I live at 3423 Fillmore St. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Stephanie Tarlow


stlow21@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Miranda Cornejo

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Miranda Cornejo and I live at 2 Casa Way. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Miranda Cornejo


miranda.faith.cornejo@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Gina Alamillo

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Gina Alamillo and I live at 650 Chestnut Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Gina Alamillo


ginamarie.alamillo@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Tammi Yee

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Tammi Yee and I live at 1796 Beach Street, San Francisco. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Tammi Yee


sunnydayz19@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Emily Franklin

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Emily Franklin and I live at 180 Mallorca Way, Apt. 208. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Emily Franklin


TheEmFrank@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Dana Prostano

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Dana Prostano and I live at 2955 clay street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Dana Prostano


dprostano@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Rachel Norris

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Rachel Norris and I live at 3600 Fillmore Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Rachel Norris


rnorris@salesforce.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Sage Perry

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Sage Perry and I live at 1349 Greenwich St., Apt 8. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Sage Perry


sageperry2013@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Jonathan O'Connor

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Jonathan O'Connor and I live at 1447 Lombard Street, Unit 2. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Jonathan O'Connor


jbooconnor@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		emma smith

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is emma smith and I live at 1932 WEBSTER ST. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





emma smith


esmith@lcmschools.org











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Lauren

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Lauren and I live at 1595 Pacific Ave. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Lauren


laurenbirks9@sbcglobal.net











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Nicole Hall

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Nicole Hall and I live at 1720 Divisadero St.. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Nicole Hall


nikkih1643@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Carlee Williams

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Carlee Williams and I live at 1732 Cabrillo st San Francisco ca 94121. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Carlee Williams


carleemwilliams@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Michelle Dravis

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Michelle Dravis and I live at 225 Mallorca Way, San Francisco, CA 94123. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Michelle Dravis


medravis@bu.edu











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Christa Brown

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Christa Brown and I live at 891 Beach Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Christa Brown


christa.brown@compass.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Stefanie Rockers

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Stefanie Rockers and I live at 3711 Fillmore St, Apt 305. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Stefanie Rockers


stefanierockers@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Shaya

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Shaya and I live at 2382 Union St., San Francisco CA 94123. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Shaya


sfidel123@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Corinne Limbach

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Corinne Limbach and I live at 3201 Washington st apt 12 San Francisco ca 94115. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Corinne Limbach


cori1021@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Rickell

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Rickell and I live at 1040 Leavenworth Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Rickell


rickellreid@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Carli Roth

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Carli Roth and I live at 3455 Pierce Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Carli Roth


carliproth@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Jenna

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Jenna and I live at 1911 Greenwich Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Jenna


jengurvis@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Hilarie

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Hilarie and I live at 3645 Buchanan St.. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Hilarie


bellishilarie@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Christina Ho

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Christina Ho and I live at 1510 Eddy Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Christina Ho


bambooo@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Kimberly Chen

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Kimberly Chen and I live at 100 Van Ness Ave. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Kimberly Chen


kimberlyichen@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Hannah lutz

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Hannah lutz and I live at 2622 Sutter st, Apt 1/2. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Hannah lutz


hannahlutz@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Lizzy Bates

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Lizzy Bates and I live at 2947 Steiner St. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Lizzy Bates


lizzybates@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Mary Nadine Kane

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Mary Nadine Kane and I live at 3047 Steiner Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Mary Nadine Kane


mnkane@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Hillary O'Connell

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Hillary O'Connell and I live at 2952 California Street, Apt. 1. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Hillary O'Connell


h.anne.oconnell@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Meredith Doody

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Meredith Doody and I live at 1928 Lombard st. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Meredith Doody


meredoody@yahoo.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Taylor Walsh

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Taylor Walsh and I live at 3720 Scott st. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Taylor Walsh


tnicolewalsh@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Lauren Kugler

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Lauren Kugler and I live at 1266 Chestnut Street,, apt 4. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Lauren Kugler


lfkugler@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Madeline

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Madeline and I live at 44 Cervantes Blvd #301 , San Francisco 94123. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Madeline


madi516@gmail.com











From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 3:23:30 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: Jalayne Arias <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 2:56 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Jalayne Arias and I live at 59 Lupine Ave. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed
Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will
revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Jalayne Arias
jjnarias@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: 3060 Fillmore

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 2:46:42 PM
Attachments: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq

I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq



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

I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Shannon

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Shannon and I live at 2363 Van Ness Ave. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Shannon


shannon.dodani@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Lexie Perrella

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Lexie Perrella and I live at 2 Casa Way, Apt 102, San Francisco. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Lexie Perrella


lexie.perrella@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Evan Steele

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Evan Steele and I live at 1968A Green Street, A. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Evan Steele


evanmariesteele@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Marissa Rodriguez

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Marissa Rodriguez and I live at 2190 Beach. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Marissa Rodriguez


marissa.rodriguez626@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Shelley Newhouse

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Shelley Newhouse and I live at 1471 Jackson St, Apt 5. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Shelley Newhouse


shelley.newhouse@gmail.com











From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 2:21:55 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: Jenna Bigham <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 2:13 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Jenna Bigham and I live at 1758 Larkin St. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed
Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will
revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Jenna Bigham
jennabigham@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 1:39:00 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: Ashlie Tubb <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 1:37 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,
My name is Ashlie Tubb and I live at 1995 Chestnut Street, San Francisco, CA 94123. T am contacting you to
express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake

Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Ashlie Tubb
atubb04@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: 3060 Fillmore

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 1:38:09 PM
Attachments: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq

I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq
I Support 3060 Fillmore Street.msq



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

I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Brooke Maute

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com






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














Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Brooke Maute and I live at 3759 Fillmore Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Brooke Maute


brookemaute@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Kristin Rittenhouse

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Kristin Rittenhouse and I live at 448 Laurel Street Apt 5. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Kristin Rittenhouse


Krgutenkunst@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		BRITTANY JOHNSON

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is BRITTANY JOHNSON and I live at 2677 Larkin St, Apt 502. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





BRITTANY JOHNSON


bejohnson86@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Matthew Stern

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Matthew Stern and I live at 2677 Larkin Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Matthew Stern


sternairs@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Kasee Kinzler

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Kasee Kinzler and I live at 2144 Green st, Apt. 9, SF CA 94123. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Kasee Kinzler


kasee.kinzler@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		gianna duran

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is gianna duran and I live at 2241 Polk Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





gianna duran


gianna.m.duran@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Shaina Cole

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Shaina Cole and I live at 1870A UNION ST. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Shaina Cole


shainatheresa@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Tara

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Tara and I live at 1607 Pacheco Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Tara


tm_alvarez517@yahoo.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Claire nelson

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Claire nelson and I live at 1560 Green Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Claire nelson


clairenelson9994@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Lauren Sandelin

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Lauren Sandelin and I live at 3325 Steiner St. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Lauren Sandelin


lmsandelin@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Stephanie Schembri

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Stephanie Schembri and I live at 1674 Filbert St #7, San Francisco 94123. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Stephanie Schembri


stephaniemschembri@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Emily Harrington

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Emily Harrington and I live at 580 McAllister Street. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Emily Harrington


emilyharrington15@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Ziyu Wang

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Ziyu Wang and I live at 3326 Laguna Street #201. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Ziyu Wang


zwang115@gmail.com











I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

		From

		Melissa Iagull

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; May, Christopher (CPC); kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

		Recipients

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; christopher.may@sfgov.org; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com
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Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,





My name is Melissa Iagull and I live at 2215 North Point ST. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.





The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier corridor with even more new businesses.





I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.





Sincerely,





Melissa Iagull


miagulli@gmail.com











From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQ); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN
(CAT)

Subject: CPC Calendars for December 6, 2018

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 1:34:04 PM

Attachments: 20181206 cal.docx

20181206 cal.pdf
CPC Hearing Results 2018.docx
Advance Calendar - 20181206.xlIsx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for December 6, 2018.

Cheers,

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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Notice of Hearing

&

Agenda





Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, December 6, 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.	2017-016050CUA	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

49 HOPKINS AVENUE – located at the southeast corner of the intersection of Hopkins Avenue and Burnett Avenue; Lot 042 in Assessor’s Block 2799 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the tantamount to demolition of a single-family home within a RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications and Conditions 

(Proposed Continuance to January 24, 2019)



2.	2018-013861PCAMAP	(D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082)

LARGE RESIDENCE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT – Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendment introduced by Supervisor Safai to create the District 11 Large Residence Special Use District (the area within a perimeter established by Brotherhood Way, Junipero Serra Boulevard, Holloway Avenue, Ashton Avenue, Holloway Avenue, Harold Avenue, Ocean Avenue, Geneva Avenue, Interstate 280, Tingley Street, Alemany Boulevard, Mission Street, Interstate 280,  Stoneybrook Avenue, Cambridge Street, Stoneyford Avenue, Gladstone Drive, Sunglow Lane, Silver Avenue, Madison Street, Valmar Terrace, Peru Avenue, Burrows Street, western boundary of John McLaren Park, La Grande Avenue, western boundary of John McLaren Park, Brazil Avenue, Mansell Street, Persia Avenue, western boundary of John McLaren Park, La Grande Avenue, western boundary of John McLaren Park, Geneva Avenue, Carter Street, southeastern boundary of Census Tract 0263.02, Block 3005, and the southern boundary of San Francisco, Saint Charles Avenue, Interstate 280, straight-line extension northerly to Orizaba Avenue, Alemany Boulevard, and Brotherhood Way), to promote and enhance neighborhood character and affordability by requiring Conditional Use authorization for large residential developments in the district; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove 

	(Proposed Continuance to January 31, 2019)



3a.	2016-007303PCA	(E. TUFFY: (415) 575-9191)

5 THIRD STREET (HEARST BUILDING) – located on the east side between Market and Stevenson Streets, Assessor’s Block 3707, Lot 057 (District 6). Consideration of Planning Code Amendment to Planning Code Section 188 – Noncomplying Structures: Enlargements, Alterations and Reconstruction. The Historic Preservation Commission will consider the proposal from the Project Sponsor to adopt an Ordinance that would extend the expiration date of Section 188(g) to allow Terrace Infill on a noncomplying structure designated as a Significant Building under Article 11 of the Code and would amend the text to allow for rooftop infill along the primary building frontage if obscured from view by existing parapet walls.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve the resolution to recommend approval of the Planning Code amendments to the Board of Supervisors.

(Proposed Continuance to March 14, 2019)



3b.	2016-007303DNXCUA	(E. TUFFY: (415) 575-9191)

5 THIRD STREET (HEARST BUILDING) – located on the east side between Market and Stevenson Streets, Assessor’s Block 3707, Lot 057 (District 6). Request for Downtown Project Authorization with an exception to off-street freight loading requirements; Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303 to establish a hotel use; and a Planning Code Text Amendment to Section 188(g) that would allow terrace infill on an existing nonconforming structure designated under Article 11 as a Significant Building and located on Block 0316 and 3707. The Hearst Building occupies a 13,333sf lot and includes structures identified under three building addresses: Five 3rd St., 17-29 3rd St. and 190 Stevenson St. The project proposes rehabilitation of the existing 13-story, 161,108 sf building for use as a 170-room hotel with retail on the ground floor and basement level, offices on floors two and three, and rooftop terraces at the 4th and 13th floors. The historic lobby will be retained and a new passenger loading area and hotel entrance will be created on Stevenson Street. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Proposed Continuance to March 14, 2019)



B.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



4.	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.


C.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



5.	Director’s Announcements



6.	Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic Preservation Commission

	

D.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT – 15 MINUTES



[bookmark: _GoBack]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. When the number of speakers exceeds the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to end of the Agenda.



E. 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.



7.	2018-014996PCA	(P. IKEZOE: (415) 575-9137)

HOME-SF PROJECT AUTHORIZATION [BOARD FILE NO. 181046] – Planning Code Amendment for HOME-SF project authorizations; amending the fee for Affordable Housing Bonus Program projects; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.  

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modification



8.	2015-004568ENV	(R. SCHUTT: (415) 575-9030)

10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE – Draft Environmental Impact Report – The project site is located at the southwest corner of South Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, Assessor’s Block 3506, Lots 003A and 004 (District 6). The proposed project would involve demolition of the existing two-story, 30- to 45-foot-tall, 91,088 gross-square-foot (gsf) building, which most recently operated as the San Francisco Honda auto dealership and is a historic resource built in 1927, and construction of up to 984 residential units, in a mixed-use residential building with either two 41-story, 420-foot-tall towers over podiums, or one 55-story, 590-foot-tall tower over a single podium. Up to 518 parking spaces and 336 bicycle parking spaces would be provided within a two–level subterranean parking garage, accessible from 12th Street. The project site is located in the Downtown General Commercial (C-3-G) Use District and 120-R-2/120/400-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment



9.	2015-018150CUA	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

137 CLAYTON STREET – west side of Clayton Street, between Grove and Hayes Streets, Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 1194 (District 5): 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, 3-unit residential building within a RH-3 (Residential – House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 15, 2018)

Note: On September 13, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to November 15, 2018 with direction from the CPC by a vote of +7 -0. On November 15, 2018, without hearing, continued to December 6, 2018 by a vote of +6 -0 (Moore absent).







10.	2014.0948ENX	(E. JARDINES: (415) 575-9144)

344 14TH STREET/1463 STEVENSON STREET – north side of 14th Street between Stevenson and Woodward Street, Lots 013 and 021 in Assessor’s Block 3523 (District 9) - Request for Large Project Authorization (LPA) pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, for the Project proposing a lot merger and new construction of a 78-foot tall, 7-story-over-basement residential  building (measuring approximately 78,738 gross square feet (gsf)) with ground floor retail and a 40-foot tall 3-story-over basement SEW and PDR (Production, Distribution and Repair) building (measuring approximately 19,360 gsf). The Project would construct a total of 56 dwelling units, 5,633 square feet of ground floor commercial, and 46 below-grade off-street parking spaces. The project would construct a 22,996 gsf below-grade garage to serve both buildings. The proposed project would utilize the State Density Bonus Law (California Government Code Sections 65915‐65918) and proposes waivers for: 1) rear yard (PC 134), 2) and height (PC 260). Under the LPA, the Project is seeking an exception for vertical non-habitable architectural elements in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts (PC 263.21). The project site is located within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) and PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair-1-General) Zoning Districts, and 40-X and 58-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: PENDING

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 29, 2018)



11.	2017-015810CUA	(L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)

830 RHODE ISLAND STREET – located on the west side, 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 three 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).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular Meeting of November 8, 2018)



12.	2018-005694CUA	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

3060 FILLMORE STREET – southeast corner of Fillmore and Filbert Streets,  Lot 040 in Assessor’s Block 0533 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303(c), 303(l), 303(o) and 725 to allow a change in use from a General Grocery use (currently vacant, formerly d.b.a. Real Food Company) to a Formula Retail/Restaurant use (d.b.a. Shake Shack) measuring approximately 3,650 square-foot, a Gym use (d.b.a. Rumble Fitness) measuring approximately 6,583 square feet, and a Specialty Grocery use measuring approximately 900 square feet within the Union 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







13.	2018-010482CUA	(A. KIRBY: (415) 575-9133)

3509 CALIFORNIA STREET – south side of California Street between Spruce and Laurel Streets,  Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 1034 (District 2). – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 713 to authorize a Formula Retail Store (d.b.a. “SusieCakes”) within the Laurel Heights Shopping Center and NC-S (Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center District) and 40-X Height and Bulk District. No interior or exterior alterations and no signage alterations are proposed as a part of this project. The project is not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c)(2) and 15378 because it does not result in a physical change in the environment.  

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



F. [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.



14.	2018-002409DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

1973 BROADWAY STREET – between Laguna & Octavia; Lot 016 in Assessor’s Block 0578 (District 2) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.0606.1101 for documentation of existing work that exceeded the scope of building permit application 2015.0415.3728 within a RM-2 (Residential -Mixed, Moderate Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve



15.	2018-006613DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

610 EL CAMINO DEL MAR – between 30th Ave & Seacliff Dr.; Lot 001X in Assessor’s Block 1307 (District 2) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.0425.7347 for a rear horizontal expansion of an existing terrace above a solarium within a RH-1(D) (Residential-House, One-Family- Detached) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve



16.	2017-011478DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

463 DUNCAN STREET – between Noe & Sanchez; Lot 030 in Assessor’s Block 6602 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0815.4881 for a horizontal front and rear expansion to an existing 2-story over basement single-family residence. The proposal also includes excavation to add a new basement level, façade alterations, and a roof deck within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

ADJOURNMENT


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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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 Comisién de Planificacién. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener informacion en Espafol o solicitar un aparato para
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipacion a la audiencia.

CHINESE:
MEZE B gaife . e BT S B e R B M, FEFE415-558-6309. (LM € BRAT A 1 2 /D481 Ny 2

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:

lMoBecTka AHst Kommccrm no nnaHnpoBaHuio. 3a NOMOLLbIO NepEeBOAYMKa UITN 3@ BCMIOMOraTelbHbIM CITyXOBbIM YCTPONCTBOM
Ha BpeMsi CryLlaHui obpallartechk No Homepy 415-558-6309. 3anpockl AOMKHbI AenaTbCsa MUHUMYM 3a 48 YacoB [0 Havana
crywaHus.
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ROLL CALL:

President: Rich Hillis
Vice-President: Myrna Melgar
Commissioners: Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel,

Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE

The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date. The Commission may
choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or
to hear the item on this calendar.

1.

3a.

2017-016050CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)
49 HOPKINS AVENUE - located at the southeast corner of the intersection of Hopkins
Avenue and Burnett Avenue; Lot 042 in Assessor’s Block 2799 (District 8) — Request for
Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize
the tantamount to demolition of a single-family home within a RH-1 (Residential House,
One-Family) Zoning and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications and Conditions

(Proposed Continuance to January 24, 2019)

2018-013861PCAMAP (D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082)
LARGE RESIDENCE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT - Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendment
introduced by Supervisor Safai to create the District 11 Large Residence Special Use District
(the area within a perimeter established by Brotherhood Way, Junipero Serra Boulevard,
Holloway Avenue, Ashton Avenue, Holloway Avenue, Harold Avenue, Ocean Avenue,
Geneva Avenue, Interstate 280, Tingley Street, Alemany Boulevard, Mission Street,
Interstate 280, Stoneybrook Avenue, Cambridge Street, Stoneyford Avenue, Gladstone
Drive, Sunglow Lane, Silver Avenue, Madison Street, Valmar Terrace, Peru Avenue, Burrows
Street, western boundary of John McLaren Park, La Grande Avenue, western boundary of
John McLaren Park, Brazil Avenue, Mansell Street, Persia Avenue, western boundary of
John McLaren Park, La Grande Avenue, western boundary of John McLaren Park, Geneva
Avenue, Carter Street, southeastern boundary of Census Tract 0263.02, Block 3005, and the
southern boundary of San Francisco, Saint Charles Avenue, Interstate 280, straight-line
extension northerly to Orizaba Avenue, Alemany Boulevard, and Brotherhood Way), to
promote and enhance neighborhood character and affordability by requiring Conditional
Use authorization for large residential developments in the district; affirming the Planning
Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making
findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning
Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare
under Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove

(Proposed Continuance to January 31, 2019)

2016-007303PCA (E. TUFFY: (415) 575-9191)
5 THIRD STREET (HEARST BUILDING) - located on the east side between Market and
Stevenson Streets, Assessor’s Block 3707, Lot 057 (District 6). Consideration of Planning
Code Amendment to Planning Code Section 188 - Noncomplying Structures:
Enlargements, Alterations and Reconstruction. The Historic Preservation Commission will
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3b.

consider the proposal from the Project Sponsor to adopt an Ordinance that would extend
the expiration date of Section 188(g) to allow Terrace Infill on a noncomplying structure
designated as a Significant Building under Article 11 of the Code and would amend the
text to allow for rooftop infill along the primary building frontage if obscured from view by
existing parapet walls.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve the resolution to recommend approval of the Planning
Code amendments to the Board of Supervisors.

(Proposed Continuance to March 14, 2019)

2016-007303DNXCUA (E. TUFFY: (415) 575-9191)
5 THIRD STREET (HEARST BUILDING) - located on the east side between Market and
Stevenson Streets, Assessor’s Block 3707, Lot 057 (District 6). Request for Downtown
Project Authorization with an exception to off-street freight loading requirements;
Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303 to
establish a hotel use; and a Planning Code Text Amendment to Section 188(g) that would
allow terrace infill on an existing nonconforming structure designated under Article 11 as a
Significant Building and located on Block 0316 and 3707. The Hearst Building occupies a
13,333sf lot and includes structures identified under three building addresses: Five 3rd St.,
17-29 31 St. and 190 Stevenson St. The project proposes rehabilitation of the existing 13-
story, 161,108 sf building for use as a 170-room hotel with retail on the ground floor and
basement level, offices on floors two and three, and rooftop terraces at the 4th and 13th
floors. The historic lobby will be retained and a new passenger loading area and hotel
entrance will be created on Stevenson Street.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Proposed Continuance to March 14, 2019)

B. COMMISSION MATTERS

4.

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).

e 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.

C DEPARTMENT MATTERS

5.

6.

Director’s Announcements

Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic
Preservation Commission

D. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT - 15 MINUTES

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

Notice of Hearing & Agenda Page 4of 10






San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, December 6, 2018

item is reached in the meeting. Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to
three minutes. When the number of speakers exceeds the 15-minute limit, General Public
Comment may be moved to end of the Agenda.

E. 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.

7.

2018-014996PCA (P.IKEZOE: (415) 575-9137)
HOME-SFPROJECT AUTHORIZATION [BOARD FILE NO. 181046] — Planning Code
Amendment for HOME-SF project authorizations; amending the fee for Affordable Housing
Bonus Program projects; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making findings
of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modification

2015-004568ENV (R. SCHUTT: (415) 575-9030)
10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE - Draft Environmental Impact Report — The project site is
located at the southwest corner of South Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, Assessor’s
Block 3506, Lots 003A and 004 (District 6). The proposed project would involve demolition
of the existing two-story, 30- to 45-foot-tall, 91,088 gross-square-foot (gsf) building, which
most recently operated as the San Francisco Honda auto dealership and is a historic
resource built in 1927, and construction of up to 984 residential units, in a mixed-use
residential building with either two 41-story, 420-foot-tall towers over podiums, or one 55-
story, 590-foot-tall tower over a single podium. Up to 518 parking spaces and 336 bicycle
parking spaces would be provided within a two-level subterranean parking garage,
accessible from 12th Street. The project site is located in the Downtown General
Commercial (C-3-G) Use District and 120-R-2/120/400-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts.
Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment

2015-018150CUA (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)
137 CLAYTON STREET - west side of Clayton Street, between Grove and Hayes Streets, Lot
006 in Assessor's Block 1194 (District 5): 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, 3-unit residential building within a RH-3
(Residential — House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant
to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 15, 2018)

Note: On September 13, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to
November 15, 2018 with direction from the CPC by a vote of +7 -0. On November 15, 2018,
without hearing, continued to December 6, 2018 by a vote of +6 -0 (Moore absent).
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10.

11.

12.

2014.0948ENX (E. JARDINES: (415) 575-9144)
344 14™ STREET/1463 STEVENSON STREET — north side of 14th Street between Stevenson
and Woodward Street, Lots 013 and 021 in Assessor’s Block 3523 (District 9) - Request for
Large Project Authorization (LPA) pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, for the Project
proposing a lot merger and new construction of a 78-foot tall, 7-story-over-basement
residential building (measuring approximately 78,738 gross square feet (gsf)) with ground
floor retail and a 40-foot tall 3-story-over basement SEW and PDR (Production, Distribution
and Repair) building (measuring approximately 19,360 gsf). The Project would construct a
total of 56 dwelling units, 5,633 square feet of ground floor commercial, and 46 below-
grade off-street parking spaces. The project would construct a 22,996 gsf below-grade
garage to serve both buildings. The proposed project would utilize the State Density Bonus
Law (California Government Code Sections 65915-65918) and proposes waivers for: 1) rear
yard (PC 134), 2) and height (PC 260). Under the LPA, the Project is seeking an exception
for vertical non-habitable architectural elements in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use
Districts (PC 263.21). The project site is located within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) and
PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair-1-General) Zoning Districts, and 40-X and
58-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: PENDING

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 29, 2018)

2017-015810CUA (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)
830 RHODE ISLAND STREET - located on the west side, between 20t 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 three 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).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular Meeting of November 8, 2018)

2018-005694CUA (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)
3060 FILLMORE STREET - southeast corner of Fillmore and Filbert Streets, Lot 040 in
Assessor’s Block 0533 (District 2) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to
Planning Code Sections 303(c), 303(l), 303(o) and 725 to allow a change in use from a
General Grocery use (currently vacant, formerly d.b.a. Real Food Company) to a Formula
Retail/Restaurant use (d.b.a. Shake Shack) measuring approximately 3,650 square-foot, a
Gym use (d.b.a. Rumble Fitness) measuring approximately 6,583 square feet, and a
Specialty Grocery use measuring approximately 900 square feet within the Union 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
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13.

2018-010482CUA (A. KIRBY: (415) 575-9133)
3509 CALIFORNIA STREET - south side of California Street between Spruce and Laurel
Streets, Lot 008 in Assessor's Block 1034 (District 2). — Request for Conditional Use
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 713 to authorize a
Formula Retail Store (d.b.a. “SusieCakes”) within the Laurel Heights Shopping Center and
NC-S (Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center District) and 40-X Height and Bulk
District. No interior or exterior alterations and no signage alterations are proposed as a part
of this project. The project is not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections
15060(c)(2) and 15378 because it does not result in a physical change in the environment.
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

F. 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.

14.

15.

16.

ADJOURNMENT

2018-002409DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
1973 BROADWAY STREET - between Laguna & Octavia; Lot 016 in Assessor’s Block 0578
(District 2) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.
2018.0606.1101 for documentation of existing work that exceeded the scope of building
permit application 2015.0415.3728 within a RM-2 (Residential -Mixed, Moderate Density)
Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative
Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

2018-006613DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
610 EL CAMINO DEL MAR — between 30t Ave & Seacliff Dr.; Lot 001X in Assessor’s Block
1307 (District 2) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.
2018.0425.7347 for a rear horizontal expansion of an existing terrace above a solarium
within a RH-1(D) (Residential-House, One-Family- Detached) Zoning District and 40-X
Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

2017-011478DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
463 DUNCAN STREET - between Noe & Sanchez; Lot 030 in Assessor’s Block 6602 (District
8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0815.4881
for a horizontal front and rear expansion to an existing 2-story over basement single-
family residence. The proposal also includes excavation to add a new basement level,
facade alterations, and a roof deck within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning
District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for
the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code
Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve
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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.7 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. Athorough 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. Athorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff.
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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 publicin support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.

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.

Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.

DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

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.

N

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 t01650 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 | CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors
Development

Building Permit Application (Discretionary | DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals
Review)

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 | LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals
Neighborhoods

Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown | DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals
Residential Districts

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
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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...

		E. REGULAR CALENDAR

		F. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR

		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 ringin...
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To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

[bookmark: _GoBack]Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20349

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0629

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



November 29, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-010630DRP

		1621 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Continued to December 13, 2018

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-004478CUA

		589 Texas Street

		Vu

		Continued Indefinitely

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-004297ENV

		271 Upper Terrace, 301-303 Upper Terrace, 4500 17th Street

		Callagy

		Withdrawn



		



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to December 6, 2018

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Vu

		Continued to January 10, 2019

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Vu

		ZA Continued to January 10, 2019

		



		

		2017-002545DRP

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to January 17, 2019

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Melgar absent)



		M-20342

		2018-002007CUA

		318 Main Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Melgar absent)



		M-20343

		2016-000378CUA

		1600 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Disapproved

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-000378VAR

		1600 Jackson Street

		Foster

		

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes For November 8, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes For November 15, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		

		2019 Hearing Schedule

		Ionin

		Amended

		+4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-006212CUA

		145 Laurel Street

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent, hearing and closing PC; Continued to December 13, 2018

		+5 -1 (Koppel against; Richards absent)



		R-20344

		2018-007888CWP

		Polk Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines

		Winslow

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after January 10, 2019

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Richards absent)



		R-20345

		2017-012001PCA

		Designated Child Care Units (Board File #180917)

		Nickolopoulos

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20346

		2018-013472PCA

		Residential Care Facilities

		Butkus

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent)



		R-20347

		2018-015088PCA

		Permit Review Procedures for Uses in NCDs

		Sanchez

		Approved with a 2-year look back

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20348

		2015-004297CUA

		271, 273 Upper Terrace; 588, 590 Roosevelt Way; 4500, 4502 17th Street; 301, 303 Upper Terrace; 4504, 4506 17th Street

		Townes

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-006127CUA

		201 19th Avenue

		Weissglass

		Adopted a Motion of Intent to Deny; Continued to December 13, 2018

		+4 -2 (Fong, Koppel against; Richards absent)



		

		2017-007943CUA

		3848 24th Street

		Pantoja

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to January 10, 2019

		+4 -2 (Koppel, Melgar against; Richards absent)



		

		2013.0655CUA

		1513A-F York Street

		Vu

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to January 24, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2013.0655VAR

		1513 York Street

		Vu

		ZA, after hearing and closing PC; Continued to January 24, 2019

		



		

		2016-005555DRP-02

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to January 17, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-005555VAR

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		ZA, after hearing and closing PC; Continued to January 17, 2019

		



		DRA-0628

		2017-009924DRP

		2601 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







November 15, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to November 29, 2018

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2015-018150CUA

		137 Clayton Street

		May

		Continued to December 6, 2018

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2017-012929DRP

		830 Olmstead Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 10, 2019

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Vu

		Continued to November 29, 2018

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Vu

		Acting ZA Continued to November 29, 2018

		



		M-20296

		2018-011926CUA

		162 West Portal Avenue

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20338

		2017-016089CUA

		1200 Irving Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20339

		2018-012623CUA

		1 Jones Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		

		2019 Hearing Schedule

		Ionin

		Adopted as Amended

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		

		Adult Use Cannabis Implementation

		Christensen

		None - Informational

		



		R-20340

		2018-008367PCA

		Cannabis Grandfathering Update

		Christensen

		Approved with Modifications

		+5 -1 (Richards against; Moore absent)



		

		2004.1031CRV

		601 Crescent Way

		Samonsky

		None - Informational

		



		

		2016-007303ENV

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Pollak

		Without hearing; Continued to December 13, 2018

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20341

		2017-015110CUA

		1043 Alabama Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		DRA-0627

		2015-009733DRP

		1026 Clayton Street

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as Proposed

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)







November 8, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-015810CUA

		830 Rhode Island

		Hoagland

		Continued to December 6, 2018

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2016-015675CUA

		2990 24th Street

		Lindsay

		Continued to December 20, 2018

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2015-008351DRP-06

		380 Holladay Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to January 10, 2019

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20331

		2018-009951CUA

		1541 Sloat Boulevard

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20332

		2018-011019CUA

		400 Winston Drive

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20333

		2018-008620CUA

		693 14th Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		DRA-0623

		2017-007215DRM

		506 Vallejo Street

		Tuffy

		Took DR and Approved

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 18, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 25, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted 

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		R-20334

		2018-013893PCAMAP

		1550 Evans Avenue

		Jardines

		Approved with Modifications

		+5 -1 (Richards against; Moore absent)



		

		2017-011878ENV

		Potrero Power Station

		Schuett

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2016-000378CUA

		1600 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Adopted a Motion of Intent to Disapprove supporting a change to Code for grocery store use limits and Continued to November 29, 2018

		+5 -1 (Hillis against; Moore absent)



		

		2016-000378VAR

		1600 Jackson Street

		Foster

		Continued to November 29, 2019

		



		M-20335

		2013.1037C

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions and include licensed arborist be hired for tree protection plan. 

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2013.1037V

		650 Divisadero Street

		May

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		M-20336

		2007.1347CUA

		3637-3657 Sacramento Street

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions as amended removing one floor of parking. 

		+4 -2 (Richards, Melgar against; Moore absent)



		

		2007.1347VAR

		3637-3657 Sacramento Street

		Woods

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		M-20337

		2016-008438SHD

		1075-1089 Folsom Street

		Durandet

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		DRA-0624

		2016-008438DRP

		1075-1089 Folsom Street

		Durandet

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		DRA-0625

		2015-004717DRP

		11 Gladys Street

		Christensen

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved with direction to staff to work on privacy screening.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Moore absent)



		

		2015-004717VAR

		11 Gladys Street

		Christensen

		Acting ZA closed the public hearing and took the matter under advisement.

		



		DRA-0626

		2018-007690DRP

		269 Avila Street

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Moore absent)







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

		+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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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.



				December 6, 2018

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-016050CUA		49 Hopkins Avenue				to: 1/24		Horn

						Residential Demolition

		2018-013861PCAMAP		Large Residence Special Use District				to: 1/31		Sanchez

						D11

		2016-007303PCA		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				to: 3/14		Tuffy

						Legislative Amendment to 188(g); Convert office building for hotel use

		2016-007303DNXCUA		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				to: 3/14		Tuffy

						Convert existing office building for new Hotel use

				HOME-SF and 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Programs						Ikezoe

						Planning Code Amendment 

		2015-004568ENV		10 South Van Ness Avenue 						Schuett

						DEIR

		 2014.0948ENX		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street 				fr: 10/25; 11/15; 11/29		Jardines

						mixed-use building with 56 units with ground floor retail 

		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						May

						CUA

		2018-010482CUA		3501 California 						Kirby

						formula retail (SusieCakes) 

		2015-018150CUA		137 Clayton Street 				fr: 9/13; 11/15		May

						CUA

		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.		Johnson - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-011216DRP 		277 Judson Avenue				fr: 10/18		Kwiatkowska

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 1/24

		2015-006327CUA		3225 Lincoln Way				CONSENT		Tran

						Change of use from residential to religious institution & group housing

		2016-007303ENV		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				fr: 10/11; 11/15		Pollak

						Appeal of PMND

		1996.0016CWP		COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY INVENTORY 2017  						Qi

						Informational 

		2016-013551CWP		Excelsior & Outer Mission Neighborhood Strategy 						Exline

						Informational

		2015-014028ENV		3333 California Street						Moore

						Draft EIR 

		2018-002007CUA		145 Laurel Street				fr: 11/29		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility 

		2017-016520CUA		828 Arkansas Street						Christensen

						Demolition of existing single-family home and construction of new two-unit building

		2018-008372CUA		1123-1127 Folsom Street						Flores

						Legalize outdoor activity area

		2018-012576CUA		1769 Lombard Street 				CB3P 		Weissglass

						legalize an existing Kennel

		2017-010630DRP		1621 Diamond Street 				fr: 11/29		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-006138DRP-03		2831 Pierce Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009996DRP		434-436 20th Avenue				fr: 10/18		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 20, 2018

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-008389CUA		88 King Street				CONSENT		Lindsay

						Sprint Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility 

		2018-007366CUA		838 Grant Avenue				CONSENT		Foster

						CU for Restaurant Use + hours of operation

				Project Pipeline Status Report						TBD

						Informational

				Modernizing Long Range Data Analysis						Ojeda

						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.

		2016-004905SHDCUAENX		1052-1060 Folsom Street & 190-194 Russ Street 						Vu

						demo of three buildings on three parcels, new seven-story and 64'-6" tall mixed-use building 

		2016-015675CUA 		2990 24th Street 				fr: 9/1; 11/8		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility

		2018-012420CUA		1169 Market Street						Adina

						Establish a Formula Retail Use (dba Whole Foods)

		2017-009635CUA		432 Cortland Avenue						Flores

						demo mixed-use building, new construction (3 dwellings and 1 commercial unit)

		2018-011935CUA		2505 Third St						Christensen

						Restaurant and event space use (dba Magnolia Brewing)

		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 - Closed to DR's

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-007467CUA		360A West Portal Avenue				CONSENT		Hicks

						legalize existing use as Business or Professional Service 

		2015-010013IKA		30 Otis Plaza						Caldwell

						In-Kind Agreement 

				Polk/Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines						Winslow

						Adoption

				Tall Buildings Report 						Small

						Mayor's Office of Resilience & Recovery - Informational

		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 

		2017-001270CUAVAR		3140-3150 16th Street 				fr: 7/26; 10/4; 11/15; 11/29		Vu

						PDR to restaurant with accessory outdoor activity area

		2017-007943CUA		3848 24th St				fr: 11/29		Pantoja

						establishment of a Retail Professional Service (i.e. real estate brokerage)

		2018-012050CUA		927 Irving Street						Chandler

						use size more than 2,500 sf as well as the establishment of a Health Service Use

		2018-009178CUA 		2909 Webster Street 						Dito

						Formula Retail yoga studio (dba CorePower)

		2018-001936CUA 		799 Van Ness Ave 						Dito

						use size and retail at the 2nd floor and above (gym)

		2018-007259CUAVAR 		88 Museum Way						Horn

						New Construction of Detached Garage

		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

		2018-001609DRP		144 PERALTA AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 17, 2019 - Joint w/HPC

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				January 17, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-015443PCAMAP   		170 Valencia Street						Butkus

						Planning Code, Zoning Map

		2016-005555DRP-02VAR 		1794-98 Filbert Street				fr: 11/29		Woods

						Vertical addition & rear yard Variance

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/12; 10/4; 11/29		May

						Public Initiated DR

				January 24, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Work Program, Budget, and Performance Measures 						Landis

						Informational

		2013.0655CUA		1513A-F York Street 				fr: 10/25; 11/29		Vu

						9 three-story buildings containing 10 dwelling units with subterranean parking 

		2017-016050CUA		49 Hopkins Avenue				fr: 12/6		Horn

						Residential Demolition

		2018-008877CUA		1519 Polk Street						Ganetsos

						change of use from General Retail Sales and Services use to a Bar use (tapas bar D.B.A. ORA) 

		2015-011216DRP 		277 Judson Avenue				fr: 10/18; 12/13		Kwiatkowska

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-005189DRP		216 Head Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-013175DRP		1979 Funston Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 31, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-013861PCAMAP		Large Residence Special Use District				fr: 12/6		Sanchez

						D11

				February 7, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				1979 Mission Street						Vu

						Informational

				February 14, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Budget and Work Program 						Landis

						Adoption

				Executive Directive on Housing (17-02) Report						Bintliff

						Informational

		2018-014721CUA 		1685 Haight St						Dito

						Cannabis Retailer/Dispensary

		2016-009554DRP		27 FOUNTAIN ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-014666DRP		743 VERMONT ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 21, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-012049GEN		Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines and Transportation Network Company Update						Wietgrefe

						Informational

		2015-015129DRP		1523 FRANKLIN ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-004967DRP		929 DIAMOND ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 28, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2013.1856DRP-05		923-939 KANSAS ST (aka 951 KANSAS ST)						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 7, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				March 14, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				March 14, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-007303PCA		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				fr: 12/6		Tuffy

						Legislative Amendment to 188(g); Convert office building for hotel use

		2016-007303DNXCUA		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				fr: 12/6		Tuffy

						Convert existing office building for new Hotel use

				March 21, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				March 28, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				March 28, 2019
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 12:53:03 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: Lauren Meade <wordpress@3060fillmore.com>

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 12:32 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<Christopher.May@sfgov.org>; kim@kmarq.com; LCuadra@bergdavis.com

Subject: I Support 3060 Fillmore Street

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

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Lauren Meade and I live at 1648 Filbert Street, San Francisco, CA. I am contacting you to express my
support for the proposed Shake Shack and Rumble Fitness at 3060 Fillmore. San Francisco’s first Shake Shack and
second Rumble will revitalize a long-vacant building and spark new energy in the Union Street corridor.

The neighborhood is known for its walkability, but the pedestrian experience, street cleanliness, and overall
neighborhood vitality have suffered as vacancies have increased. I hope this project helps us get back to a livelier
corridor with even more new businesses.

I strongly encourage you to approve this proposal.

Sincerely,

Lauren Meade
meade.lauren@gmail.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQ); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)

Subject: FW: Concerns Regarding Shake Shack on Filbert St--OPPOSED

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 11:44:51 AM

Jonas P. Tonin,
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: Betsy Jasny <bjasny@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 7:27 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Concerns Regarding Shake Shack on Filbert St--OPPOSED

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

Good Morning,

I live at 2156 Filbert St.

I do not want a Shake Shack and Rumble Boxing in the former Real Foods location.

Like the rest of my neighbors, we would like to see a full service grocery store.

My concerns:

Safety:

1. there are 2 Day Care Centers and parents are dropping off and picking up their young children. The traffic
congestion caused by

Uber Eats, Caviar, etc would threaten the children’s safety and pedestrian safety

Environment:
1. We all have home offices. Fryers and grills going all day will pollute the air with smell and particulate matter.

Traffic Congestion:

1. Tt will be impossible to manage traffic and double parking at the intersection of Filbert and Fillmore and will
create a nightmare for residents and an unsafe area for pedestrians

Needs of the Community:
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1. The Community needs a full service grocery store with healthy food. Not french fries and hamburgers.
2. Rumble Boxing will likely have a short life and then we will have another empty storefront and blight
Betsy Jasny

bjasny@comecast.net
415.722.5895



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQ); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)

Subject: FW: Design Review for 2417 Green Street

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 10:58:01 AM

Attachments: Doc2.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: WAYNE GARCIA <waynegarcia@me.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 2:00 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: Design Review for 2417 Green Street

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
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Wayne Garcia & Sheryl Rogat
1132 Rhode Island Street
San Francisco, CA 94107

To: San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Design Review for 2417 Green Street
Permit 2017.04.28.5244

As small business owners in the city our work prevents us from attending today’s hearing. But
having attended a previous hearing (January 9) on this same project we again would like to
voice our strongest support for Philip Kaufman and all the entire neighborhood being affected
by a development that the Board of Supervisor has already unanimously deemed to not only
seriously impact Kaufman’s historic home but to be unsafe as well. And not once (January 9)
but twice (February 6).

On those dates he Board of Supervisors held unanimously that the proposed project at 2417
Green Street “...presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous
materials and it appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have significant

effect on the environment...therefore the project was not Categorically Exempt from CEQA.”

And yet, despite the Boards’ ruling, the Planning staff issued a second Categorical Exemption in
June, overriding the unanimous decision of the Board.

Moreover, 4 violations against this project have already been issued and never corrected or
addressed in any manner.

One can only wonder why and by what justification yet another Design Review hearing is taking
place? Why so much valuable time and money is again being spent?

We urge the Planning Commissioner to not only protect the historic home most directly
affected by this ill-conceived project, but also the entire neighborhood that is clearly opposed
to it, and from a developer who has shown them no consideration or respect.

Sincerely,
Wayne Garcia & Sheryl Rogat






From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQ); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)

Subject: FW: Planning Commission hearing on 11/29-2417 Green St.

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 10:57:46 AM

Jonas P. Tonin,
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: Christine Pelosi <sfpelosi@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 2:01 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cec: richhillissf@gmail.com

Subject: Planning Commission hearing on 11/29-2417 Green St.

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

November 26, 2018

President Rich Hillis and Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Design Review for 2417 Green Street
Permit 2017.04.28.5244
Hearing December 13

Dear President Hillis and Honorable Commissioners,

Because events call me to Washington, DC this week I am unable to speak before you today and have asked that this
letter be read aloud. My parents Paul and Nancy Pelosi live in the neighborhood three blocks from my father in law
Philip Kaufman’s home at 2421 Green Street.

Even before I met my husband Peter, my parents and I knew his parents Philip and Rose Kaufman as fixtures in the
community; creative geniuses who made their world famous movies in San Francisco. Their historic home at 2421
Green Street in Cow Hollow has long been a salon for artists and actors as well as a magical refuge for my daughter
Bella and stepson Octavio Kaufman. Just as carefully as the the iconic architect Ernest Coxhead built the house for
himself and his family to live in, the Kaufmans have tended to its architecture and garden as loving caregivers for
three decades.
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Over a year ago, Mr. Durkin bought the house next door and downslope of 2421 Green and revealed his plans that
would endanger this historic home. Letters poured in from neighbors to Planning voicing their strong opposition to
the project that will destabilize the entire hill and clearly block the light, air and views of 24 windows at 2421 Green
that are prominent in Coxhead's design. Mr. Durkin's proposed massive excavation threatens to destabilize the
Coxhead's historic tall brick foundation. In addition, there are underground streams on the hill. The site is on the
Maher Map for contaminated soil - a fact noted with concern at BOTH the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
hearings regarding this matter.

On February 6, 2018, the Board of Supervisors held unanimously that due to the unusual historic status of the
Kaufmans’ Coxhead house and the hazardous materials Durkin plans to excavate next door, the project was not
Categorically Exempt from CEQA.

Despite this ruling, Planning staff issued a second Categorical Exemption even though the project sponsor added
more square footage in the form of an additional dwelling unit — and despite Planning having issued 4 violations
against this project that were not addressed.

Simply put: my father-in-law’s home is in jeopardy. A national treasure risks serious and irreversible damage. The
controls required under CEQA and ordered by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors have been ignored, making
today’s Design Review request premature and inadequate.

I therefore urge you to echo the Board of Supervisors order: please follow the CEQA protocol of the required
analysis and public disclosure of the environmental impacts on Green Street all feasible measures to mitigate those
impacts on the light, air, privacy, and stability of the historic home and neighborhood.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Christine Pelosi

Christine Pelosi
sfpelosi@gmail.com



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

(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES CIVIC CENTER HOLIDAY SCHEDULE OF
EVENTS

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 10:34:57 AM

Attachments: 11.30.18 Winter Season Events.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 9:38 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES CIVIC CENTER HOLIDAY
SCHEDULE OF EVENTS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, November 30, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES CIVIC CENTER

HOLIDAY SCHEDULE OF EVENTS

Attractions include the Winter Park Ice Rink and holiday events at City Hall, including the
Mayor’s Holiday Fair

San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed today announced the schedule of upcoming
events at Civic Center celebrating the many holidays of the season. The events will be
headlined by the Mayor’s Holiday Fair at City Hall on December 9™, which will include Santa
Claus in the Rotunda, Hanukkah and Kwanzaa stations, and other family-friendly activities for

people of all ages.

The events and attractions are part of Mayor Breed’s continued efforts to increase the vibrancy
of the Civic Center area. Additional attractions during the holiday season will include the
Winter Park at Civic Center with an ice rink and lighted tree forest, and Family Weekends in
Civic Center with free kids activities. Families are also invited to play at the recently
renovated Helen Diller Civic Center Playgrounds, visit the Main Library’s holiday train
model, and enjoy warm drinks at the new Bi-Rite Caf¢ in Civic Center Plaza.
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, November 30, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES CIVIC CENTER
HOLIDAY SCHEDULE OF EVENTS

Attractions include the Winter Park Ice Rink and holiday events at City Hall, including the
Mayor ’s Holiday Fair

San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed today announced the schedule of upcoming
events at Civic Center celebrating the many holidays of the season. The events will be headlined
by the Mayor’s Holiday Fair at City Hall on December 9", which will include Santa Claus in the
Rotunda, Hanukkah and Kwanzaa stations, and other family-friendly activities for people of all
ages.

The events and attractions are part of Mayor Breed’s continued efforts to increase the vibrancy
of the Civic Center area. Additional attractions during the holiday season will include the Winter
Park at Civic Center with an ice rink and lighted tree forest, and Family Weekends in Civic
Center with free Kkids activities. Families are also invited to play at the recently renovated Helen
Diller Civic Center Playgrounds, visit the Main Library’s holiday train model, and enjoy warm
drinks at the new Bi-Rite Café in Civic Center Plaza.

“I want Civic Center to be a place where families and kids can celebrate the holidays,” said
Mayor Breed. “Since taking office, one of my priorities has been working with our City
departments to make Civic Center a more welcoming place for all our residents. We have made
consistent progress over the past few months, and | am excited for people to be able to come
together and celebrate with those they love this holiday season.”

Holiday Events Scheduled in City Hall and Civic Center:

The Winter Park at Civic Center Ice Rink Opening Event
Friday, November 30, 11am - 12pm (rink open from 12pm - 10pm daily through January 6)
Ribbon-cutting featuring Brian Boitano, SF Ice Theater, and Yerba Buena Little Skaters.

Family Weekends in Civic Center
December 1-2, 8-9, 15-16, 22; 10am - 4pm
Free kids games and activities including face-painting and photos with Santa Claus.

City Hall Pop Up Holiday Shop in Northern Light Court
Tuesday, December 4, 11am - 6pm
Over 50 local makers and manufacturers will have stands where the public can purchase their
goods; live music, raffle, sweets.
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200

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





LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Annual Civic Center Plaza Tree Lighting

Wednesday, December 5, 5pm - 7pm

Hosted by San Francisco Recreation and Park Department and Civic Center Commons. Another
Planet Entertainment and SFPD will sponsor a Toy Giveaway for 400 kids; performances by
Tap Dancing Trees, San Francisco Girls Chorus, and Boxcar Theatre holiday characters; snow,
music, drinks, and sweets.

Mayor’s Holiday Fair

Sunday, December 9, 10am - 4pm

Attractions in the outdoor plaza will be complemented with activities inside City Hall, including
photos with Santa Claus, Hanukkah and Kwanzaa festivities, and a view of the City Hall Tree
inside the Rotunda.

More information on these events can be found at www.civiccentercommons.org/2018-holiday-
season-in-civic-center-commons/. For general information about the area and the overall efforts
of the City and its many partners to improve the City’s central civic spaces, please visit
WWW.Civiccentercommons.org.

it
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“I want Civic Center to be a place where families and kids can celebrate the holidays,” said
Mayor Breed. “Since taking office, one of my priorities has been working with our City
departments to make Civic Center a more welcoming place for all our residents. We have
made consistent progress over the past few months, and I am excited for people to be able to
come together and celebrate with those they love this holiday season.”

Holiday Events Scheduled in City Hall and Civic Center:

The Winter Park at Civic Center Ice Rink Opening Event
Friday, November 30, 11am - 12pm (rink open from 12pm - 10pm daily through January 6)
Ribbon-cutting featuring Brian Boitano, SF Ice Theater, and Yerba Buena Little Skaters.

Family Weekends in Civic Center
December 1-2, 8-9, 15-16, 22; 10am - 4pm
Free kids games and activities including face-painting and photos with Santa Claus.

City Hall Pop Up Holiday Shop in Northern Light Court

Tuesday, December 4, 11am - 6pm

Over 50 local makers and manufacturers will have stands where the public can purchase their
goods, live music, raffle, sweets.

Annual Civic Center Plaza Tree Lighting

Wednesday, December 5, Spm - 7pm

Hosted by San Francisco Recreation and Park Department and Civic Center Commons.
Another Planet Entertainment and SFPD will sponsor a Toy Giveaway for 400 kids,
performances by Tap Dancing Trees, San Francisco Girls Chorus, and Boxcar Theatre
holiday characters; snow, music, drinks, and sweets.

Mayor’s Holiday Fair

Sunday, December 9, 10am - 4pm

Attractions in the outdoor plaza will be complemented with activities inside City Hall,
including photos with Santa Claus, Hanukkah and Kwanzaa festivities, and a view of the City
Hall Tree inside the Rotunda.

More information on these events can be found at www.civiccentercommons.org/2018-
holiday-season-in-civic-center-commons/. For general information about the area and the
overall efforts of the City and its many partners to improve the City’s central civic spaces,

please visit www.civiccentercommons.org.
HitH
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From: Starr, Aaron (CPC)
To: Planning@RodneyFong.com; richhillissf@gmail.com; mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel
(CPQC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Weekly Board Report
Date: Thursday, November 29, 2018 12:23:32 PM
Attachments: 2018 11 29.pdf
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Please see attached.

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.or

B e O & X
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Summary of Board Activities
November 26-30, 2018

Planning Commission Report: November 29, 2018

Land Use Committee

e 180935 Planning Code, Zoning Map - 1550 Evans Avenue Special Use District. Sponsor: Cohen.

At this week’s land use hearing, the committee heard Supervisor Cohen’s ordinance that would
create the 1550 Evans Street SUD. This project will allow the PUC to build a community center
on land that is current zoned PDR-2 in the Bay View Hunters Point Neighborhood.
Commissioners, you heard this item on November 8 and voted to approve the proposed

ordinance.

At the land use hearing, there were many speakers from the Bay View Community who spoke in
favor of the proposed amendments. Supervisor Cohen also gave some remarks about the
proposed ordinance and the PUC also gave a presentation on the proposed Community Center

Plan. The Committee then forwarded the item to the Full Board with a positive recommendation.

o 181028 Planning Code - Off-Street Parking Requirements. Sponsors: Kim; Peskin and Brown.

Next the Committee Considered Supervisor Kim’s ordinance that would eliminate minimum
parking requirements city-wide. Commissioners, you may recall that this amendment came out of
Supervisor Kim’s proposed Better Streets ordinance that you heard on October 18. At that
hearing, you exceeded Staff's recommendation to eliminate minimum parking requirements in
zoning districts where curb cuts are prohibited, and instead recommended that they should be
removed city-wide. To accommodate that amendment, Supervisor Kim duplicated her original
ordinance, which is what the Land Use Committee heard this week.

This item was originally continued from the November 5 Land Use hearing so that Supervisor Kim
could do additional outreach. Supervisor Kim’s office and Planning Staff held three outreach
meetings, two of which were well attended and one which had only a few attendees. Most of
those who attended were in favor of the proposed amendments, however some attendees were

still skeptical.

At the Land Use hearing, a large contingent of people came out to speak in favor of the proposed
ordinance, while only one speaker spoke in opposition. Supervisor Safai again said he was
uncomfortable with the proposed amendments because there had not been enough conversation

on the proposed change, while Supervisor Tang felt more comfortable moving the item forward
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Summary of Board Activities
November 26-30, 2018

Planning Commission Report: November 29, 2018

because the additional public outreach had been done. In deference to Supervisor Safai’s

concerns, the committee forwarded the item to the Full Board without a recommendation.

Should this ordinance pass, San Francisco will be the largest city in the United States to remove
its minimum parking requirements. Only one other major city in North America, Mexico City, has
done so. The only other city in the US to have done this is Hartford, Connecticut. While limited in
its impact because we have all but removed minimum parking requirements in SF, this ordinance
will send a clear message that San Francisco is serious about its transit first better streets
policies, its Vision Zero goal, and most importantly its commitment to addressing climate change

and reducing our CO2 emissions.

Full Board

180776 Planning Code, Zoning Map - 430-29th Avenue Special Use District. Sponsor: Fewer.
Staff: Butkus. PASSED Second Read

180892 Planning Code - 1629 Market Street Special Use District. Sponsor: Kim. Staff: Sucre.
PASSED Second Read

180891 Development Agreement Amendment - Strada Brady, LLC - Market and Colton Streets.
Sponsor: Kim. Staff: Sucre. PASSED Second Read

180911 Planning Code - Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. Sponsor: Mayor. Staff: Grob. PASSED
Second Read

151258 Planning Code - Affordable Housing Requirement and Fee in Divisadero Neighborhood
Commercial Transit District. Sponsor: Brown. Staff: Bintliff. PASSED Second Read

180806 Planning Code - Temporary Pop-Up Retail, Flexible Retail, and Arts Activities Uses.
Sponsors: Tang; Safai, Fewer, Brown and Cohen. Staff: Butkus. PASSED Second Read

180490 General Plan Amendments - Central South of Market Area Plan. Sponsor: Planning
Commission. Staff: Chen. PASSED Second Read

180184 Administrative, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Area Plan. Sponsors: Mayor;
Kim. Staff: Chen. Amended and Passed First Read Read, Item 15

180185 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Central South of Market Special Use District. Sponsors:
Mayor; Kim. Staff; Chen. PASSED Second Read

180453 Business and Tax Regulations, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Housing
Sustainability District. Sponsors: Mayor; Kim. Staff: Chen. PASSED Second Read

180612 Administrative Code - San Francisco Special Tax Financing Law - Central SoMa.
Sponsors: Mayor; Kim. Staff: Chen. PASSED Second Read
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https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2533398&GUID=35E7C0C3-7CE8-451F-990F-8C65B4E7DD69

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3590826&GUID=D185574E-C296-450E-971E-EF503159B2B4

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3506286&GUID=458A3C47-A93C-4E55-ACF9-A14383C25D5E

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3360007&GUID=6E6999CC-B3CD-45F5-8681-1288E0C6F856
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Summary of Board Activities
November 26-30, 2018

Planning Commission Report: November 29, 2018

All of Central SoMa ordinances except for the Admin and Planning Code changes passed their
second read this week. The Admin and Planning Code changes needed some minor technical
amendments, so that one ordinance was amended and passed on first read. It will receive its

second read next week.





		Land Use Committee

		 180935 Planning Code, Zoning Map - 1550 Evans Avenue Special Use District. Sponsor: Cohen.

		At this week’s land use hearing, the committee heard Supervisor Cohen’s ordinance that would create the 1550 Evans Street SUD. This project will allow the PUC to build a community center on land that is current zoned PDR-2 in the Bay View Hunters Poin...

		At the land use hearing, there were many speakers from the Bay View Community who spoke in favor of the proposed amendments. Supervisor Cohen also gave some remarks about the proposed ordinance and the PUC also gave a presentation on the proposed Comm...

		 181028 Planning Code - Off-Street Parking Requirements. Sponsors: Kim; Peskin and Brown.

		Next the Committee Considered Supervisor Kim’s ordinance that would eliminate minimum parking requirements city-wide. Commissioners, you may recall that this amendment came out of Supervisor Kim’s proposed Better Streets ordinance that you heard on Oc...

		This item was originally continued from the November 5 Land Use hearing so that Supervisor Kim could do additional outreach. Supervisor Kim’s office and Planning Staff held three outreach meetings, two of which were well attended and one which had onl...

		At the Land Use hearing, a large contingent of people came out to speak in favor of the proposed ordinance, while only one speaker spoke in opposition. Supervisor Safai again said he was uncomfortable with the proposed amendments because there had not...

		Should this ordinance pass, San Francisco will be the largest city in the United States to remove its minimum parking requirements. Only one other major city in North America, Mexico City, has done so. The only other city in the US to have done this i...

		Full Board

		 180776 Planning Code, Zoning Map - 430-29th Avenue Special Use District. Sponsor: Fewer. Staff: Butkus. PASSED Second Read

		 180892 Planning Code - 1629 Market Street Special Use District. Sponsor: Kim. Staff: Sucre. PASSED Second Read

		 180891 Development Agreement Amendment - Strada Brady, LLC - Market and Colton Streets. Sponsor: Kim. Staff: Sucre. PASSED Second Read

		 180911 Planning Code - Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. Sponsor: Mayor. Staff: Grob. PASSED Second Read

		 151258 Planning Code - Affordable Housing Requirement and Fee in Divisadero Neighborhood Commercial Transit District. Sponsor: Brown. Staff: Bintliff. PASSED Second Read

		 180806 Planning Code - Temporary Pop-Up Retail, Flexible Retail, and Arts Activities Uses. Sponsors: Tang; Safai, Fewer, Brown and Cohen. Staff: Butkus. PASSED Second Read

		 180490 General Plan Amendments - Central South of Market Area Plan. Sponsor: Planning Commission. Staff: Chen. PASSED Second Read

		 180184 Administrative, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Area Plan. Sponsors: Mayor; Kim. Staff: Chen. Amended and Passed First Read Read, Item 15

		 180185 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Central South of Market Special Use District. Sponsors: Mayor; Kim. Staff: Chen. PASSED Second Read

		 180453 Business and Tax Regulations, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District. Sponsors: Mayor; Kim. Staff: Chen. PASSED Second Read

		 180612 Administrative Code - San Francisco Special Tax Financing Law - Central SoMa. Sponsors: Mayor; Kim. Staff: Chen. PASSED Second Read

		All of Central SoMa ordinances except for the Admin and Planning Code changes passed their second read this week. The Admin and Planning Code changes needed some minor technical amendments, so that one ordinance was amended and passed on first read. I...
























From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQ); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Corbett Heights Neighbors" Non-Opposition: Mt. Olympus

Date: Thursday, November 29, 2018 11:37:31 AM

Attachments: Corbett Heights Neighbors" Non-Opposition Mt. Olympus.msq

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: Gary Weiss <gary@corbettheights.org>

Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 11:32 AM

To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Tim Clinton <tim@dawson-clinton.com>; Paul Dawson <paul@dawson-
clinton.com>; Townes, Chris (CPC) <chris.townes@sfgov.org>

Cc: brad lyman <bradlyman@yahoo.com>

Subject: Corbett Heights Neighbors' Non-Opposition: Mt. Olympus

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

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Tim Clinton; Paul Dawson; Townes, Chris (CPC)

		Cc

		brad lyman

		Recipients

		bradlyman@yahoo.com; jonas.ionin@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; tim@dawson-clinton.com; paul@dawson-clinton.com; chris.townes@sfgov.org
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November 29, 2018
Re: Case No. 2015-004297CUA

Dear Commissioners,

On behalf of Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN), | am writing to communicate
our organization’s non-opposition to the proposed Mt. Olympus Project.
After working with Dawson & Clinton for almost four years, and seeing the
project reduced in size from an average of more than 10,000 gross square
feet per dwelling to just over 3600, we are willing to accept this final size
reduction.

The full Corbett Heights Board as well as the membership has voted to
support this position. Dawson & Clinton has also offered to provide
community benefits for our parks in the amount of $50,000. Please know
that accepting or declining this funding has no effect on our group’s position
on the project. (Three out of 8 Board members were not in agreement about
accepting the funds, while four were in favor of accepting them. The CHN
general membership was overwhelmingly and eagerly in support of accepting
these funds and how they would be used to improve our parks.)

Again, the membership of Corbett Heights as well as the majority of its Board
has agreed to a position of non-oppesition to the Mt. Olympus project listed
above.

Thank you,

S

Gary Weiss, president
Corbett Heights Neighbors












From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED JOINS SALESFORCE CHAIRMAN AND CO-CEO MARC
BENIOFF AND TENDERLOIN HOUSING CLINIC TO ANNOUNCE NEW HOUSING FOR FORMERLY HOMELESS
INDIVIDUALS

Date: Thursday, November 29, 2018 10:42:43 AM

Attachments: 11.29.18 Bristol Announcement.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 10:39 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED JOINS SALESFORCE CHAIRMAN AND CO-
CEO MARC BENIOFF AND TENDERLOIN HOUSING CLINIC TO ANNOUNCE NEW HOUSING FOR
FORMERLY HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, November 29, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED JOINS SALESFORCE CHAIRMAN
AND CO-CEO MARC BENIOFF AND TENDERLOIN HOUSING
CLINIC TO ANNOUNCE NEW HOUSING FOR FORMERLY
HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today joined Salesforce Chariman and co-CEO
Marc Benioff to announce 58 units of housing for formerly homeless individuals. The Bristol
Hotel, located at 56 Mason Street, will be preserved as housing for formerly homeless people
instead of being converted into market-rate units. The Tenderloin Housing Clinic will be the
recipient of the funds, the lease-holder, and operator of the building.

At the request of Mayor Breed, Marc and Lynne Benioff have agreed to donate $6.1 million to
fund the first 5 years of a 20 year lease of the Bristol Hotel, a completely renovated vacant 58-
unit SRO hotel (including on-site resident manager’s unit) in the Tenderloin. Mayor Breed is
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, November 29, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***

MAYOR LONDON BREED JOINS SALESFORCE CHAIRMAN
AND CO-CEO MARC BENIOFF AND TENDERLOIN HOUSING
CLINIC TO ANNOUNCE NEW HOUSING FOR FORMERLY
HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today joined Salesforce Chariman and co-CEO
Marc Benioff to announce 58 units of housing for formerly homeless individuals. The Bristol
Hotel, located at 56 Mason Street, will be preserved as housing for formerly homeless people
instead of being converted into market-rate units. The Tenderloin Housing Clinic will be the
recipient of the funds, the lease-holder, and operator of the building.

At the request of Mayor Breed, Marc and Lynne Benioff have agreed to donate $6.1 million to
fund the first 5 years of a 20 year lease of the Bristol Hotel, a completely renovated vacant 58-
unit SRO hotel (including on-site resident manager’s unit) in the Tenderloin. Mayor Breed is

committed to working with partners to identify ongoing funding for the remainder of the lease.

“l am committed to helping our homeless residents off the streets and into housing, and in order
to do so it is critical we provide people with the housing they need to transition to a new phase in
their lives,” said Mayor Breed. “As we wait for new funding to become available, | am working
with business and civic leaders like Marc and Lynne Benioff to identify other funding sources
and fund important programs like this one to make an immediate difference in our City.”

“Lynne and I are thrilled to join Mayor Breed and the city to make the Bristol Hotel a place
where San Franciscans can work their way out of homelessness and toward independence,” said
Marc Benioff, Chairman and co-CEO, Salesforce. “It's part of our larger vision for San Francisco
where every person and family has a home of their own.”

The Tenderloin Housing Clinic plans to rent the building as “step up housing,” which provides
exits for residents of permanent supportive housing who no longer need services and can live
independently. The units they vacate will then be available to persons leaving street
homelessness. Tenderloin Housing Clinic will rent small units for $500 a month, medium sized
rooms for $575 a month, and large rooms for $650 a month.

“l want to thank both Mayor Breed and Marc Benioff for taking this historic step toward
providing high-quality, affordable housing to those who will truly appreciate it,” said Randy
Shaw, Executive Director of the Tenderloin Housing Clinic. “With their partnership, we have

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





LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

preserved the Bristol Hotel as a valuable community asset that will help to transform people’s
lives and open up more opportunities for people trying to exit homelessness.”

This project is part of Mayor Breed’s larger plan to address homelessness in San Francisco. She
has announced that San Francisco will open 1,000 new shelter beds by 2020, the largest
expansion of shelter in San Francisco in 30 years. The City has recently opened the Division
Circle Navigation Center and the Bayshore Navigation Center, a total of 254 beds, with an
additional Navigation Center scheduled to open by the end of the year.

HiHt
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November 28, 2018 CITY & COUNTY OF S.E

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CPCHPC

BY EMAIL AND OVERNIGHT MAIL

President Rich Hillis and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission

c/o Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary

David Winslow, Principal Architect, Design Review
1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.orq;
planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfqgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org;
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; david.winslow@sfgov.org

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

Dear President Rich Hillis and Honorable Commissioners:

On behalf of Mr. Philip Kaufman, we submit this letter concerning the proposed
project at 2417 Green Street (“Project’), proposed by Mr. Christopher Durkin. Mr.
Kaufman lives in the historic Coxhead House, located at 2421 Green Street,
immediately uphill and adjacent to the proposed Project. The Coxhead House was built
by famed architect Ernest Coxhead as his own home in 1893, and has been
memorialized in countless books on American Architecture. The California Office of
Historic Preservation deemed the Coxhead House “clearly eligible” for the National Park
Service’s Register of Historic Places. Architect and structural engineer, Dr. Lawrence
Karp, Ph.D., has concluded that the proposed Project “will cause serious irreparable
damage to the historical integrity of’ the Coxhead House.

We write specifically to clarify several false statements and oversights made in
the Staff Report (“Staff Report”) prepared for the Planning Commission’s hearing, and in
the letter submitted by the law firm of Reuben Junius & Rose LLP, dated November 19,
2018.



2417 Green Street
November 28, 2018
Page 2 of 6

A. Board of Supervisors Already Voted Unanimously that the Project is Not
Exempt from CEQA.

Most significantly, the Staff Report fails entirely to mention the Board of
Supervisor's unanimous 11-0 resolution of February 6, 2018, which stated:

the proposed project “presents unusual circumstances relating to historic
resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those
circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the environment
... therefore the project is not categorically exempt from CEQA."

It is crucial for the Staff Report to inform the Planning Commission that the Board
of Supervisors has already determined unanimously that this very Project may not be
exempted from CEQA review. Neither the developer nor the City filed an action in
Superior Court to challenge the Board of Supervisor’s ruling. That ruling is therefore res
judicata (“things decided”) and may not be reversed by staff.?

The Staff Report briefly mentions the Board of Supervisors resolution of January
9, 2018, but fails to mention the final resolution adopted on February 6, 2018. The
January 9 resolution was made by then-Supervisor Farrell and seconded by Supervisor
Peskin, and was passed unanimously. The February 6 resolution was made by
Supervisor Stefani and seconded by Supervisor Peskin, and also passed unanimously.
Then-Supervisor London Breed, spoke strongly in support of the resolution,
emphasizing her concerns about potentially contaminated soil. CEQA section 21084.1
prohibits the use of a CEQA exemption for projects that may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. The Staff Report and CEQA
Exemption fail even to mention section 21084.1.

The Board had ample evidence to support is resolutions. The Board considered
reports from several eminently qualified experts. Dr. Lawrence Karp, Ph.D., testified
that the proposed Project would adversely affect light and air to the Coxhead House and
would undermine the foundation of the Coxhead House. He concluded that the Project
“will cause serious irreparable damage to the historical integrity of 2421 Green

' Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018). (Exhibit A).

2 “Res judicata precludes relitigation of issues in a case when the same issue has already been
litigated and finally decided in a prior case involving the same parties.... It is now generally
recognized that res judicata applies in administrative proceedings to decisions of an
administrative agency made pursuant to its judicial function.” Pac. Coast Med. Enterprises v.
Dep't of Benefit Payments (1983) 140 Cal.App.3d 197, 213-14. Thomas Tunny falsely states in
his November 19, 2018 letter that Judge Cynthia Lee of the San Francisco Superior Court
rejected this argument. This is false. Judge Lee denied an ex parte application, stating that the
argument should be raised first to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, which is
precisely what Mr. Kaufman is doing.
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[Coxhead House).” Architectural historian Carol Karp, AlA, provided a written report
concluding that the Project “would profoundly affect the historic nature of the [Coxhead
House).” Certified Hyrdrogeologist, Matthew Hagemann, C.Hg., concluded that the
parcel is on the City’s Maher Map of potentially contaminated sites, and that a
remediation plan is required to ensure safe testing and removal of any contaminated
soil. Since substantial evidence supports a fair argument that the Project may have
significant adverse impacts on the environment and on an historic resource, an
environmental impact report (“‘EIR”) should be required.3

Staff has brazenly ignored the Board of Supervisors unanimous resolution, and in
June 2018, simply issued yet another CEQA exemption for the same Project. Stated
simply, neither City staff, nor the Planning Commission have jurisdiction to defy the final
unanimous decision of the Board of Supervisors. The Planning Commission should
decline to consider the Project until a CEQA document is prepared in compliance with
the unanimous decision of the Board of Supervisors.

B. Cow Hollow Association and Pacific Height Residents Association
Support this Appeal and Oppose the Project.

The Staff Report states falsely that no comments have been submitted on the
Project by neighborhood groups, “No other neighborhood comments have been
received regarding this project.” (Staff Report, p.2). This statement is patently false.
The Cow Hollow Association submitted a letter in January 2018 supporting Mr.
Kaufman'’s request for Discretionary Review, and stating of the proposed Project:

This kind of remodel is not sanctioned under Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design
Guidelines and is not appropriate in San Francisco today. Building over-sized
homes creates out-of-reach pricing in a market already greatly inflated. It aids in
driving young families from our city. (Exhibit B).

The Cow Hollow Association has recently submitted another letter opposing the Project.
Paul Wermer of the Pacific Heights Residents Association spoke at the January 9, 2018
hearing in opposition to the proposed Project. It is unfathomable that staff forgot about
these comments. The Staff Report also states falsely that 6 letters have been filed in
opposition to the Project. In fact, 17 neighbors have filed letters opposing the Project.
These letters were all submitted to Staff, but somehow omitted from the packet and
report. Notably, there is no dispute that no neighborhood letters have been submitted in
support of the Project.

3 Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist.
(ConocoPhillips) (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 319-320.
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C. Mr. Durkin Has Incurred Four NOVs and an Order of Abatement.

Mr. Durkin’s lawyer, Thomas Tunny of Ruben, Junius, and Rose LLP, submitted
a letter on November 19, 2018 falsely stating that Mr. Kaufman has made “fabricated
building permit complaints, all of which have been investigated and closed with no
violations found.” This statement is demonstrably false and borders on defamation.

In fact, the City has issued four formal Notices of Violation (“NOVs") against Mr.
Durkin as well as an Order of Abatement for creating a PUBLIC NUISANCE. On
December 10, 2017, the developer removed a highly visible exterior chimney from the
existing home at 2417 Green. On December 12, 2017, the Department of Building
Inspection (DBI) issued a formal NOV, citing the developer for engaging in “WORK
WITHOUT PERMIT” and “WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT.” Undeterred, the very
next day, on December 13, 2017, the developer unlawfully removed a second exterior
chimney at the rear of the house — leaving two gaping holes in the roof of the property.
Then, on Saturday, December 16, 2017, the developer conducted demolition activities
in the foundation of the property. DBI sent an emergency inspector to stop work that
day, then DBl issued a formal NOV ordering the developer to “STOP ALL WORK”. On
January 8, 2018, the City issued a Notice of Violation directing the developer to repair
illegal holes made in the roof of the property. On January 9, 2018, the City issued a
Notice of Violation Final Warning due to the developer’s failure to repair the uniawful
damage to the home. Finally, on April 13, 2018, the City Department of Building
Inspection, Code Enforcement Division issued a notice of Order of Abatement that the
building is UNSAFE and/or a PUBLIC NUISANCE” due to failure to remedy violations.
On August 3, 2018, the Planning Department issued a Notice of Complaint regarding
“unpermitted construction, alteration, and/or addition work at the subject property.”
Copies of the NOVs are attached hereto as Exhibit C.

it should be no surprise that Mr. Durkin would resort to such last minute false
statements. Only two weeks ago on November 15, 2018, the Planning Commission
considered a discretionary review application filed by Mr. Durkin concerning a project at
1026 Clayton Street. In denying Mr. Durkin’s application, the Commission had
unusually harsh words. Commissioner Richards stated:

"So, | sat through the (1026 Clayton St.) DR. | very much remember Mr. Durkin
saying he was going to get back at the next door neighbor for this illegal deck... |
honestly feel that these kinds of things are a waste of time and, I'm sorry to say,
give Zacks, Freedman a very bad name. We sat through 799 Castro that had
been going on for 8 years. It seems like retaliatory litigation and I'd be
embarrassed if | were the owner or attorney doing this..."

The Planning Commission proceeded to vote unanimously against Mr. Durkin.
Ironically, in that case Mr. Durkin argued that CEQA review was required for his
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neighbor’s deck project because it would affect an allegedly historic resource. (Exhibit
D). But, unlike in the instant case, which involves documented impacts to the historic
Coxhead House, Mr. Durkin’s neighbor’'s home at 1026 Clayton was not a verified
historic resource. Certainly if Mr. Durkin has the audacity to argue for CEQA review for
a project that does not affect a historic resource, then he should be required to follow
his own precedent and conduct CEQA review for the 2417 Green Street Project which
has clear adverse impacts on the truly historic Coxhead House. At the very least, Mr.
Durkin must play by the rules be seeks to impose on others.

D. The HAA Does Not Require Project Approval.

Most of the November 19, 2018 Reuben Junius letter is devoted to a spurious
argument that the City is somehow compelled to approve the proposed Project under
the Housing Accountability Act (“HAA"). Gov. Code §65589.5. The HAA says nothing of
the kind. The HAA provides that if a proposed residential project meets applicable
general plan and zoning standards, the City may not require it to be “developed at a
lower density.” Nobody is asking for the Project to be developed at a “lower density.”
Mr. Kaufman and the other DR applicants are merely asking for the Project to be built in
a manner that complies with the Cow Hollow Design Guidelines, and complies with
CEQA. This may require a slightly smaller home, but with no fewer residential units and
therefore no less “density”.

Furthermore, the HAA specifically allows the City to reject a Project that may
have an “adverse impact upon the public health or safety.” Here, the Board of
Supervisors has determined that the Project site may be contaminated with toxic
chemicals, which clearly falls within the exception set forth in the HAA.

Finally, nothing in the HAA allows a proposed Project to avoid compliance with
CEQA. The Board of Supervisors has voted unanimously to require CEQA review.
After CEQA review is conducted, and the Project’'s environmental impacts are fully
mitigated, and all feasible alternatives are implemented to reduce the Project’s impacts,
then the Project may be considered — at its proposed “density”. Nothing in this appeal
implicates the HAA at all.

E. Staff Report Ignores Substantial Evidence and Misstates “New”
Evidence.

The Staff Report falsely states that the new CEQA exemption is based on a
revised geotechnical report submitted on February 7, 2018 — one day after the Board of
Supervisors unanimous vote to require CEQA review. (Staff Rpt. p. 3). However,
review of the new CEQA exemption reveals that the new exemption continues to rely on
the same geotechnical report prepared by Divis Consulting on April 6, 2017 (CEQA
Exemption, p. 8, fn. 9). This report was already considered and rejected by the Board of



2417 Green Street
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Supervisors. The Divis report was severely criticized by famed architect and structural
engineer, Dr. Lawrence Karp. Dr. Karp submitted extensive written comments to the
Board of Supervisors on January 9, 2018. Dr. Karp criticized serious deficiencies in the
Divis report, and concluded that the proposed Project “will cause serious irreparable
damage to the historical integrity of 2421 Green,” including that it “will undermine the
historical brick wythe foundation of 2421 Green.” (Exhibit E). Amazingly, neither the
Staff Report, nor the new CEQA exemption mention Dr. Karp’s report at all.

The new CEQA Exemption states that the developer took soil samples from “two
sample locations within the existing garage.” However, hydrogeologist, Matthew
Hagemann, C.Hg., points out that the two soil samples were taken from essentially the
same location, and do not establish whether contamination exists elsewhere on the site.
Mr. Hagemann points out that the entire site is identified as potentially contaminated in
the City’s own Maher Map of contaminated sites. (Exhibit F). The samples were taken
from “within the existing garage.” The garage was replaced by the past owner, so this is
the one area where the soil would be expected to be “clean.”

CONCLUSION

For the above reasons and the reasons set forth in our prior submissions, Mr.
Kaufman requests that the Planning Commission decline to consider the Project at 2417
Green Street until a CEQA document is prepared in compliance with the February 6,
2018 resolution of the Board of Supervisors. The Planning Commission should only
consider this matter with the benefit of a full CEQA analysis in an environmental impact
report (‘EIR") to analyze and mitigate the Project’s impacts. If the Planning Commission
decides to consider this matter, Mr. Kaufman requests that the Commission grant the
request for Discretionary Review since the Project presents exceptional and
extraordinary circumstances.

Sincerely,

_ T X

Richard Toshiyuki Drury

4 Second Categorical Exemption, p. 10.
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AMENDED IN BOARD
FILE NO. 180123 2/6/2018 MOTION NO. M18-012

[Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption Determination - 2417 Green Street] |

Motion adopting findings reversing the determination by the Planning Department that
the proposed project at 2417 Green Street is categorically exempt from further

environmental review.

WHEREAS, On May 16, 2017, the Planning Department determined that the proposed
project at 2417 Green Street (“Project”) is exempt from environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco
Administrative Code, Chapter 31; and

WHEREAS, The proposed Project involves alterations to an existing four-story-over-
basement single-family residence with one vehicle parking space, which alterations would
include excavation to add two vehicle parking spaces, a three-story rear addition; facade
alterations and foundation replacement; and lowering the existing building; and

WHEREAS, On May 16, 2017, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines (California
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387), the Planning
Department determined that the Project is exempt from environmental review under Class 1 of
the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. Section 15301), which provides an exemption for
minor alterations to existing facilities including demolition of up to three single-family
residences in urban areas; and

WHEREAS, On November 22, 2017, an appeal of the categorical exemption was filed
by Richard Drury and Rebecca Davis of Lozeau Drury LLP on behalf of Philip Kaufman
(“Appellant”); and

Clerk of the Board
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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WHEREAS, By memorandum to the Clerk of the Board dated November 30, 2017, the
Planning Department’'s Environmental Review Officer determined that the appeal was timely

filed; and

WHEREAS, On January 9, 2018, this Board held a duly noticed public hearing to
consider the appeal of the exemption determination filed by Appellant and, following the public]|
hearing, reversed the exemption determination; and

WHEREAS, In reviewing the appeal of the exemption determination, this Board
reviewed and considered the exemption determination, the appeal letter, the responses to the
appeal documents that the Planning Department prepared, the other written records before |
the Board of Supervisors and all of the public testimony made in support of and opposed to |
the exemption determination appeal; and

WHEREAS, At the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing before this Board, Appellant
submitted additional information in support of the appeal, including an engineering report by
Lawrence B. Karp (“Karp Report”); and

WHEREAS, The Karp Report and other information submitted at and prior to the
January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence that the Project, if approved,
may result in one or more substantial adverse changes in the significance of the neighboring
historic resource located at 2421 Green Street that have not been sufficiently addressed in the
Categorical Exemption for the Project; and

WHEREAS, At and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing, Appellant and other
members of the public submitted substantial evidence, including a report by certified
hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann, C. Hg., that the Project may disturb potentially
contaminated soils at the Project site; and

WHEREAS, Following the conclusion of the public hearing, the Board of Supervisors

conditionally reversed the exemption determination for the Project subject to the adoption of

Clerk of the Board
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these written findings of the Board in support of such determination based on the written
record before the Board of Supervisors as well as all of the testimony at the public hearing in
support of and opposed to the appeal; and

WHEREAS, The Board finds that the Karp Report and other information submitted at
and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence not
previously identified that affect the CEQA evaluation set forth in the Categorical Exemption
regarding how the Project may impair the significance of an historic resource by causing
impacts to its immediate surroundings; and

WHEREAS, The Board further finds that the public comment provided at and prior to
the January 9, 2018, hearing, including a report by certified hydrogeologist Matthew
Hagemann, C. Hg., constituted substantial evidence that the Project will disturb potentially
contaminated soils; and

WHEREAS, The written record and oral testimony in support of and opposed to the
appeal and deliberation of the oral and written testimony at the public hearing before the
Board of Supervisors by all parties and the public in support of and opposed to the appeal of
the exemption determination is in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. 171267, and
is incorporated in this motion as though set forth in its entirety; and

WHEREAS, This Board considered these issues, heard testimony, and shared
concerns that further information and analysis was required regarding the proposed Project at
2417 Green Street; now, therefore be it

MOVED, That In light of this information, the Board finds that there is substantial
evidence in the record before the Board that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street
presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it

appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the

Clerk of the Board
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environment and, based on the facts presented to the Board of Supervisors on the hearing on

January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not Categorically Exempt from CEQA review.

n:\land\as2017\0400241\01249229.docx

Clerk of the Board
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City and County of San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

Tails San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Motion: M18-012

File Number: 180123 Date Passed: February 06, 2018

Motion adopting findings reversing the determination by the Planning Department that the proposed
project at 2417 Green Street is categorically exempt from further environmental review.

February 08, 2018 Board of Supervisors - AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT OF THE WHOLE
BEARING SAME TITLE
Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, Stefani,
Tang and Yee

February 06, 2018 Board of Supervisors - APPROVED AS AMENDED

Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, Stefani,
Tang and Yee

File No. 180123 | hereby certify that the foregoing Motion
was APPROVED AS AMENDED on 2/6/2018
by the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco,

A= Sagudlisy

{ Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

City and County of San Francisco Page 1 Printed at 2:30 pmon 2/7/18
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President Rich Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 2417 Green Street - Discretionary Review
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

Cow Hollow Association is dedicated to the preservation of the residential character of our
neighborhood. The CHA Zoning Committee supports the request for Discretionary Review.

The architect has made an effort to accommodate neighborhood character in his treatment of both the
front and rear facades of 2417 Green Street. However, the expansion of the present building area of
4,100 SF by almost 50% is an obvious attempt by the developer owner to maximize the square footage
for resale value only. In doing so, the project takes away rear yard open space of all neighbors and
blocks light, air and privacy of the adjacent neighbors, particularly to the east. This kind of remodel is
hot sanctioned under Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines and is not appropriate in San
Francisco today. Building over-sized homes creates out-of-reach pricing in a market already greatly
inflated. It aids in driving young families from our city.

Recently proposed Planning Department FAR restrictions address this very issue. In the meantime it is
important that this Commission recognize that this project proposal is over-built and needs to be
reduced to better relate to more modest housing found in this neighborhood.

Two important reductions could be made to the rear expansion at the 1* floor which would greatly
reduce the adverse impact of the proposed project on neighbors. As shown on the submitted plans, the
new 17X17 foot exercise room could be eliminated or pulled back at least 8 or 9 feet and still provide
adequate space by eliminating the Mud Room (is there a lot of mud on Green Street?) and adjusting the
20X12 foot bedroom suite and stair spaces on this floor. This pull-back and redesign should be matched
on the floors above at the rear, providing more open rear yard views; still delivering very comfortable
space for a family.

The other important reduction at the rear would be to match the 3 to 4 foot setback on the east side at
the first and second floor level that is provided for the western neighbor.

Neither of these adjustments would impact the project significantly and would provide a real benefit to
all neighbors.

Best Regards,

Geoff Wood

Cow Hollow Association

Zoning Committee

Cc: christopher.may@sfgov.org

Cc: deborah@holleyconsulting.com




EXHIBIT C



-%“&m"m&?ifﬂtﬁ’"ﬁ INSPECTION Cisecono nomice
34;) Mission St. « S,Hl C! ad

ADDRESS ¢

APPROX. DATE OF WORK WIO PEAMIT

HY ORDER O X =< Lt =

w i s 1 WUl - e R



DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

inspection Snrvhl
)/ City and County of San Francisco
—r 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco, California 84103-2414

(415) 558-6570 Webasite: www.sfdbi.org

DATE: 01/08/2018

PROPERTY ADDRESS:
2417 GREEN ST
2417 GREEN STREET LLC
2417 GREEN STREET LLC BLOCK: 0560 LOT: Oz8
474 EUCLID AVE
SAN FRANCISCO CA 54118 Buiding Complaint #: 201727021

'NOTICE OF VIOLATION FINAL WARNING

)ear Property Owner(s).

IOTICE OF VIOLATION OUTSTANDING: :

i 12/16/2017 your property was inspected and/or 3 Notice of Violation was issued informing you of
wquired code abatement, and wamings for falure to comply. The time pefiod 1o comect all cited code
iolations indicated in this Notice has passed, and the Department records indicate that the requared
sde abatament work remains outstanding. Your case has been refermed to the Code Enforcement
#vision for enforcement.

\SSESSMENT OF COSTS NOW IMPOSED:

herefore, pursuant to Section 102A.3 of the San Francisco Building Code you will be assessed costs
wsing from departmen! time accrued pertaining but not imited to: (1) sde inspections ,arnd
rnspections, (2) case management, update, and data entry, (3) case inquines (meetings, office visits,
hone calls, emails, response o comespondence etc), (4) permit history research, (5) mﬁmﬂ:ﬁuﬁr\g
reparation, (8) staff appearances/reports at hearings, (7) case referrals, and (8) monthly wiclation

AVOID FURTHER ASSESSMENT:

To keep the sssessmant of costs 1 a minimum, and avoid the accrual of further time spent on the
achions above such as adminustrative hearing preparation, and monthly violation monitoring, etc.,
Dodse complete all work within thirty (30) days. Contact the Code Enforcement Division at (415) 558-
G454 ¥ you heve questions conceming the referenced Notice of Violation,

\F PERMITS ARE REQUIRED:




12/15/2017

Department of Building Inspection

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
gour;nlllx)lg?t 201724852
Owner/Agent: OWNER DATA SUPPRESSED Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: -- Location: 2417 GREEN ST
Contact Name: Block: 0560
Contact Phone: -- Lot: 028
Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA Site:
P " SUPPRESSED i
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
Received By: GSAMARAS
Corpininant’s Division: BID
Phone:
Complaint  \ypp poRM
Source:
Amignedto g
Division:
date last observed: 11-DEC-17; identity of person performing the work: Cannot confirm identity,
Desrtriin was n; floor: roof; unit: N/A; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling
Lt WORK W/O PERMIT; WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT; ; additional information: Chimney
has been removed from the building without a permit;
Instructions:
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION|INSPECTOR|ID |[DISTRICT|PRIORITY]
BID POWER 62704
REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE ITYPE DIV [INSPECTORISTATUS COMMENT
CASE
12/12/17 |CASE OPENED BID [Power RECEIVED
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING CASE : s -
12/12/17 VIOLATION INS [Power UPDATE Mailed 1st NOV; s.thai.
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING FIRSTNOV |
12/12/17 NVIOLATION INS [Power SENT issued 1st NOV.
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING FIRST NOV
12/13/17 'VIOLATION BID [Power SENT posted nav
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION
NOV (HIS): NOV (BID): 12/12/17
Inspector Contact Information |
Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility  Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2017

http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=201724852&Stepin=1

n



NOTICE OF VIOLATION

of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Ussafe,
Sabntasdard or Noacompiying Structare or Land or Oecupancy

MARIMENT OF BUILDING INSF NOTICE: | NUMBER: 201727021
Uity sad County of Sas Frascis DATE: 16DEC-1?
1666 Mission 5S¢, San Frascisco, CA %4103

ADDRESS: 2417 GREEN ST
OOCUPANCY/USE: R.3 (RESIDENTIAL- | & 2 UNIT DWELLINGS, TOWNHOUSESgy nege: %60 LOT: 022

17 cmechurd, this. mformaces i bk Syt i churrvadion only. §erther fommrch may bedicwly thot lepal wae s @ifvemt, B se. 8 reviad Nodioe of Vidafios
=l by fwed.

OWNERAGENT: 2417 GREEN STREET LLC FHONE & ~
MATLING 2417 GREEN STREET LLC
ADDRESS 474 BUCLID AVE

SAN FRANCISCO CA
M1ls
PERSON CONTACTED @ SITE: PHONE #: -
VIOLATION DESCRIPTION: CODESECTIONS
| WORK WITHOUT PERMIT o 613
ADDITIONAL WORK-PERMIT 'REQUIRED =7 10647
| EXPIRED OR[_CANCELLED FERMIT PAs: ¥ i 52 a3
| UNSAFE BUILDING || SEE ATTACHMENTS -l

The remasnisg frond face of the front chimney is unsafc Workers were using a jackbanumer on the mide of the bullding which was
making b umsafe condinon worse Both the front snd moddic chirseys bave boen removed.
Code Section: SFBRC 1024

. CORRECTIVE ACTION:
v STOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4 5875631
_ FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN DAYS [] (WITH PLANS) A copy of This Notice Must Accampany e Parmit Apylication

_|OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION A
SIGNOFF,

¥ CORRECY VIOLATIONS WITHIN 2 DAYS. [ NO FERMIT REQUIRED




IwrEar =» - ° .
¥ ., Director
City and County of San Francisco Tom C. Hui, S.E., ¢B.0- D

Department of Building Inspection

Address 2417 GREEN ST

IMPORTANT NOTICE

The attached Notice of Director's Hearing, pertaining to the prc?perty npted above, :
requests the presence of the property owner, their rep_resentat!ves or interested parties
at a hearing to determine why the violations cited against the property have not been
corrected and to assess penalties for lack of compliance.

I the violations have been corrected, first contact the district building, electrical or
plumbing inspector to verify that they agree that the violations have been corrected.
Correction of the violations may involve sign-off of permits and additional inspections.
If the inspectors agree that the violations have been corrected, request that they
contact the Code Enforcement Section and advise us that the complaint has been
abated. If the related permit has been given final sign-off please provide the Code
Enforcement Section with a copy of the Inspection Record/Job Card.

If the violations have not been corrected or will not be fully corrected prior to the
hearing date, penalties will be assessed that include but are not limited to:

An ORDER OF ABATEMENT will be recorded as a lien against the deed of the

property giving notice that the building is UNSAFE, and/or a PUBLIC NUISANCE and

ordering that the violations be corrected within a definite time line in order to avoid
additional penalties,

The PROPERTY QWNER WILL BE BILLED for the entire cost incurred by the |
Depariment of Building Inspection for code enforcement process, from the posting of
the first ‘WARNING of VIOLATION® until the conclusion of the abatement procesg

A one-time hearing continuance of thirty (30) days ma

T sl be granted, f

only, if requested in writing prior fo the hearin B LAOF J90H caltise
. ! g. Submit this

Enforcement Section on the 6' floor, at 1660 Mission St. A CeRe

tg you have f_urther questions regarding th:a code enfo
roperty or if you wish to update the status of this co

mspectorafwis Sc\xroe&@r
.T_e[ephone # GH"Z)-SS'E ~6/032

reément process concermning this
mplaint, contact:

Division_ (ES
Date_ Y-/12 /)8

Code Enforcemer .
nt Sect
1660 Mission Street 8 e

Office (415) 558-6454 jF;X ( z1h5Francrsco CA 94103

) 6586226 .. www.sfdbi.org




IMPORTANT NOIICE

‘ i ; [ inina to the property noted above,
d Notice of Director's Hearing, pertalr}mg : ' ' :
:;fu:tst?sc?hee presence of the property owner, their representatives or interested parties

at a hearing to determine why the violations cited against the property have not been
corrected and to assess penalties for lack of compliance.

If the violations have been corrected, first contact the dist(ict building, electrical or
plumbing inspector to verify that they agree that the vio!gt:ons have' peen porrectgd :
Correction of the violations may involve sign-off of permits and additional inspections.
If the inspectors agree that the violations have been corrected, reques_,t that they
contact the Code Enforcement Section and advise us that the complaint has been

abated. If the related permit has been given final sign-off please provide the Code
Enforcement Section with a copy of the Inspection Record/Job Card.

If the violations have not been corrected or will not be fully corrected prior to the
hearing date, penalties will be assessed that include but are not limited to:

An ORDER OF ABATEMENT will be recorded as a lien against the deed of the

property giving notice that the building is UNSAFE, and/or a PUBLIC NUISANCE and

ordering that the violations be corrected within a definite time line in order to avoid
additional penalties.

Ehe PROPERfTY OWNER WILL BE BILLED for the entire cost incurred by the |
epartment of Building Inspection for code enforcement process, from the posti
: _ ) ing of
the first WARNING of VIOLATION” until the conclusion of the abatement p?ocesg.
‘A one-time hearing continuance of thirty (30) days may be
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- Enforcement Section on the 6% floor,
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Code Enforcement Secti
: e . ectio
Office &3‘.33 ;ws!ss"’" Street-San Francisco c‘}\ 94103
8-6454 - FAX (415) 558-620¢ _ www.sfdbi.org
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ZACKS & FREEDM AN 235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, California 94104

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION Telephone (415) 956-8100
Facsimile (415) 288-9755

www.zulpc.com

@ CM}/,L ’-‘C«:"\
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October 30, 2015 Ryin P
VIA HAND DELIVERY
T
President London Breed ™ -t

¢/o Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  Appeal of CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
Planning Case No. 2006.0508V
Building Permit Application No. 2015.07.16.1729

1026 Clayton Street

Dear President Breed and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors:

This office represents appellant Chris Durkin, the adjacent neighbor to the north of the
proposed project at 1026 Clayton Street (PBA No. 2015.07.16.1729, the “Project”). The Project
is an attempt to surreptitiously legitimize an illegal, unpermitted roof-deck and stairs located in
the mandatory rear-yard setback area.

The Appellant opposes the above-captioned Project, inter alia, on the grounds that the
Project’s categorical exemption determination (“CatEx™) violates the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.16, Appellant
hereby appeals the October 2, 2015 CatEx. A true and correct copy of the CatEx is attached
hereto as Exhibit A. A true and correct copy of the proposed Project permit is attached hereto as
Exhibit B. A copy of this letter of appeal will be concurrently submitted to the Environmental
Review Officer.

The Project site is a Potential Historical Resource, built ca. 1910. The Project received a
CatEx (under an unspecified Guidelines section) for a “Deck . . . not visible from any
immediately adjacent public right-of-way.” (CatEx, Step 4, Question 5: Proposed Work
Checklist, emphasis added.) However, the proposed structure is highly visible from the adjacent
right of way. (See Exhibit C.)

Additionally, the Project violates Planning Code Section 134 and cannot be approved.
Because the deck and stairs were illegally constructed in the mandatory rear-yard open space,
they cannot be approved without a zoning variance. A variance was issued nine years ago for this
purpose, but it became “deemed void and cancelled” because “a Building Permit [had] not been
issued within



President London Breed
October 30, 2015
Page 2

three years from the effective date of [the variance] decision.” (Variance Decision, Case No.
2006.0508V, attached as Exhibit D.)

The CatEx describes the Project as follows: “To clarify DBI records for work related to
garage roof deck and stairs completed under permit number 2007.06.26.51111, and signed off by
DBI inspector on 8/1/2007.” However, permit number 2007.06.26.51111 did not authorize a
“roof deck and stairs.” (See Exhibit E.) Rather, it was a permit for re-roofing. It did not
reference a deck or a variance, and it was never reviewed by the Planning Department. A related
permit, number 2007.05.04.0498, likewise was for re-roofing only, did not reference a deck or a
variance, and was never reviewed by the Planning Department. (See Exhibit F.) In fact, neither
permit application checked Box 19, “DOES THIS ALTERATION CREATE DECK ... 77

The construction of a roof-deck and related stairs has never been authorized or completed
under a prior permit. Therefore, the CatEx’s description of the Project is fatally erroneous.

Moreover, the Project will have likely significant adverse environmental impacts,
including enlarging a nonconforming structure — intensifying massing in an area which is
statutorily required to remain open space — casting shadow on adjacent properties, and altering
the visible portion of a Potential Historical Resource. (See Declaration of Patrick Buscovich,
S.E)

Appellant reserves the right to submit additional written and oral comments, bases, and
evidence in support of this appeal to the City up to and including the final hearing on this appeal
and any and all subsequent permitting proceedings or approvals for the Project. Appellant
requests that this letter and exhibits be placed in and incorporated into the administrative record
for Case No. 2006.0508V.

Appellant respectfully requests that the Board of Supervisors revoke the CatEx
determination and require further environmental review pursuant to CEQA. If the CatEx
determination is upheld, Appellant is prepared to file suit to enforce Appellant’s and the public’s

rights.
Very truly yours,

ZACKS & FREEDMAN, P.C.

(L. (=

Ryan J. Patterson
Attorney for Chris Durkin
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cc: Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Sarah.B.Jones@sfgov.org

Encl.
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APPEAL OF IMPROPER CEQA CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION
2417 GREEN STREET PROJECT, SAN FRANCISCO
IMMINENT FOUNDATION & SIDEWALL DAMAGES
© TOTHEUNIQUE |
HISTORICAL RESOURCE AT 2421 GREEN STREET
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT REQUIRED
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LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER




APPEAL OF IMPROPER CEQA CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION

2417 GREEN STREET PROJECT, SAN FRANCISCO
IMMINENT FOUNDATION & SIDEWALL DAMAGES
TO THE UNIQUE

HISTORICAL RESOURCE AT 2421 GREEN STREET
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT REQUIRED

LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER



LAWRENCE B. KARP

CONSULTING GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER

January 9, 2018

FOLWDATIONS, WALLS, PILES
UNDERPINNING, TIEBACKS

DEEF RETAINED EXCAVATIONS
SHORING & BULKHEADS
EARTHWORK & 8LOFES
CAISSONS, COFFERDAMS
COASTAL & MARNVE BTRUCTURES

C&CSF Board of Supervisors

London Breed, President

Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250
San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: Appeal of Improper CEQA Categorical Exemption
2417 Green Street Project [Block 560 - Lot 028]
Imminent Foundation & Sidewall Damages
To the Unique Historical Coxhead House at 2421 Green
Environmental Impact Report Required

Dear President Breed and Members of the Board:

This report presents facts and professional evaluation of the subject project with respect to
CEQA and City design and construction requirements and the consistent failure of the developers
to comply with them. Included are results of field observations and attachments of documents
and photographs related to the developer's failure to comply with C&CSF’s geotechnical
engineering standards, and review of plans both approved, suspended, and reinstated that have
been submitted to C&CSF’s Planning (“Planning™) and Building (“DBI”’) Departments.

L. Introduction

The subject Project is planned to interfere with the well being of the historical Ernest Coxhead
residence, designed and built to be the master architect’s own home in 1892-1893 at 2421 Green
Street. The historical provenance of the Coxhead House has been memorialized in every major

book on American Architecture.

The Coxhead House has been declared by the State Historian to be “clearly eligible” for
placement in the National Park Service’s Register of Historic Places with the nomination
accepted for final editing to avoid copyright infringement. San Francisco Administrative Code
§31.08(e)3 covers eligibility as an alternative to the District being specified as historic;. The
nomination does not have to be completed with placement in the Register to acheive historic
status. The entire nomination and declaration of eligibility has been provided to Planning and
additional information is being presented to the Board of Supervisors for the appeal of
Planning’s improper grant of a Categorical Exemption under CEQA.

The subject’s interference with the historical Coxhead House takes the form of two major
environmental impacts: (1) the Project’s new massive envelope will obliterate of views to and
from the Coxhead House, and (2) the new excavation to enlarge a 1954 underground garage to
house four cars will undermine the historical brick wythe foundation of 2421 Green which have
not been accounted for in the permit documents required by C&CSF geotechnical regulations.
Both impacts will cause serious irreparable damage to the historical integrity of 2421 Green.
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II. No Categorical Exemption is Available for Activity

CEQA does not allow the 5/16/17 Categorical Exemption Determination (Attachment A) for the
project. The Coxhead House, with zero setback to the project, is the environment to the west of
the project. CEQA, for the following activity and historical resources, provides the following:

14 Cal Code Regs §15300.2[c): “Significant Effect. 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.”

14 Cal Code Regs §15300.2[f]: “Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be
used for a project which may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a

historical resource.”

Further, the project’s alterations to 2417 Green will also cause a substantial adverse change to the
historical significance of 2421 Green by physical alteration to the project’s envelope by design, and
damages to its immediate surroundings due to poor engineering, with construction now underway.

14 Cal Code Regs §15064.5[b][1]): “Substantial adverse change in the significance of an
historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource
would be materially impaired.” (Attachment B)

III. Preject’s Architect Depicts Changes Affecting Coxhead House’s East Elevation

According to official City records, 2417 Green was constructed in 1908, about 15 years
following the building of the Coxhead House. In 1956 a garage was added to the easter portion
of 2417 that bad no effect on 2421 Green. Although 2417 Green is not a significant historical
resource, it did not conflict with the significance of the Coxhead House for more than 100 years.

The architectural drawings for the project, prepared by Dumican Mosey (Notification Set,
4/18/17), show new plans that are drastically modified from the existing plans, that enlarge the
west clevation of 2417 Green to block views to and from the east side of the Coxhead house
which will, if constructed, materially impair the significance of the historic resource. The 2417
Green project results in a floor area increase of about 1,000 square feet; the architect deliberately
chose not to use grid lines on the plans to obscure the increases, so they are not readily apparent.

The enlargement of the 2417 Green project’s four story envelope on the building’s south side may
be seen in plan view by comparing the “Existing” floor plans with “Proposed” floor plans. For
clarity in illustrating the planned increases in extent from the “Existing” floor plans, the “Proposed”
floor plans are annotated with red lines where the southern edges of the “Existing” floor plans
would be if they were superimposed on the “Proposed” (Attachment C).

The 2417 Green architectural sidewall elevations that are said to show a comparison between
“Existing” and “Proposed” floor plans again suffer from lack of grid lines plus superposition of
demolition areas (instead of creating separate drawings from the CAD files). Areas of 2417 Green
enlargement that affect the historic Coxhead House are highlighted in yellow (Attachment D).
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The architects (and Planning) failed to recognize the historical significance of the Coxhead house
and the project’s material impairment upon the significance of the historic resource.

- IV. CstEx Determination Failed to Identify Historic Resource and its Location

The 5/10/17 CatEx Determination by the Planning Department, prepared without any solicitation from
the owner of the Coxhead House, failed to recognize the immediately adjacent historic resource
(unchecked box in Step 3 that required Step 5 “Advanced Historical Review” which was ignored by
leaving it blenk) and its location in a City mapped landslide zone (unchecked box in Step 2) per DBI
map (see Attachment I). Among other defects, the Determination states: “Project will follow
recommendations of the 1/12/17 Divis Consulting preliminary geotechnical report” when that
document contained no relevant geotechnical data and no recommendations pertinent to the brick
foundations of the immediately adjacent historic resource required by the 2016 SFBC. However, there
is something informative in the Determination, that the 1/12/17 Divis boilerplate document has one
piece of area specific information, which is showing the project site on a portion of the DBI landslide
map. And, the developer represented to DBI that Divis published a geotechnical investigation report
on 4/8/17 (date before the Determination) for both P/A 2017.0511.6316 (suspended and reinstated
under P/A 2017.1004.0114) when according to C&CSF no such report exists (see Attachment F).

The CatEx Determination (Attachment A), prepared by Planning’s Shelley Caltagirone and Jean
Poling, also includes a completed Preservation Team Review form which relies on a report by Tim
Kelley. None of these people are licensed architects and they are obviously unfamiliar with
CEQA’s historic resource provisions sv it is understandable thet they do not know what they are
talking about when they refer to the project as not being designed by a “master architect” or not
designed in the “First Bay Tradition” when the forefather of the Bay Tradition was Emest Coxhead
who designed and built his own home contiguous with the project. There is no architect trained in
the Bay Area who does not know of the significance of the Coxhead House at 2421 Green. The
preservation mess, soils report mix-up, and the failure to check the box in Step 2 demonstrates a
lack of knowledge by Planning of architectural and geotechnical issues, particularly those related to
undermining of the Coxhead House foundations, that resulted in their improper CatEx Determination.

V. No Topographic and Boundary Survey Has Been Performed

An instrumented land survey by licensed professionals is absolutely essential for projects buiit on
hilisides that are immediately adjacent to existing structures owned by others. When a project is
proposed to be built on a hillside common property line, spot elevations of the foundations of
adjacent structures are surveyed and shown on a map prepared by a licensed land surveyor or a civil
engineer (as required by the 2016 SFBC) that was licensed before 1/1/1982 and before number
33,965 (B&P Code §6731[g]); such professionals also have the right-of-entry; Civil Code §846.5.

Nevertheless, the project’s engineer (Christopher Durkin, licensed on 1/26/2007 number 71,064),
prepared drawings for construction showing excavations on the 2417 Green property up to the zero
setback property line with the Coxhead House foundation without any land survey information
whatsoever and without a geotechnical investigation submitted to the City by the owner/contractor
Patrick Durkin. Furthermore, without land survey data being known, it would be impossible for the
owner o provide the protection required by 2016 SFBC §3307 and written notice of excavation to
the adjacent landowner required by Civil Code §832 as contained in 2016 SFBC §3307 as well as
basic compliance with 2016 SFBC §1803.5.7 “Excavation near foundations” (Attachment E).

LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER
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V1. There is No Geotechnical Data to Justify 2 Foundation Permit

Planning, in their 5/16/17 CatEx Determination (Attachment A) refers to recommendations contained in a
“preliminary geotechnical report™ by Christian Divis on 1/12/17, which is the first of two documents Divis
prepared for the project. There is no neport of geotechnical investigation as required by regulations although the
developer (based on the engineers) represented to DBI that there was such a report having a date of 4/6/17. The
1/12/17 document is a compilation of word processing boilerplates and Internet print-outs, it has no information
derived from a true investigation of the site which is required by C&CSF regulations. The “recommendation”
for using soldier piles to underpin foundations that Planning believes should be followed is totally absurd for use
with two brick foundation buildings touching on a common property line; it isa boilerplate for design of drilled
shoring along an intended open excavation. The second document prepared by Divis is a letter dated 5/10/17
where Divis reassures DBI (even though there is no report of geotechnical investigation) that he has reviewed the
drawings and they relevant to the project, where (although he does not seem to know) excavating in dune sand
under brick building foundations constructed on a steep slope 125 years ago is, to say the least, problematical,

Personal experience (Karp 2009a) with the Casebolt House (San Francisco Landmark 51) at 2727 Pierce,
property also contiguous with both 2417 and 2421 Green, is that grouting is not feasible due to the large
percentage of soil material finer than 200 sieve, The opnon forthe intended 2417 Green project is to
work on the adjaomtpmpexty reinforcing bars s : :

J). which requires written permission and a penmt obtamed by the nexghbonng owner that is very
unlikely to ever happen. P/A 2017.0511.6316 included the improper 5/10/17 review letter but a permit
was issued for foundation replacement on the property line even though no report of geotechnical
investigation was ever turned into C&CSF as required by regulations (sec Attachments E, F & J). The
5/10/17 letter by Divis is a breach of the standard-of-care for geotechnical engineers in California, it is
negligent and misleading because the drawings are incompetent and if he actually looked at them he
should be aware of their deficiencies (see Attachment I) and if Divis cannot see that, he should not be
licensed. After suspension due to a NOV, P/A 2017.1002.01 14 was filed for reinstatement using the
same 5/10/17 letter from Divis referring to a non-existent report in title only, there are no shoring and
underpinning specifications, no drawings, and no details (for particulars. see Attachment I). The Divis
signed documnents are grouped together so the gap that should be filled by the regulation geotechnical
investigation report can be seen to be missing between the boilerplates and the approval letter, with the
last document being the relevant page from DBI's Soil Report Index showing nothing for Block 560 - Lot
28 (or Lot 27) (Attachment F).

VIL Project’s Civil Engineer Failed to Properly Represent Neighboring Foundations

Following the issuance of the 4/18/17 Dumican Mosey drawings showing the blocking of a portion of
the historic Coxhead House, without shoring/underpinning/foundation specifications or details, on
5/11/17 the owner/contractor of 2417 Green, Patrick Durkin, filed Permit Application 2017.0511.6316
with the project description being “replace deteriorated basement wall”, construction valuation
$100,000. The construction work shown on the drawings was piecemealed from the entire project as
shown on the architectural drawings showing the entire project

Review of Christopher Durkin’s drawings, dated 4/15 and 5/5/17, reveals that it is CAD adapted from the
Dumican Mosey architectural drawings with specifications taken from a “Mercury Engineering” drawing
(for an unrelated project). Neither the architect’s drawings nor the Engineer’s drawings have any survey data
showing the actual depth and structural composition of the Coxhead House foundations and alarmingly no
foundation details have been developed and provided, obviously because the demolition and construction is
planned to be on a trial and error basis, to the extroeme detriment of the contiguous historic resource.
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Having been involved with shoring and underpinning design and construction in San Francisco since the
1950s, it is obvious to me that the 5/5/17 drawings (i.e. Sheet S4,1) were faked to show the foundations for
the contiguous 2421 Green extending much deeper into the ground than the garage expansion at 2417 Green.

Considering that the new garage expansion is at the same level as the existing garage at 2417 Green,
and the 2417 garage level’s elevation is easterly and steeply downhill from 2421 Green, it is not
possible that the existing foundations of 2421 extend as deep as shown. Inspections and photographs
by the under- signed (Civil Code §846.5) along the property line (Attachment G) reveal that the brick
foundations of the Coxhead are tall and not anywhere as deep as shown on the 5/5/17 drawings.

In 1893 the height and depth faked on the drawings would never have been accomplished for tall brick
foundations. Three Permit Applications (Attachment H) are involved with a back and forth process
between suspension for NOV’s and reinstatement which occurred basically due to the improper CatEx
Determination which give the developer permission to do anything he wanted. Without the data from
an instrumented ground and foundation survey (and the “exploration” results from P/A 2017.0428.3654
if there are any), the drawings submitted with P/A 2017.0511.6316 and P/A 2017.1002.0114 could onty
have been faked just as they appear because there is no land survey or geotechnical investigation (see
annotated excerpts from the permit drawings, Attachment I).

The notes and specifications drawing (S1.0) was apparently part of drawings prepared by Mercury
Engineering whose name was not fully removed indicating their improper use and poor project coordination,
There is on file, as part of the drawing submittal, a “plan review” letter dated 5/10/17 prepared by engineer
Christian Divis, which states compliance with a report he prepared on 4/6/17. The City does not have any
invmﬁgaﬁonreponbecausenonewasﬁledandﬂmeisnodmncethatitmxldoontainmyt}ﬁnguscﬂﬂ
because the date noted by Divis was 5 days before the exploration permit (2017.0411.3654) was issued. Sheet
S1.0, which has a note referring to a mythical 4/6/17 report, does not have any specifications for underpinning
and shoring or any other protection for the adjoining properties as required by law (see Attachments E & J).

P/A 2017.0511.6316 was for the purpose of forging ahead with the horizontal expansion shown on the
architectural plans without proper CEQA review, piecemealing the foundation away from the intended
2417 Green envelope expansion using “repair of a deteriorated foundation” as an excuse. SEDBI Permit
Tracking (see Attachment H) shows the documents submitted with P/A 2017.0511.6316 did not officially
pass though Planning and engineering; foundation detailing was deferred to the future by the use of a note
on Sheet $4.1 and rubber stamp affixed by the DBI (see notes below for Sheet S2.1).

VIIl. The Engineering Drawings are Totally Deficient in Data and Design

The following (Attachment I) are summaries specific to the 4/10 and 5/5/17 Durkin drawings submitted
to DBI with P/A 2017.0511.6316 (and 2017.1002.0114, see Attachment H) that are missing data and
engineering necessary by convention, and compliance with regulations adopted to protect neighboring
properties from catastrophic collapse or damages from loss of lateral and subjacent support due to
undermining of supporting foundations while excavating.

Sheet S1.0: Cover sheet, notes, standard details. Notes 22, 23 and 24 discuss excavations and
protection of property and attribute responsibility to contractor. Sheet by Mercury Engineering
was/is for another project, Sheet has no foundation underpinning and shoring specifications.

Sheet S1.1: Miscellaneous details and Special Inspection sheet filled out by contractor. Provides
for *“geo-engineering”.
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Sheet 82.0: Schematic site plan. No topographical lines of equal contour, no spot elevations, no
reference to a topographical survey ever having been performed.

Sheet S2.1: Apparently recognizing the potential for undermining neighboring foundations and
the required protection under 2016 SFBC §3307, DBI has affixed a rubber stamp on Sheet 82.1
which reads as follows:

“Where underpinning of adjacent property is necessary, complete details
must be approved by the department of building inspection before
excavation begins. Notify adjoining property owner in writing of proposed
excavation as required by law - Sec. 832 Civil code, State of California.
All underpinning to be supervised by Registered civil engineer including
temporary shoring and sequence of operation.”

Sheet 82.2: Shows (in plan) most of building area being excavated for new garage
(enlargement of about three times of what now exists), and called “Basement”, See
comments below for Sheet S4.0.

Sheet S4.0: Shows Jongitudinal sections, not oriented on drawing looking north or south
or by conventional grid lines but from Sheet S2.2 sections appear to be looking south.
Shows most of the ground below the 2417 building excavated below the existing garage.
Evaluation: This drawing essentially depicts, if the viewer recognizes the depth of the
adjacent buildings are faked, that the project will relieve lateral and subjacent support for
2421 Green unless the existing foundations for 2421 are drastically changed.

Tall brick foundations on property lines across steep slopes are unstable and very difficult
to underpin which means extensive shoring, removing the brick, and replacing the brick
with reinforced concrete, This could trigger code requirements for complete seismic and
energy retrofit of the building. This would destroy the valuable original construction of
historical 2421 Green even before blocking the east wall of 2421 Green. The alternative
is to conceal the damages from the owner of the Coxhead House.

Sheet 84.1: Shows three transverse sections through 2417 and partially through the
neighboring buildings that are not oriented (“looking north™ or “looking south™) but their
orientation can be determined from the plans and the elevation (north) that shows the slope
of Green Street and the location of the existing garage. Totally lacking in detailing of
underpinning and shoring of the foundations of the Coxhead House required by 2016 SFBC
§3307, 1803.5.7. The following discusses the three specific sections shown on Sheet 54.1:

(Existing) Transverse Section, 1/84.1:

Shows narrow existing garage foundation for 2421 on the opposite side (west)
extending downward to the bottom of the garage without any elevations or details
(working depth not identified. Shows a brick foundation on 2417 (at the property
line) extending down to about midpoint of the garage height. The brick foundation
shown on the property line has no basis for being there. There are no references to

underpinning details.
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(New) Transverse Section, 2/84.1:

Shows new garage, widened from existing, no new or old width dimension, height
7'-5" (lower than existing). [garage wall that is being removed is not deteriorated, it
is relatively new (personal observation) and permit record indicates it was built in
1954. P/A refers to deteriorated basement wall but that wall whatever its condition
is much higher than its replacement. Evaluation: The section also shows a new
retaining wall and footing along property line with 2421 that will, without
underpinning and shoring, impair lateral and subjacent support to 2421 if it exists
and is removed. Furthermove, this drawing shows reinforcing bars from the new
wall cross the property line and go into the 2421 Green building.

(New) Landscaping Site Wall [section), 3/84.1:

Shows extensive excavation and new construction along property line of 2421.
Although not oriented by reference on the Sheet, the section is cut on 2.1 as looking
north (switch from other transverse sections on Sheet S4.1 which are looking south),

Untitled Sheet: A “plan review letter” dated 5/10/17, having false information that appears
to have influenced the plan checker for P/A 2017.0511.6316 having a date for a report that
does not exist (see Attachment F). It is a departure from the engineering standard-of-care
for any engineer to bless drawings and falsify information that will affect adjacent property
owners without site specific geotechnical data, a land survey map, and foundation details.

Annotated portions of the drawings (Attachment J) depicting the conditions noted above were part
of the submittal that was permitted under P/A 2017.0511.6316 that followed CatEx, which was
suspended but reinstated with P/A 2017.1002.0114 afier removal of a small portion of new wall at
the southwest corner of 2417 Green (deceptively, not the part that actually extended 2417 Green
which would undermine 2421 Green as that foundation is misrepresented). Obviously the wall can
be extended upward later. It is very important to note that to solve a Notice of Violation (NOV)
for the concrete wall that is shown on the architectural drawings to be outside (North-South) the
original footprint 0f 2417 Green was supposed to be removed from the project; but what engineer
Durkin did to resolve the NOV was to modify a portion of the drawing, Section 3 on Sheet S4.1,
with P/A 2017.1002.0114 (Attachments E & I), and cross out only the concrete wall easterly and
away from the property line and leave its and the other foundation to be constructed against the
brick foundation of 2421, without any evidence that the foundation is lower (that is actually as
shown in external photos and Sheet S4.1 to be higher (see Attachment G). This is a deception sold
to DBI as the wall remaining against 2421 can be used directly to horizontally and vertically
enlarge the envelope of 2417 Green or the deleted wall can be extended upward after the brick is
undermined. Although demolition and excavation have commenced, none of the detailing required
by the rubber stamp on Sheet S2.1 (and required by 2016 SFBC §103.5.7) has been filed with DBI
and it is important io note that with P/A 2017.1002.01 14 there were still no foundation information
and details included. On-site subsurface and surface drainage is always noted as being by others”

IX. Coxhead Foundation will Lose Lateral & Subjacent Support by the Project

Proceeding without existing foundation information and details for new construction using a trial
and error procedure will result in undermining of the brick foundations of 2421 Green because it
can be scen in the field that the new foundations for 2417 will be below the bottom of the existing

foundation of the Coxhead House (photos, Attachment G).
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The soils of Block 560 are generally dirty dune sand of varying depths (Karp 2009, Herzog 1997,
Trans Pacific 1987). Dune sand relieved of confinement runs suddenly and can cause structural
collapse rapidly if not carefully shored. Chemical grouting is now prohibited in California and
cement intrusion grouting will not work due to the high percentage of fines in the sand. There are
no elevations, details, or procedures on the Durkin drawings to prevent ground failure, contrary to

law (Attachment I).
X. The City has Standards for Geotechnical Investigations required by Regulations.

Coupled with the failure of Planning to recognize the historic resource and to secure a proper
investigation of the architectural and engineering aspects of the 2417 Green project site, instead of
causing the developer to address well known site specific data and maps produced by agencies of
the City & County of San Francisco (Attachment J), Planning enabled the developer with a faulty
CatEx Determination and then approving drawings allowing damages to an historic resource. Note
documentation, such as 2016 SFBC §3307 “Protection of Adjoining Property” incorporating Civil
Code §832 (duty to maintain lateral and subjacent support) and §1803.5.7 “Excavation near
foundations.” Besides those regulations (Attachment E), DBI’s “Geotechnical Report
Requirements” (for permits), and the Ordinance, San Francisco’s 2008 Slope Protection Act which
includes maps such as URS/Blume’s map “Landslide Locations-San Francisco Seismic Safety
Investigation-Geologic Evaluation™; “Figure 4”, which although old, has been modernized for
clarity into a wall poster at the second floor of SFDBI (as noted in DBI’s “Geotechnical Report
Requirements™) showing the project site is within zones marked “Areas of Potential Landslide
Hazard” (City mapped zones of instabilities),

It is imrelevant what is supposed to be or what will be in a future slope protection map that may or may
not be required to be followed. First, to a practicing geotechnical engineer all information must be
considered so all landslide maps are valuable as they will lead to further investigation and second, the
Slope Protection Act is a C&CSF ordinance that cannot be changed without action by the Board of
Supervisors. For those who argue for self serving purposes that there is no official SPA in effect at this
instant so no consideration of slope protection is necessary, SFDBI engineers and design professionals
who work in San Francisco are well aware that posted on the wall on the 2™ floor of 1660 Mission Street,
the Plan Review Station of SFDBI, as information available for everyone, are color enlargements of both
the 1974 URS/Blume map and its 1987 successor which shows every block and lot in the City (part of
Attachment I) as well as the 2008 Seismic Hazard map (which covers landsliding and liquefaction
potentials due to earthquakes) and they are all noted in the C&CSF “Geotechnical Report Requirements
(later part of Attachment J). Planning should have recognized that the 1/12/17 “preliminary” report they
refer to in their 5/16/17 CatEx Determination was just word processing boilerplates with the singular
exception (which should have triggered a waming to the engineer about a lack of shoring and
underpinning on the drawings) that a portion of the 1987 DBI map showing the site was in a mapped
landslide area was included (Attachments E & J).

X1. The Project’s Engineers have Breached their Duty to the Public

Drawings Divis supposedly reviewed have no specifications/for shoring and underpinning. By law,
bedrock support has to be determined by exploration. It has been 7% months since the permit was
issued and the owner/developer and his engineers have not complied with the laws concerning a
demolition permit and protection of adjoining property. They have provided incompetent drawings
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and have proceeded in a manner where several Notice of Violations have been issued.

An EIR must be ordered which will force the owner/developer to comply with CEQA to preserve
the historic resource without damages. For the EIR, the owner/developer will have to commission a
a boundary and topographical land survey and a proper geotechnical investigation to determine
ground characteristics, the positions of the neighboring foundations, depth to bedrock, and other
data required by San Francisco regulations,

XIL The Project’s Developer has Circumvented City Regulations

The City adheres to constantly revised but strict geotechnical report requirements (Attachment J)
which were ignored by the developer and his engineers and served to enable Planning to ignore the
statutory regulations and skip over what is supposed to be performance for the public good. First, at
the prodding of the developer, Planning issued a faulty CatEx Determination and second, Planning
approved every single drawing that was put before the department no matter how damaging to the
uphill neighbor was shown.

After neglecting to research the historic surroundings to the 2417 Green project, Planning failed
miserably, apparently because of misrepresentation provided or undue influence, to request and secure
the most fundamental technical information necessary to properly assess the geotechnical engineering
aspects of the project. A proper report of geotechnical engineering investigation would absolutely be
required for any excavation and grading project where there will be excavations into a very steep slope
under a 125 year old building with brick foundations within a mapped landslide area. The 1/12/17
compilation of boilerplates and Internet print-outs (with only a specious “plan review letter” after that
with nothing in between), the compilation did not include even a schematic site plan showing the
proximity of the buildings, even without topography and let alone anywhere close to compliance with
regulations (Attachment J). Planning, even without recognizing the historic resource in the immediate
surroundings of 2417 Green, shirked their duty by not insisting on a geotechnical investigation report
that minimally followed the regulations (Attachments E & J) before issuing their CatEx
Determination.

XIll. The Architectural and Engineering Drawings are Deficient in Data and Design

The defect summaries (Attachment I) specific to the 4/10 and 5/5/17 Durkin drawings purportedly
showing engineering for the site and building substructure submitted to the City with P/A
2017.0511.6316 (and then 2017.1002.0114 reinstating 6316) could be enlarged to fill a book of how to
deceptively, and improperly, design the critical portion of a project, where the buildings have zero
setback from a common property line, without even considering the uphill building is an historic
resource (essentially the job of Planning before the project gets to the building department). Most
cities have trained architects and planners on staff that would instantly recognize the historic
importance of the Coxhead House. The fact that the architectural drawings were intentionally
deceptive (no grid lines, no orientation of compass direction on elevations and sections, incomplete
superposition of an illustration of the new building envelope upon the neighbor’s building, ignoring
the importance of the Coxhead House, failure to insist on a land survey and proper geotechnical
investigation, depicting deep foundations for 2421 Green without any evidence, omiiting a site plan
showing spot elevations and other topography and drainage) is no excuse for the Durkins submitting
universally deceptive and faulty civil engineering documents for building permits. Fundamentally, all
that is needed to know is that the drawings (e.g Détail 3, Sheet $4.1) show a critical new foundation on
2417 Green that crosses the property line to be anchored in the 125 year old brick foundation of the
Coxhead House (Attachments G & I). For construction, the architectural drawings were superceded by
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the engineering drawings which are incompetent for evaluating potential damage to others.

The intent of the Slope Protection Act (Attachment J) and data exists for the public at DBI (e.g last
page of Attachment F) and all of it is important to consider by all geotechnical engineers; it is grossly
incompetent to issue a plan review letter (5/10/17) enabling the building department to gloss over City
regulations. In Planning’s CatEx Determination, the 1/12/17 Divis compilation was referenced on
5/16/17 without regard to the fact that nothing serious about the project was in the compilation but
should have been because the City’s report requirements stress site specific slope and grading
information as does the Slope Protection Act. Planning intimated in their CatEx Determination that
the project site was investigated when it was not. Planning ignored their own map, which is posted in

Planning’s lobby, showing slopes more than 20%.

1t is incomprehensible why Planning regarded the boilerplates and Internet print-outs as being the
geotechnical investigation report required for mapped potential landslide area (which map was in the
1/12/17 document) and issued the CatEx Determination without question. For the purpose of CEQA
and DBI, the 1/12/17 report is grossly superficial and defective and that should have been noticed by
Planning, but they enabled DBI so the regulations fell by the wayside. It is also incomprehensible why
Planning (Christopher May) approved the first set of drawings (P/A 2017.0511.6316) and then
approved the second set of drawings (P/A 2017.1002.0114) to reinstate the previous P/A when the
changes made to the drawings had nothing significant to do with curtailing the horizontal extension of
the building and increasing the envelope to block air and light from 2421 Green (Attachments G & J).

In Planming’s CatEx Determination, nobody licensed as a design professional gave references for the
Determination (that there was “no possibility” of environmental impact) that was granted after a superficial
inquiry by staff. Planming should have known the compilation report did not approach minimum ASCE
Standards for site investigations (ASCE 1976) and of course DBI's report requirements (Attachment J)
which are primarily directed to excavations and grading of slopes and foundations in slopes, and they do not
meet standards set forth in the California Building Code as adopted to be the San Francisco Building Code
tri-annually by C&CSF. Notably, the 2016 CBC/SFBC introduces (the bar in the margin indicates the
regulation was adopted since 2013) a new separate section, §1803.5.7 entitled “Excavation near
foundations.” (Part of Attachment E) which is so important to this matter that it must be quoted.

§1803.5.7. “Excavation near foundations. Where excavation will reduce
support from any foundation, a registered design professional shall prepare an
assessment of the structure as determined from examination of the structure,
the review of available design documents and, if necessary, excavation of test
pits. The registered design professional shall determine the requirements for
underpinning and protection and prepare site-specific plans, details and sequence
of work for submission. Such support shall be provided by underpinning,
sheeting and bracing, or by other means accaptable to the building official.”

There is no site plan in the 1/12/17 compilation adopted by Planning. There was no geotechnical
investigation. There are no diagrams and observation/test results of rock and soil in the permit
documents. Steepness of the site is not addressed and there is nothing about existing foundation
depths on the common property line and ground characteristics such as density and grain size and
groundwater. The drawings have ridiculous notes on them e.g. “drainage by others™; like who other
than the construction permit holder, Planning? There are no recommendations for design and
construction of foundation protection for the historic resource relevant to the brick foundations and
in-situ dune sand. Why would Planning approve the drawings, and do that multiple times?

LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER
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The exemption for an activity specifically does not apply if the activity may have an impact on an
environmental resource of “hazardous or critical concern where designated by, precisely mapped, and
officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.” 14 Cal Code Regs §15300.2(a)
(Attachment B). The regulations prohibit approval without compliance with them (Attachment J).

Locations in potential landslide areas (as the site is situated) are usually especially meaningful for
geotechnical engineers where landsliding is likely to occur in steep slopes that are proposed for
excavation and grading. Competent engineers recognize the very real potential loss of lateral and
subjacent support on hillsides for lani above, and, as change in groundwater regime accompanies
excavation, as being critical. Geotechnical maps are as precise as can exist under standards for such
engineering, and as the area marked for potential landslides has been on the maps for more than 40
years makes the point of CEQA being particularly applicable for the subject project.

XIV. CEQA Prohibits “Piecemeal” Projects Resulting in Cumulative Effects

Planning’s CatEx Determination circumvents cumulative and compound evidence of requirements
for an environmental review for this project, and presentation of the project (and handling by
SFPD) which is obviously a CEQA prohibited “piecemeal” approach, 14 Cal Code Regs
§15303(a), to a project that is intended to follow the architectural drawings that show, even though
they are deceptive to the casual viewer, extension of the envelope of 2417 Green to block air and
light and view to and from the Coxhead House. Planning has no qualified staff to opine on the
integration of architectural and engineering aspects of the project (there are no licensed architects
or engineers or other licensed design professionals such as land surveyors on staff). Licensure, not
fancy in-house titles to give importance and supplement wages, is evidence of qualification under
California’s Business & Professions Code.

XV. The City Must Order an EIR

This report is based on evidence contained in the records of San Francisco’s City Planning
Department that has been either ignored, misinterpreted, or misunderstood. The record, considered
in its entirety, contains substantial evidence to support a fair argument that the project may have a
significant effect on the environment that can only be avoided by scaling back the 2417 project to
eliminate any encroachment into the air space along the east elevation of the Coxhead House.

The initial permit for construction, issued 2 days after Planning’s Categorical Exemption
Determination”, was based on drawings that did not contain designs based on the regulations
codified and required by the City & County of San Francisco. One of the reasons the drawings
were approved for construction is that Planning pre-approved the architectural design and then
approved the engineering drawings for 2417 Green, by signing rubber stamp imprints on the
drawings, that authority based on a faulty Categorical Exemption Determination which effectively
removed any environmental review of the surroundings, particularly the Coxhead House which
Planning gave no recognition, which happened to be a contiguous and uphill historical resource.
Those regulations are for the purpose of protecting neighboring properties; they were gamered
from a history of more than 100 years of problematical property line construction projects.

This project requires an environmental review of the 2417 Green project. An EIR will report on
the planned architectural interference with the appearance and function of the historic resource, and
the EIR will report on the engineering defects in preserving and protecting the the historic resource.

LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER
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XV1. Summary & Conclusion

In my professional opinion, gathered by over 50 years involvement in geotechnical (soil and
foundation) engineering in San Francisco, if the subject project is implemented without e proper
and complete environmental review, which only an independent EIR under CEQA can provide,
there is a severe potential for significant environmental impact to result from the project which
will be cumulative. :

The potential exists during construction of foundatiens for the underground garage and basement
for 2417 Green and the cumulative impacts of altering and enlarging the building envelope of
2417 Green to obstruct views to and from the contiguous resource, the Coxhead House at 2417
Green and to irreparably undermine and damage the foundations of this historic resource.

If development of 2417 Green were 10 proceed, it must be scaled back and adjusted to be
compliant with the neighborhood consistent with recognition by the City of the historical value of
the Coxhead House. A full, competent engineering design, based on the C&CSF regulations,
must be completed to be reviewed by experts within an Environmental Impact Report ordered by
the Board of Supervisors.
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EXHIBIT F



sw AP E Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and
Litigation Support for the Environment

2656 29* Street, Suite 201
Santa Monica, CA 90405

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg.
(949) 887-9013
mhagemann@swape.com

November 27, 2018

Richard Drury

Lozeau Drury LLP

410 12th Street, Suite 250
Oakland, CA 94607

Subject: 2417 Green Street Project

Dear Mr. Drury:

I have reviewed the February 27, 2018 report® that documents soil sampling results obtained from the
2417 Green Street property in San Francisco. The two samples, collected from a single surficial depth
interval two locations, were analyzed for parameters that are required under San Francisco Health Code
article 22A (Maher Ordinance). The report summarized the results and concluded that hazardous
materials were not present at the 2417 Green St. property. The San Francisco Department of Public
Health (DPH) determined in a June 22, 2018 letter?:

Based on review of the documents, DPH found the project in compliance with San Francisco
Health Code article 22A, and requires no further investigation. Thus, there is no possibility of a
significant effect on the environment related to exposure to hazardous materials. (p. 11.)

| have reviewed the soil sampling requirements of Health Code article 22A and have concluded that the
sampling was not adequate to provide the basis for DPH to conclude that “there is no possibility of a
significant effect on the environment related to exposure to hazardous materials.” The soil sampling
that was conducted was limited to two co-located samples. Instead, a program of sampling should have
been undertaken across the property consisting of at least eight locations and at two depth intervals (0-
0.5 ft. and 3.0-3.5 ft). This is especially important because a source of potential contamination that led

! Site Characterization, 2417 Green St., San Francisco, California, Innovative and Creative Environmental Solutions,
February 27, 2018

2 Certificate of Determination Exemption from Environmental Review, San Francisco Planning Department, June
22,2018



to the Mabher listing is not known. Only a property-wide investigation would aliow for the conclusion
that there was no possibility of contamination, as made by DPH.

An amended workplan should be submitted by the applicant to DPH that would set forth a
comprehensive soil and groundwater (if present) sampling program to determine if the property has
been impacted by contamination. A thorough evaluation, made available to the public for review in
report format, is necessary to aliow for disclosure of any contamination that may be present, and to
identify any mitigation that would be necessary for the protection of the public, including construction
workers and adjacent residents.

Sincerely,

)Z[ /\—%?c'/ufz £

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg.



sw AP E Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and
Litigation Support for the Environment

2656 29 Street, Suite 201
Santa Monica, CA 90405

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg.
(949) 887-9013
mhagemann@swape.com

December 26, 2017

Richard Drury

Lozeau Drury LLP

410 12th Street, Suite 250
Qakland, CA 94607

Subject: Comments on the 2417 Green Street Project

Dear Mr. Drury:

| have reviewed the City of San Francisco’s documentation for the May 16, 2017 Categorical Exemption
for proposed excavation and construction work at a residence at 2417 Green Street in San Francisco.
Because of placement on the Maher List and because of potential impacts from shallow groundwater, a
Categorical Exemption for the project is erroneous. Instead, a full CEQA review, to include mitigation of
potential impacts from hazards associated from the Maher listing and hydrological impacts from shallow
groundwater, is necessary.

Properties with potential subsurface chemical contamination that require grading of 50 cubic yards of
material are regulated under the San Francisco Maher Ordinance (Article 22A of the San Francisco
Health Code and Article 106A.3.4.2 of the San Francisco Building Code)®. The City’s determination that
the project is exempt from CEQA review is in error because the subject property at 2417 Green Street
occurs on the 2015 Maher Map,? which identifies areas within 100 feet of current or historical
underground storage tanks. As shown in the map below, excerpted from Maher Map, the project is
atop a mapped site.

lhttp://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/health/article22aanalyzingsoilsforhazardouswast?f=templa
tesSfn=default.htm$3.0Svid=amlegal:sanfrancisco ca
2 http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/publications reports/library of cartography/Maher%20Map.pdf
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Conditions and stipulations for the Maher Ordnance under the October 2, 2017 Application for a
Building Permit are as follow:

APPROVED:

.\ Accapted by the Sen Francisco Department of Public
_ Heaith Maher Program with the following conditions:
E Obtain copies and follow the requirements of the Site
| Mitigation Pian, Environmental Haalth and Safety Plan,
\ Dust Contro! Plan and other documents and Zaldony
4 requirements to ensure compliance with the S.F. Maher /
10[21 /201

4 DEPARTMENT‘YOF PUBLIC HEALTH

None of the required elements under this approval have been produced. A full CEQA review is required
to include a Site Mitigation Plan, an Environmental Health and Safety Plan, a Dust Control Plan, and
other documents, as required under the Maher Program.

The application materials indicate that the proposed project on the subject property would require 408
cubic yard of soil excavation and removal (Environmental Evaluation, p. 7). Given the listing of the
property on the Maher Map, this excavation may disturb potentially contaminated soil, which may
expose nearby residents and/or construction workers to hazardous chemicals. Given this, there is a fair
argument that the proposed project at 2417 Green Street may have adverse environmental impacts that
must be analyzed under the Maher Ordinance and CEQA.

Additionally, Project documents show that excavation to a depth of approximately 15 feet will be
required for the construction of a garage. An excavation to this depth will likely affect shallow

2



groundwater flow which has been observed beneath the residence upgradient (directly uphill) from the
Project. Groundwater has been reported beneath another residence on Green Street, two houses uphill
from the Project, at a depth of 2 feet. Another neighbors on Green Street reported groundwater to rise
to the surface as a spring beneath their home. The foundation for the garage proposed for the Project
may, in effect, “dam up” the flow of groundwater and may result in flooding in the adjacent uphill
property if water were to back up into the residence.

A full CEQA analysis should be invoked to allow for the Maher process to be completed, to allow for
public disclosure of any contamination that may be present, and to identify any mitigation that would be
necessary for the protection of the public, including construction workers and adjacent residents.
Additionally, a CEQA analysis is necessary to evaluate the potential for flooding in the adjacent uphill
residence by interruption of the flow of shallow groundwater though construction of the foundation for
the garage.

Sincerely,

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg.
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Carol L. Karp
Architect A.LA.

December 30, 2017

C&CSF Board of Supervisors
London Breed, President

City Hall, Room 250

San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: Appeal of CEQA Categorical Exemption
2417 Green Street Project [Block 560 - Lot 028]

RE: Coxhead House
2421 Green Street
Threatened Historic Resource

Subject: Contiguous Proposed Construction
2417 Green Street, San Francisco

Dear President Breed & Supervisors:

This correspondence concerns the negative impact that the subject project will have on the building
at 2421 Green Street, which is immediately adjacent to the project site. This information is
additional to the National Park Service’s nomination for placement in the national register of
historic places. Emest Albert Coxhead’s own residence, designed and built 1892-1893, has been
declared eligible for listing with copies of the final draft nomination papers being part of the appeal
lodged with the San Franciso Planning Department 11/17/17 which includes a letter of support from
House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi.

The Coxhead house is renowned as the forefather of the “First Bay Tradition” of architecture which
began in San Francisco at the end of the 19" century. Coxhead, as most of his following architects
(e.g. Bernard Maybeck, Julia Morgan) who emigrated to California, utilized their training to adopt
and integrate their designs with the use of native and locally made materials such as redwood, red
cedar shingles, and brick. Coxhead’s house manifests unique roof profiles and sidewall fenestration
predicated on emphasizing views from the house and views of the house that have been punctuated
with Cotswald detailing. Subsequent Second Bay and Third Bay Traditions were derivatives that
followed.

As covered in our nomination papers, the Shingle Style exterior of the house is an exemplary expression of
adaption of Coxhead’s classical training with local features and materials into a new California
architectural style. Coxhead recognized there would be enough open space on the east and west
elevations to glaze much of these elevations. He then carefully positioned bands of windows to
capture San Francisco Bay views and sunlight from the East and West. Promoters of the project at
2417 Green, which is intended to enlarge the adjacent house, believe the views are not important.
Views from the Coxhead house, which the fenestration was carefully designed around, are reciprocated
by views from the house; everything viewed has viewers that can see the Coxhead House.

100 Tres Mesas Orinda, CA 94563 (925) 254-6676 fax: (925) 253-0101 e-Mail: carol@karp.ca
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The building is a unique solution for a house on a typical narrow lot in San Francisco’s Pacific Heights
and Cow Hollow. It is urban in character in the front and a relaxed freestanding house in the country
at the rear. The entry portico and staircase that join the building with the street leads one to a classical
style front door that provides an articulated entry into the residence. Architectural historians have
written about this specific design feature and how it brought European design to the San Francisco Bay
Area. The building is so significant to American architecture that the seminal book on this subject lists
two houses by architects (Frank Lloyd Wright and Emest Albert Coxhead) that were designed and

built for themselves.

The nomination papers have extensive photographic coverage of the exterior of the house including
drone imagery of the environment surrounding the 2417 project. The Coxhead house is threatened by
the contiguous development and the developers have questioned the historic value of the Coxhead
House even though it is officially historic. As the nomination papers do not have copies of the unusual
published coverage of the house due to copyright, | am attaching copies of the chapters from the major
books that prominantly cover the Coxhead House, as well as the letter of support by San Francisco’s
congresswoman and my letter with résumé to the owner, who has allowed the nomination, as follows:

1. “Shingle Style - Innovation and Tradition in American Architecture 1874 to 1982”,
author Leland Roth, photograher Bret Morgan, Norfleet Abrams 1999.

2 “Bay Area Style - Houses of the San Francisco Bay Region, author David Weingarten,
photographer Alan Weintraub, Rizzoli 2004.

3. “On the Edge of the World - Four Architects in San Francisco at the Turn of the
Century”, author Richard Longstreth, MIT Press 1983. ;

4. Letter from Rep. Nancy Pelosi to California Office of Historic Preservation, 2017.
% Letter with résumé from Carol Karp AlA to owner of the Coxhead House, 2017.

According to the architectural drawings submitted to the City by the developer of 2417 Green, the project
increases the existing envelope of the building which will obliterate views to and from 2421 Green which
will profoundly affect the historic nature of the building. According to the engineering drawings submitted
to the City by the developer of 2417 Green Street, the project has no provisions for protecting the 125 year
old historic brick foundations, that survived the 1906 Earthquake intact, from damage from loss of lateral
and subjacent support due to the planned excavations. There is no survey or geotechnical investigation or
any provisions to protect the historic resource. The project is certainly not entitled to a CEQA Categorical
Exemption and an Enviommental Impart Report should be prepared under CEQA regulations.
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By Hand Delivery December 5, 2018
By E-Mail to: Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org and 3 A0
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julie.moore@sfgov.org and nicholas.foster(@sfgov.org

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 RECEIVED

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners: DEC 05 2018

(ﬂ ana mg,Cé A S S Ton

Re: 3333 California Street, Draft Environmental Impact Report CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.

SF Planning Department Case No: 2015-014028ENV PSRN DERGREMENT

Hearing Date: December 13, 2018

INTRODUCTION AND REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF COMMENT PERIOD

The Draft EIR states that the proposed project would have SIGNIFICANT AND
UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS ON HISTORICAL RESOURCES AND NOISE FROM
CONSTRUCTION.

The Draft EIR states that the “proposed project or project variant would cause substantial

FEwir iUl wesK

additional Vehicles Miles Traveled and/or substantially induce automobile travel” but claims that
reducing the retail parking would mitigate the impact to less than significant. DEIR pp. 4.C.68
and 80. We will submit comments on these and other matters. 74

We request a 15-day extension of the 45-day comment period on the Draft EIR from

December 24, 2018 to January 8, 2018 since the project construction would last for 7-15 years

and there is substantial community opposition to the developer’s concept. We presented to the

Supervisor of District 2 approximately 800 signatures of residents opposing the developer’s
concept and requested rezonings.

There are two new Full Preservation Alternatives which are feasible.

This Commission should support the Community Full Preservation Alternative because

such an alternative is feasible and would avoid substantial adverse changes in character-defining
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features of the historically significant resource. This Alternative would include the same number
of housing units as the proposed project (558 units) and the project variant (744 units). This
Commission should request that the Draft EIR (DEIR) be revised to substitute the Community
Full Preservation Alternative for DEIR Alternative C, because Alternative C would have 24 less
housing units than the proposed project and substantial new retail uses, which are not permitted
under the current site zoning. Retail was banned when the site was rezoned from First Residential
to limited commercial in order to prevent adverse effects on the Laurel Village Shopping Center
and Sacrament Street merchants.

Public Resources Code section 21002 confirms that it is the policy of the state that public
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental
effects of such projects. The DEIR admits that the developer’s proposed concept “would cause a

substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.” DEIR p. B.41.

1. COMMUNITY FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE

The Community Full Preservation Alternative would have the same number of housing
units as the project (558 units) or project variant (744 units) and would build new residential
buildings where the parking lots are located along California Street. Also, a residential Mayfair
building would be built on a small portion of the landscaping. Other than that, the historically
significant landscaping including the beautiful Terrace designed by the renowned landscape
architects Eckbo, Royston & Williams and the majority of the 185 mature trees would be retained
and would continue to absorb greenhouse gases. Under this Alternative, the existing 1,183 asf
café and 11,500 gsf childcare center would remain in the main building. Approximately 10,000
gsf of office uses in the existing main building could be retained, at the developer’s option.

The site would not be rezoned for approximately 54,117 gsf of retail uses or a 49,999 gsf
new office building. By using all the newly constructed buildings for housing, some units large

enough to be attractive to middle-income families would be provided along with other affordable
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housing. Retail uses were banned as a commercial use on the site by Planning Commission
Resolution 4109, which still applies, when the site zoning was changed from First Residential to
commercial with limitations, in order to prevent adverse effects on the adjacent retail uses in
Laurel Village Shopping Center and along the Sacramento Street neighborhood commercial area.
See Attachment G, Resolution 4109. This resolution was recorded in the chain of title as a
Stipulation as to Character of Improvements and can only be changed by the Board of
Supervisors.

The Community Alternative would retain all of the existing office building’s character-
defining features and the bulk of the character-defining features of the site and landscape. Also,
this Alternative would be built in approximately 3 years, as opposed to the 15 years which the
developer is requesting in the development agreement so that if “conditions do not exist to build
out the entire project, we can phase construction in order to align with market conditions and
financing availability.” Attachment A, October 12, 2017 email from Dan Safier. An architect is
drawing up a graphic of the Community Alternative, which we will submit as comment on the
Draft EIR.

2. ALTERNATIVE C: FULL PRESERVATION RESIDENTIAL ALTERNATIVE

There is also a new alternative in the Draft EIR (DEIR) which was not presented to the
Architectural Review Committee of the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission on
March 21, 2018.

DEIR Alternative C: Full Preservation Residential Alternative would have 534 residential
units plus 44,306 gsf of retail uses. DEIR p. 6.13. Please note that some of the proposed retail
uses under this Alternative can be converted to residential uses to add 24 more residential units in
order to match the 558 residential units in the proposed project. The DEIR unreasonably
configured this alternative to have 24 less residential units than the project, in order to provide a
false pretext for its rejection.

Alternative C would not divide the existing office building with a 40-foot-wide pathway,

demolish the south wing of the building or destroy the Eckbo Terrace and majority of the
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historically-significant landscaping. (See Attachment B hereto - Alternative C Site Plan from
DEIR p. 6.67) This alternative would also have 14,650 gsf of daycare uses. Ibid.

According to the DEIR, Alternative C would retain most of the existing office building’s
character-defining features and many of the character-defining features of the site and landscape.
DEIR p. 6.78. It is unclear what the DEIR means by stating that “the glass curtain wall system
would be replaced with a system compatible with the historic resource,” as the DEIR only states
that the replacement would be “a residential system that would be compatible with the historic
character of the resource; e.g. operable windows with small panes divided by a mullion and
muntins.” DEIR pp. 6.77-6.78. Illustrations do not appear to have been provided. It is also
unclear what the DEIR means by stating that the proposed one-story vertical addition (12-feet
tall) “would appear visually subordinate to the historic portion of the building” and that “the new
rooftop addition would distinguish it from the original building yet be compatible with
Midcentury Modern design principles.” DEIR pp. 6.77-6.79. Illustrations do not appear to have
been provided. The Final EIR should explain exactly what is meant by these two items so that

their impact on the character-defining features of the resource can be determined.

3. THERE IS AN EXISTING PATHWAY THROUGH THE BUILDING TO MASONIC.

Opening at the front of the main building, there is a pathway through the building that

opens into the Eckbo Terrace and continues to Masonic. See Attachment C, photos of pathway.

4. PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE SITE ARE PROVIDED IN ATTACHMENT D.
Photographs of the property that were provided to the State Historic Resources
Commission are attached hereto because the DEIR does not appear to contain photographs of the

character-defining features, other than the aerial view on the cover. See Attachment D.

5. THE DEVELOPERS AND USCF CONCEALED THE HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE PROPERTY.
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During the meetings UCSF held with community members prior to granting the
developer a 99-year lease for the property in 2015, UCSF concealed the historic significance of
the property from the community members. The developers also concealed the historic
significance of the site from community members during the time they met with community
members to discuss their development concepts. The City of San Francisco disclosed the historic
significance of the site in the Notice of Preparation of Environmental Impact Report and Notice
of Public Scoping Meeting dated September 20, 2017. However, UCSF knew at least six years
earlier that the site was a historically significant resource eligible for listing in the National
Register and California Register, as shown in the UCSF HISTORIC RESOURCES SURVEY
prepared on February 8, 2011 by Carey & Co, Inc. See Attachment E, excerpts from Carey &
Co, Inc., UCSF HISTORIC RESOURCES SURVEY.

6. The Public Has Acquired Rights of Recreational Use on Open Space on the Property.

As explained in the letter from attorney Fitzgerald, the public has acquired recreational
rights to the open space on the property as a result of the public’s use of the used open space on

the property as a park. See Attachment F.

CONCLUSION

The Commission should support the Community Full Preservation Alternative which
would construct the new residential uses in approximately three years, rather than 7-15 years,
under the developer’s proposal. This Commission should also request that the Community Full
Preservation Alternative be substituted for Alternative C in the DEIR. In the alternative, this
Commission should propose that Alternative C be modified so that no portion of the exterior of
the existing office building be removed or expanded and that 24 additional residential units be
constructed in the space allocated for 44,306 gsf of retail uses in Alternative C so that the total

number of residential uses in Alternative C would match the 558 units in the proposed project
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and 744 units in the project variant. Under this Alternative, as well as the Community Full
Preservation Alternative, the existing passageway which extends from the north of the building,
through the building, into the Eckbo Terrace, and onto an open-air pathway that directly connects
to Masonic Avenue can be used as a pathway open to the public. No division of the main
building would be needed to produce a pathway. There is also an existing open-air passageway
from the north gate through the property that connects with Laurel Street.

The confirmation of listing on the California Register of Historical Resources is attached.

See Attachment H.
Respectfully submitted,

Laurel Heights Improvement Association of SF, Inc.
m%u ﬂe«m@k
By: Kathryn Devincenzi, President
Telephone: (415) 221-4700

E-mail: LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com

ATTACHMENTS A-H
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Dan Safier <dsafier@pradogroup.com> Thu, Oct 12, 2017 at 3:45 PM

To: John Rothmann <johnrothmann2@yahoo.com>, Dan Kingsley <dkingsley@sksre.com>
Cc: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>, Catherine Carr <catherine.a.carr@gmail.com>, "M.J. Thomas"

<mjinsf@comcast.net>, Richard Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com>

Dear John, Kathy, Catherine, M.J., and Dick:

First of all John, thank you for the meeting last week at your home. As we agreed in the meeting, we are responding to
your recent questions regarding the project. We have re-arranged your questions slightly to group them according to
subject. If we haven't answered any of your questions, please let us know. We very much appreciate your willingness to
promptly write back to us with your five outstanding issues on the project that are currently preventing us from obtaining
LHIA support for the project. We appreciate your doing this so we can set a follow up meeting to find a mutually workable

solution.

LHIA Questions:

Q: You also stated that Prado wants to have a development agreement to lock in entitlements for longer periods
of time than would normally be allowed?

A: Yes, we are looking to enter into a development agreement (DA) with the City for a term of approximately 15 years.
For large projects with multiple buildings like 3333 California Street, the City generally requires a DA. The DA vests the
entitlements, protecting the entitlements from changes in the law in exchange for certain community benefits. This would
include the community benefit of certainty of the entitiements during that period. If we did not build the project during the
term of the DA, then the DA would expire and we would lose the protections of the DA.

Q: What portion of the project would be built first?

A: At this time, we have assumed that the Masonic and Euclid buildings would be built first. In general, we anticipate
construction beginning with a staging and site preparation phase, which will include some demoilition, then excavation for
underground parking, followed by construction of the buildings. With the exception of work on the sidewalks, addition of
landscaping, paving, and connecting to the City's various systems and utilities, our general contractor, Webcor Builders, is
anticipating that construction will occur within the site. We will be preparing a detailed construction management plan,
and the EIR will include mitigation measures around construction emissions, air quality, etc. with which we will have to

comply.
Q: What would you expect to be built in each successive phase of the project?

A: At this time, we anticipate the following in each phase — Phase 1: Masonic and Euclid buildings; Phase 2: Center
Buildings A and B; Phase 3: Plaza A, Plaza B and Walnut buildings; and Phase 4: Mayfair Building and Laurel Duplexes.

Q: What do you anticipate the total period of time will be during each phase of construction?

A: Our current planning assumes that each phase would overlap, e.g., Phase 2 begins approximately 20 months after
Phase 1. Specificaily, we think Phase 1 could take 30 months, Phase 2 could take 24 months, Phase 3 could take 36
months, and Phase 4 could take 20 months. Assuming an overlap of phases, from start to finish it could take
approximately six to seven years to complete all phases of the construction. This construction phasing and related



durations are consistent with and defined in the phasing schedule under review in our environmental application. While
the phasing could be accelerated, we have assumed a relatively conservative approach to the construction phasing.

Q: What is the period of time that you anticipate that construction will occur?
A: We anticipate that construction will occur in the spring of 2020.

Q: What is the reason for constructing the project in phases?

A: By allowing for potential phased construction, we would have the ability to complete and occupy portions .of tt_'le project
as each phase is completed. If conditions do not exist to build out the entire project, we can phase construction in order
to align with market conditions and financing availability.

Q: How many extensions do you anticipate requesting for the entitlements?

A: None. Any extension of the DA's term would be a material amendment that would require Board of Supervisor's
approval.

Q: During those extended periods, would it be possible for Prado to request changes in the project as related
specifically to increased height, increased bulk, increased numbers of residential units, increased amounts of
retail or office space? What about the possibility of design changes or other changes? Could Prado apply to
change any part of the construction to provide the opportunity to have high rise construction?

A: Once the EIR is certified and the project is approved, any material changes to the project would be subject to new
environmental review, would require Planning Commission and Board of Supervisor approvals and also an amendment to
the DA. Any increase in height over what is entitled in our project would require a revision to the Planning Code and
Zoning Maps that would entail Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors approval.

Q: There are genuine concerns about reducing open spaces and reduced on-site parking places.

A: Open space will be part of the entitlements and will likely be considered by the City as one of the public benefits
supporting the DA -- for that reason alone, reducing the amount of it would be very difficult if not impossible. The open
space requirements will be carefully described in the project's approvals and will also be recorded against the property.
So, as with any material changes to the approved project, any material change to the open space would be very difficult
and would involve a public process and City approval. As to parking spaces, as you know, the City would like to see the
number of spaces reduced. We plan to continue advocating for the proposed number of project parking spaces in our

application.

Q: During the phased construction could Prado transfer shares in the project to provide for new or additional
investors?

A: We have no plan to transfer any shares in the project and construction lenders generally prohibit any change_s of
ownership by the project developer during construction and stabilization of a project. PSKS, along with our equity
partners and lenders, intend to provide all of the capital necessary to construct, own and operate the project. We plan to



retain day-to-day control of the project during development, construction, stabilization and ongoing operations. We
design and build our projects to hold for the long-term owner.

We look forward to reconnecting and thank you again for making the time to meet with us.

Sincerely, Dan

Dan Safier | President & CEQ
Prado Group, Inc.

150 Post Street, Suite 320

San Francisco, CA 94108
dsafier@pradogroup.com

T.415.395.0880 | D: 415.857.9306

From: John Rothmann [mailto:johnrothmann2@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 8:20 PM

To: Dan Safier <dsafier@pradogroup.com>; Dan Kingsley <dkingsley@sksre.com>

Cc: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>; Catherine Carr <catherine.a.carr@gmail.com>; M.J. Thomas
<mijinsf@comcast.net>; Richard Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com>

Subject: Specific gwuetions about thre proposed project

Dear Dan and Dan,

[Quoted text hidden)

John Rothmann <johnrothmann2@yahoo.com> Mon, Oct 30, 2017 at 7:21 PM

To: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Dan Safier <dsafier@pradogroup com>

To: John Rothmann <johnrothmann2@yahoo.com>; Dan Kingsley <dkingsley@sksre corn>

Cc: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>; Catherine Carr <catherine a.carr@gmail.com>; M.J. Thomas
<mjinsf@comcast.net>; Richard Frisbie <frfosagla@grnail.corm>

[Quoted text hidden]j
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The next slides show the horizontality of the composition as the
building steps down the hillside. As the nomination explains,
the horizontality of the architecture both in its long, low wings,
and in the specific design features of the wings—the division of
floors by continuous thin edges of concrete and the walls of the
floors consisting of long repetitions of similar window units—
helped to balance the massing of the Office Building with the
surrounding landscape.



These photos of the windows show the modern aluminum
materials and the long repetitions of similar window units and
the modernist design of the vertical and horizontal dividers in
the windows evoking modern art forms. Also, the exterior glass
walls provided views into the landscape of the outdoor spaces
and at certain times of day reflected landscape features (trees,
lawn, walls, patterned pavement, etc.), adding yet another level
of integration between interior and exterior spaces. P. 21. This
reflection can be seen on these slides.

In 1984, the glass of the windows was tinted, the aluminum
frames of the units of the windows were painted brown and the
bottom panels of ceramic coated glass were changed from blue
to brown. As the nomination explains, this change did not alter
the essential features of the building or its “design as a glass box
open to its immediate landscape and to distant views.”

10



Next, we see the exquisite outdoor Terrace— which was set on
the east side of the building, framed by the Office and Cafeteria
Wings, where it was “protected from the prevailing west wind”
and on a portion of the site that had been graded to provide “a
good view of a large part of San Francisco.” Here a biomorphic-
shaped lawn was framed by a patio, whose exposed aggregate

pavement was divided by rows of brick that aligned with the

window frames of the building.

1"



Benches attached to the niches of the zig-zag of the seat wall,
which enclosed the eastern side of the Terrace, provided places
for employees “to relax in the sun during lunch or coffee
breaks.” P.21

12



Here we see the views of the Transamerica Pyramid and other
notable buildings from the Terrace.

13



In these photos we see the brick aligned with the window
frames of the building.

14



It created a boundary wall along some sides of the property and
was transformed into low retaining walls that defined a series of
planting beds along the some sides of the property.

18
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The materials Rockrise used for the student housing, their scale, their immediate access to the outdoors —
particularly the sliding glass door and wide balconies — and their siting and landscaping, which landscape
architect Lawrence Halprin designed, all conform to the principles of the Second Bay Region Tradition.
In terms of integrity Aldea 10 retains a high degree of integrity of location, design, setting, workmanship,
feeling and association. Some materials have been replaced, such as wood railings or siding, but these
alterations are visually compatible. Therefore, Aldea 10 appears to be eligible for listing NRHP/CRHR
under Criterion C/3 as an intact example of Second Bay Region Tradition.

745 Parnassus Avenue/Faculty Alumni House

Built in 1915, this two-story building occupies a heavily wooded lot at the southeast corner of 5th
Avenue and Judah Street. The L-shaped building faces northwest and wraps around a small enclosed
courtyard covered with brick pavers. Textured stucco clads the structure. The primary window type is
wood sash, casement. The clay tile-clad, cross-gable roof features exposed rafter tails. The main entrance,
which faces the courtyard at the northwest corner of the building, consists of a round projection with a
conical roof clad with clay tiles; its door is framed by a deep shaped opening. Three wood, glazed double
doors are located at the first story on other side of the main entrance. At the second story, each fagade
contains four sets of paired casement windows with shutters featuring prominent rivets. The second floor
of the west-facing fagade overhangs the first and is supported by machicolations. Each gable end features
a paired double door at the second story that opens to a small balcony supported by decorative brackets.

The Faculty Alumni House is not known to be associated with persons of significance and therefore does
not appear to be eligible for the NRHP/CRHR under Criterion B/2. It does, however, appear to be
eligible for the NRHP/CRHR under Criteria A/1 and C/3, for its association with significant
developments in the history of UCSF and as an excellent example of Spanish Eclectic architecture with
high artistic value. Built for dental students in 1915, the building marks the first attempt to address

- ————— student needs cutside of the classroom. Recreational facilities also coordinated by the dental students.
followed within a few years. Thus the building expresses early attempts to foster student life at UCSF,
rendering it eligible under Criterion A/1. With its stucco cladding, clay tile roof, heavy brackets,
rounded entrance and carved archway, the Faculty Alumni House also stands as a fine example of
Spanish Eclectic architecture, which was entering its peak of popularity in 1915. The building has not
been moved or undergone significant alterations and stands in a residential neighborhood that has
changed little since 1915. It thus retains its integrity of location, setting,-design, materials, workmanship,
feeling, and association.

3333 California Street/Laurel Heights Building
Built in 1957, this four-story building has an irregular plan and occupies the approximate center of an
irregular-shaped city block. The intervening spaces are filled with extensive landscaping or parking lots.
The concrete slab floors extend beyond e wall surface to form projecting cornices at each floor, and

- —————betweernrthese projections, amraluminunrsash window-walt-with-dark; stightly mirrored glass-forms the—
exterior walls. Brick veneer covers the walls in certain locations, and the roof is flat. The main entry
opens on the north side of the building and features a covered entry with the roof supported on large
square brick piers, a small ground-level fountain, and sliding aluminum doors.

The Lauarel Heights building appears to be eligible for listing in the NRHP/CRHR under Criteria A/1
and C/3. It stands as the most prominent postwar commercial development in the Laurel Heights
neighborhood and dramatically transformed the former cemetery site, rendering it eligible for the
NRHP/CRHR under Criterion A/1. No persons of significance are known to be associated with the
building; thus it does not appear to be eligible under Criterion B/2. While Edward B. Page was not the
most prominent architect in San Francisco during the postwar period, his resume does accord him master
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architect status. More importantly, this main building at the Laurel Heights campus is an excellent
example of mid-century Modernism and the International Style. Its horizontality makes it a particularly
good regional example of the architectural style. For these reasons the building appears to be eligible for
the NRHP/CRHR under Criterion C/3.

N

The Firemen'’s Fund Insurance Company Building at Laurel Heights retains excellent integrity. It has not
been moved and its surroundings have not undergone many alterations. Thus the building retains its
integrity in all seven categories — location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association.

513 Parnassus Avenue/Medical Sciences Building

Built in 1954, this L-shaped building rises 17 stories on a steel structural frame and forms the east
boundary and part of the north boundary of the Parnassus Heights campus’ Saunders Courtyard. The
north elevation faces Parnassus Avenue and features ten structural bays. Masonry panels clad the first
and tenth bays. In the remaining bays, masonry spandrels with horizontal ribbing separate horizontal
bands of aluminum windows. Four exhaust shafts enclosed in masonry panels project from the wall
surface and rise from the second story to above the roof line. The ground floor features floor-to-ceiling
aluminum windows separated by dark masonry panels at the structural columns. Monumental stairs rise
approximately four feet above the sidewalk level to the main entry, where three columns support a flat
entry roof. On the south and west elevations facing Saunders Courtyard, masonry panels cover the wall
surfaces and separate horizontal bands of aluminum windows. Projecting metal brackets used to support
exposed mechanical pipes and ducts attach to the wall surface in line with the structural columns.

The Medical Sciences Building was constructed at a time when UCSF was undergoing its most
significant metamorphosis since the Affiliated Colleges were founded in the 1890s. Enrollment
— skyrocketed during the postwar years and the institution received unprecedented levels of government
funding for research and curriculum development. New buildings were added rapidly to meet the demand
and reflect the growing prestige. Within this context, MSB appears eligible for listing in the —
- NRHP/CRHR under Criterion A/1, for its association with events or historic themes of significance in
UCSF's history. It also stands as a good example of mid-century hospital architecture and the shift from
Palladian Style campuses to International Style, highrise buildings. Blanchard and Maher, while not the
most prominent architects in the San Francisco Bay Area, also rise to the level of master architects and
this building stands as one of the firm's most prominent buildings in San Francisco. Thus, MSB appears
to be eligible for the NRHP/CRHR under Criterion C/3. The building is not known to be associated
with persons significant to history and therefore does not appear to be eligible for the NRHP/CRHR
under Criterion B/2.

MSB has undergone some alterations but appears to retain a good degree of integrity to convey its
———historieal significance- It-has not been moved and continues to-stand-between Moffitt Hospitaland the — -

Clinical Sciences building, down the road from LPPI, and among hospital and medical school facilities.

Thus it retains its integrity of location, setting, association, and feeling. The building has undergone

some alterations, most notably a new exit to Saunders Court and a glass shaft containing a stairwell and

vents on the west elevation. As these alterations occur on secondary elevations and are not notable on

the primary, Parnassus Avenue fagade, they do not significantly detract from the building’s overall

design, materials, and workmanship. Thus the building retains a good degree of integrity in these areas.

707 Parnassus Avenue/School of Dentistry _
Built in 1979, this L-shaped building rises four stories and steps back to form terraces. The lot contains a
parking lot to the south and a partially wooded green space at the north. This reinforced concrete
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Margaret Fitzgerald ]

30 Wood Strect, San Francisco, CA 91HS

Date: February 28, 2016

Ms. Mary Woods

Planner - North West Quadrant
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

RE: 3333 California St. Development

Dear Ms. Woods:

I am writing regarding the development of the 3333 California Street development, currently the UCSF Laurel Heights
Campus (the “Site”). It is my understanding that the San Francisco Planning Department is working with the developer of
the Site regarding the initial project plans for the proposed development. The owner of the fee interest and the developer of
the Site are limited in their joint ability to develop the Site because the owner of the Site does not have free and clear titde;
rather the general public holds a permanent recreational interest in all of the open space at the Site. Therefore, any

development plans at the Site may not impinge upon this open space.

The general public holds a permanent right of recreational use on all of the open space at 3333 California and such rights
were obtained by implied dedication. Dedication is a common law principle that enables a private landowner to donate his
land for public use. Implied dedication is also a common law principle and is established when the public uses private land
for a long period of time, which period of time is five (5) years in California. In 1972, the California legislature enacted Civil
Code Section 1009 to modify the common law doctrine of implied dedication and to limit the ability of the public to secure
permanent adverse rights in private property. Here, however, the existing open space at the Site was well established and
well used as a park by the general public long before the completion of the construction of the full footprint of the
improvements at the Site in 1966. Therefore, the general public has permanent recreational rights to the open space at the
Site; the rights were obtained by implied dedication prior to the enactment of Cal. Civil Code Sec. 1009 in 1972.

Even if the general public had not secured permanent rights to recreational use through implied dedication prior to 1972,
the public and countless individuals have acquired a prescriptive easement over the recreational open space. The
recreational use has been continuous, uninterrupted for decades, open and notorious and hostile (in this context, hostile
means without permission). Every day, individuals and their dogs use the green space along Laurel, Euclid and along the
back of the Site at Presidio. Individuals ignore the brick wall along Laurel and regularly use the green space behind the wall
as a park for people and for their dogs. The use of the Site has not been permissive. For example, the owner of the Site has
not posted permission to pass signs in accordance with Cal. Civil Code Sec. 1008. If such signs ever were posted, they have
not been reposted at least once per year. Although it is counterintuitive, an owner typically posts such signs to protect
against the public securing adverse rights. One might assume the owner of the Site has not posted such signs, as the owner is

aware of the pre-existing and permanent recreational rights the general public has secured to the open space. Because the



i ]

public’s rights to the open space were secured decades ago through implied dedication, it is not necessary for the general
public to rely upon its prescriptive easement rights outlined in this paragraph; rather it is another means to the same end.

It is important that the Planning Department understand these legal issues as any project plan (or any future project
description in an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the Site) cannot include development of the open land over
which the public has a secured permanent rights of recreational use. It would not be a concession by the owner/developer
to leave the open space undeveloped and allow public recreational use as the general public holds permanent recreational
rights to this space. It is important to note that even the open space behind the walls that has been used as park space is also
included in this dedication to the public. According to well-established case law, a wall or fence is not effective in preventing
the development of adverse property riglits if individuals go around the wall, as is the case here.

In sum, the open space at the Site cannot be developed as the public secured such rights through implied dedication prior to
1972 (or, alternatively, by prescriptive easement). In reviewing the development plans for the Site, the City cannot decide to
allow development of any of the open space as the recreational rights to the space are held by the public at large. Any
project description in the future EIR for the Site that contemplates development of any of the open space would be an
inadequate project description and would eviscerate any lower impact alternative presented in the EIR. One only need to
look to the seminal land use case decided by the California Supreme Court regarding this very Site' to see that an EIR will
not be upheld if the project alternatives are legally inadequate. It would be misleading to the public to suggest that a lesser
impact alternative is one that allows the public to use the space to which it already has permanent recreational use rights.

In sum, please be advised of the public’s permanent recreational rights to all of the existing open space at the Site and please

ensure that a copy of this letter is placed in the project file.

Sincerely,

Meg Fitzgerald

Margaret N. litzgerald

With copies to:

Mark Farrell, Supervisor

Dan Safir, Prado Group

Kathy DiVicena, Laurel Heights Tmprovement Association
Robert Charles Friese, Esq.

' Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco, Inc. v. The Regents of the University of California, 47 Cal. 3" 376 (1988).
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CITY FIANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION HO. 4109

RESOIVED, That Proposal No. 2-52,62,2, an application to
change the Use District Glassification of the hereinafter de-
goribed parcel of land from & First Residential Distriet to a
Commsrolal District, be, and the same 1is hereby APPROVED; sub=
Ject to the.stipulations submitted by the applicant and set

forth hereing

Commencing at a point on the §/I of California Street
distant thereon 187 feet west of the W/L of Presidio -
Avenmue (produced), thence westerly on said line 707.375
feot to & ocurve to the left having a radius of 15 feat,
thence 23,562 feet measured on the are of the ourve to
the left %o the B/L of Laurel Street, thence southerly
on the B/L of Laurel Strest 127.227 Teet to the ourve

to the left having a radius of 60 feot, thencs 77,113
fest messured on the are of the curve to the left to a
csurve to the right having a radius of 120 feet, thence
149,153 feet measured on the arc of the cutrve to the
right: to a curve to the right having & radius of 4033
feet, thence 388,710 feet measured on the arc of the
curve to ths right to a curve to the left having a radi-
us of 20 feet, thence 35,188 feet measured on the arc
of the curve to the left ta the northwest line of Euclid
Avenus, thence ¥ 73° 12' E on the northwest line of Eu-
¢lid Avenue 312,034 feat to a curve to the left having
& radins of 65 feet, thence 42,318 feet, measured on
the ars of the curve to the left to the northwesterly
line of Masonioc Avenue {proposed extension), thence N
55° 841 B; 380,068 feet to the arc of 8 curve to the
left baving e radius of 425 feot, thence 254,176 feet.
measured on ths arc of the curve to the left, thence N
52° 381 29,74" W, 252,860 fest to the point of commense-
ments Being ths major portion of Lot 1A, Block 1032,

containing 10,2717 acres, mora or less,

tained in the following stipulstions as to the use of the lend
aflected, ‘

1. The charscter of the improvement for commercial
pPurposes of the subject property, or any portion there-
of, shall be limited to a building or builldings design-
ed as Professional, institutional ow office bulldings,
loeluding mervice buildings which are normally scces-
sory thereto,

2. Ths ageregate gross floor area of all such buildings,
salculated exclusive of cellars, of basement areas used
only for storage or services incldental to the operation
and maintenance of a bullding, and of indoor or other
covearad automcbile parking spece, shall not exceed the
total ares of tha pProperty allotted te such use,



3. For each five hmdred square feel of gross floor

tuilding alculated as in stipulation 2
area 1in sush 1dings, © in S le 2

above, there shall be penerved and kesp
the property or the portion thereof allotted to such

use, one off-strest gutomobile parking space, or equi~
valent open spade suitable for the ultimate provisicn

of such parking space as neaded for
of users of the premises.

ary thereof, or which is within 100 feet of the easter-
1y line of faurel Street and south of ¢
of Mayfeir Drive extended,

§, I the subject property, or any portion thereof, 13
dsveloped as a alte for residential buildings, such
buildings shall be 1imited as followal

ae No reaidential building other than a one=
family dwelling or & two-family dwelling shall
oceupy any portion of ths property which 1s
within 100 feet of the Euclid Avenue boundary
1ine thereof, or which 1is within 100 feet of
the esasteriy line of Ilaurel Strest and south of
the northerly line of Mayfair Drive extended.

bs No dwelling within the said deacribed por-
tion of the subject area shall occupy & parcel
of lend having an ared of leas than thirty

three hundred (3300) aquare fest, nor shall any
such dwelling cover more than fifty percent (50%)
of the-area of such parcel or be less than twelve
(12) feet from any other such dwelling, or be set
pack leas than ten (10) feet from any presently
existing or future public street, or have &
haight in excess of forty (40) feet, measured and
regulated as set forth in pertinent sectlon of
the Buillding Code of the City and County of 8an
Franclscoe =

c. No residential bullding in other portions of
the subject property shall have & ground coverage
in exceas of £ifty percent (S0%) of the area al-
lotted to such building,

6. Development of the subject property, or of any separate
portion thereof, for commercial use as stipulated hersin,
shall include provisions for appropriate and reasonable
landscaping of the required open 8paces, dind prior to the
issuance of a permit for any building or buildings there
ahall be submitted to ths City Planning Commisaion, for
approval as to conformlty with these stipulations, a site
plan showing thes character and location of the proposed

— — e ———_
" At e



building or buildings, and related parking spacas
and landsceped aress upon the property, or upon
smuch ssparate portion thersof as is allotted to
such building or buildings. It shall be understcod
that approval of any such plan shall not precluds
subsaqusnt approval by the Commission of & revissd
gr :1terna.t:l.vo Plan which conforms to thess stipu-
ations,

I hereby cartify that the foregoing reaclution was adopted
by the City Planning Commission at its apecial meeting on Novem~
ber 13, 1952, and T furthsr certify that the stipulations set
forth in the said resclution wers submitted iIn a written states
ment placed on file, °

Ayes : Commissioners Kilduff, Towle, Devine, Williams
Noes : None

Absent: = Commissioners Brooks, Lopegz, Prince

Passed: November 13, 1952
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Si'ATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX 942896

SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001

(916) 445-7000 Fax: (916) 445-7053

calshpo@parks.ca.gov

EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

August 31, 2018

John Rothman, President

Kathryn Devincenzi, Vice President

Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco
22 Iris Avenue

San Francisco, California 94118

RE: Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company, Determination of Eligibility
National Register of Historic Places

Dear Mr. Rothman and Ms. Devincenzi:

I am writing to inform you that on August 29, 2018, Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company
was determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register).
As a result of being determined eligible for the National Register, this property has been
listed in the California Register of Historical Resources, pursuant to Section 4851(a)(2) of
the California Code of Regulations.

There are no restrictions placed upon a private property owner with regard to normal use,
maintenance, or sale of a property determined eligible for the National Register. However,
a project that may cause substantial adverse changes in the significance of a registered
property may require compliance with local ordinances or the California Environmental
Quality Act. In addition, registered properties damaged due to a natural disaster may be
subject to the provisions of Section 5028 of the Public Resources Code regarding
demolition or significant alterations, if imminent threat to life safety does not exist.

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact Jay Correia of the
Registration Unit at (916) 445-7008.

Sincerely,

Julianne Polanco
State Historic Preservation Officer

Enclosure



August 31, 2018

Previous Weekly Lists are available here: http.//www.nps.gov/history/nr/nrlist. htm

Please visit our homepage: http //www.nps.qov/nr/

Check out what's Pending: https./iwww nps.govinr/pendinag/pending htm

Prefix Codes:

SG - Single nomination

MC - Multiple cover sheet

MP — Muiltiple nomination (a nomination under a multiple cover sheet)
FP - Federal DOE Project

FD - Federal DOE property under the Federal DOE project

NL - NHL

BC - Boundary change (increase, decrease, or both)

MV - Move request

AD - Additional documentation

OT - All other requests (appeal, removal, delisting, direct submission)
RS — Resubmission

WEEKLY LIST OF ACTIONS TAKEN ON PROPERTIES: 8/16/2018 THROUGH
8/31/2018

KEY: State, County, Property Name, Address/Boundary, City, Vicinity, Reference
Number, NHL, Action, Date, Multiple Name

CALIFORNIA, SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY,

Fireman's Fund Insurance Company Home Office,

3333 California St.,

San Francisco, RS100002709,

OWNER OBJECTION DETERMINED ELIGIBLE, 8/29/2018



DECEMBER 13, 2018 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
M Gm a|| M.J. Thomas <laurelheights2016@gmail.com>

IMPORTAVNCE OF PRESERVING THE HISTORIC PROI

Street, San Francisco, CA
1 message

Decembe, (3, 2015

Planain Commisson

Zarin Randeria <thezarin@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: Zarin Randeria <thezarin@yahoo.com>

San Francisco Planning Commissioners: RECEIVE
As a concerned citizen of San Francisco and a resident of LaL DEC 05 7718
about the developers totally ignoring the concerns of people w Y
NON-RECOGNITION OF THE HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE OF CITY & COUNTY QOF 8.F
PLANNING DEPARTHMENT
RECEPTION Drrav

1. In an earlier public meeting the developers did not even ir
San Francisco, CA, if of Historic Significance.

2. You should support the Neighborhood Full Preservation Alternative because:
A. It has the same number of residential units as the project (558 with a 744 variant).

B. It would retain the character-defining features of the historically significant landscaping
including the beautiful Terrace designed by Eckbo, Royston & Williams and the majority of the 185
mature trees that would continue to absorb greenhouse gases.

It is important for you to know that people from our neighborhood and other neighborhoods
regularly use the green space on this site for recreation playing with their dogs, having impromptu
picnics and simply visit with one another. This SPACE IS VERY IMPORTANT TO OUR
COMMUNITY.

C. We support using all the space for housing which is affordable and can accommodate the
diverse population of our City. By using all the space for housing, some units would be large
enough for middle-income families. We do not need retail space as that would compete with the
merchants at Laurel Village Shopping Center.

D. Any construction to re-formulate this space needs to be built in approximately 3 years
rather than the 7-15 years the project applicant wants.

3. We recommend that some of the 44,306 square feet of retail in this Alternative be used for 24
residential units so the Alternative has the same number of residential units as the proposed
project. This Alternative would have retail along California Street but not also at Euclid, which the
proposed project would have. Additionally, the applicant should explain the exact type of
replacement windows proposed and why the proposed "new rooftop addition" that would
distinguish it from the original building yet be compatible with Midcentury Modern design principles.

4. The proposed project as designed by the developers is an unattractive mass of nondescript
buildings crammed onto the site with concrete pathways and ALMOST NO GREEN SPACE which
is vital for our City as more and more of it seems to be cement and concrete.

5. There is no need to destroy this historically significant site because alternatives are
available which will achieve housing production by building on the parking lots.



DECEMBER 13, 2018 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
M Gma” M.J. Thomas <laurelheights2016@gmail.com>

IMPORTANCE OF PRESERVING THE HISTORIC PROPERTY AT 3333 CALIFORNIA

Street, San Francisco, CA
1 message

Zarin Randeria <thezarin@yahoo.com> Mon, Dec 3, 2018 at 11:57 PM
Reply-To: Zarin Randeria <thezarin@yahoo.com>

San Francisco Planning Commissioners:

As a concerned citizen of San Francisco and a resident of Laurel Heights we are very concerned
about the developers totally ignoring the concerns of people who live in the neighborhood and their
NON-RECOGNITION OF THE HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS PROPERTY.

1. In an earlier public meeting the developers did not even mention that 3333 California Street,
San Francisco, CA, if of Historic Significance.

2. You should support the Neighborhood Full Preservation Alternative because:
A. It has the same number of residential units as the project (558 with a 744 variant).

B. It would retain the character-defining features of the historically significant landscaping
including the beautiful Terrace designed by Eckbo, Royston & Williams and the majority of the 185
mature trees that would continue to absorb greenhouse gases.

It is important for you to know that people from our neighborhood and other neighborhoods
regularly use the green space on this site for recreation playing with their dogs, having impromptu
picnics and simply visit with one another. This SPACE IS VERY IMPORTANT TO OUR
COMMUNITY.

C. We support using all the space for housing which is affordable and can accommodate the
diverse population of our City. By using all the space for housing, some units would be large
enough for middle-income families. We do not need retail space as that would compete with the
merchants at Laurel Village Shopping Center.

D. Any construction to re-formulate this space needs to be built in approximately 3 years
rather than the 7-15 years the project applicant wants.

3. We recommend that some of the 44,306 square feet of retail in this Alternative be used for 24
residential units so the Alternative has the same number of residential units as the proposed
project. This Alternative would have retail along California Street but not also at Euclid, which the
proposed project would have. Additionally, the applicant should explain the exact type of
replacement windows proposed and why the proposed "new rooftop addition” that would
distinguish it from the original building yet be compatible with Midcentury Modern design principles.

4. The proposed project as designed by the developers is an unattractive mass of nondescript
buildings crammed onto the site with concrete pathways and ALMOST NO GREEN SPACE which
is vital for our City as more and more of it seems to be cement and concrete.

5. There is no need to destroy this historically significant site because alternatives are
available which will achieve housing production by building on the parking lots.



Thank You!

Zarin E. Randeria
38 Lupine Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118



M Gm a|1 Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>

Re: DEIR, Case No. 2015-014028ENV Project Title: 3333 California Street Mixed-Use

Project Zoning: Residential, Mixed, Low Density [RM-1] Zoning District 40-X Height

and Bulk District Block/Lot: Block 1032/Lot 003 Applicant/Agent: Laurel Heights
Partners LHP

1 message

victoria underwood <victoria.underwood@att.net> Tue, Dec 4, 2018 at 10:08 AM
To: "Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org” <Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com” <LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com>

Please see my letter attached for your review and consideration regarding the above.
Thank you,
Victoria Underwood

ﬁﬂ 3333CALSF Draft EIR 12-2-2018 Response.docx
27K

FOR DECEMBER 13, 2018 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING
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December 4, 2018

City Of San Francisco - Planning Commission
Commission Chambers,

Room 400, City Hall,

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

Re: Case No. 2015/ 014028ENV

Project Title: 3333 California Street Mixed Use Project Zoning: Residential, Mixed, Low Density [RM 1] Zoning
District 40 X Height and Bulk District Block/Lot: Block 1032/Lot 003

Applicant/ Agent: Laurel Heights Partners LHP

Dear Planning Commissioners:

This letter is in direct response to the Draft EIR, Volume2c: Appendices D-G, published November 7, 2018. [ have
read the report and I have a number of comments and concerns.

The Notice of Public Hearing was posted at the corners of the 3333 California location, but both pages failed to be
posted providing informative and critical information to the public.

1. Your name and email contact address and phone number

2. The Planning Department’s website address in order to download the Draft FIR document assessment

3. The Notice of a Public Hearing before the Historic Preservation Commission on Wednesday December 5t at
12:30 p.m. at which the Historic Commission is to make its comments on the Draft EIR.

4. Notice to the Public that public comments to the Historic Preservations will be accepted from 11/8/2018 -
12/24/2018.

The Draft EIR states that the project would have a Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation impact on noise
because it would "expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards or cause a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels." (page 4.D.36) The estimated construction period is 7 to 15

years.

The Draft EIR states that the project would have a Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation impact on historic
architectural resources because the project "would demolish portions of the office building,... and remove all of the
project site's existing designed landscape elements and features, including, but not limited to, the curvilinear shapes
in pathways, driveways, and planting areas; integrated landscape features, including planter boxes and seating; brick
perimeter walls; and the concrete pergola and terraced planting feature facing Laurel Street." (p. 4.B.41)

The DEIR admits that the project would be expected to generate higher Vehicle Miles Traveled than retail, office or
residentjal average projects in the area. The DEIR compares the project with city average data but not with actually
measured traffic conditions in the project area. However, the DEIR concludes that the project would have an impact
on traffic that would be Less Than Significant with Mitigation. (page 4.C.74) The DEIR claims that reducing the
retail parking supply would mitigate the Vehicle Miles Traveled impacts of the project. (page 4.C.80)

The DEIR estimates that the project would generate 10,057 daily automobile trips (page 4.C.58). This is probably an
understatement because another EIR for a mixed use project estimated 13,000 automobile trips generated by the retail
square footage alone (approximately 54,000 square feet), and the proposed project also has 558 or 744 residential
units and a 49,999 square foot new office building that would generate additional vehicle trips.

The EIR Intersection Operations Analysis (Page 9,Task 7.2) has focused on transit timing on California Street. To say

that Applicant’s Proposed Project will have little or no impact on transit and traffic flow on all surrounding streets,
simply is NOT true. As it is currently during the commute, Masonic Avenue is solid cars between Presidio and

Tom



Euclid during evening commute hours and that is with the right most lane on Presidio with the additional lane to
Euclid; both of which are to be removed as part of Applicant’s Proposed Project. As it is currently, for every
southbound vehicle that stops on Presidio at the Presidio/Pine/Masonic light, three now utilize the right most lane
up to Masonic or Euclid. That means that if 3 to 5 cars stop for the traffic light, 9 have driven up Masonic and no are
longer sitting waiting to turn right at the light. But, if you eliminate that right most lane, those cars will have to wait
for the light to change and back up to the SFFD Credit Union Building at Presidio and California. Additionally,
Muni buses have a shift change and buses are coming off California onto Presidio Avenue; add one or two buses and
traffic on Presidio will back up to California. The impact for anyone familiar with these intersections is clear. Ijust
have to look out the window. The idea that you can add three total ingress/egress active driveways on Presidio next
to the SFFD Credit Union ingress/egress garage driveway and then do the same on Masonic and, not overload all the
surrounding streets as the Applicant’s Proposed Project does by using criteria from other sites without
understanding these major thoroughfares, will be disastrous. You could end up backing traffic all the way down to
the financial district.

The DEIR claims that project impacts on air quality, geology, hydrology, vegetation and other matters would be less
than significant.

During the 15-year construction period the developer is requesting, the developer would be able to apply for changes
to make the project bigger, expand the retail and increase the heights and amounts of development. This suggests
further entitlements and profiting from real estate speculation on the back of the neighborhoods affected by the
proposed Project. The Applicantis trying to make us all believe that their proposed project is for the better good and
will address the more immediate issue the City has for additional and affordable housing. It is ludicrous that it
would take 15 years of construction to accomplish that. It is clear that anyone who supports the Proposed Project
and the proposed construction schedule does not live within the immediate proximity of this site.

I, along with many of my neighbors, have opposed the developer's concept from the beginning. We are in of the
need for additional and affordable housing in our neighborhood. We stand against the Applicant’s proposed project
because it would be destructive to the neighborhood. The developer’s proposal is too massive, too commercialized
and out of character with the neighborhood and, since we know now about the Historic Preservation Commission’s
assessment about the value of the existing historic building and landscaping, we continue to wonder how the
Applicant has been able to push a plan that would do so much damage to the site and the neighborhood so far down
the road.

We have objected to the destruction and removal of the existing green areas. We've asked the Applicant of the
Proposed Project for an alternative preservation plan that is consistent with the design and aesthetics of the
condominiums directly across the street from the Project on California Street between Laurel and Walnut (for
example) without touching any of the green and landscaped areas on Masonic, Euclid or Laurel. The neighborhood
has expressed its desire to have the Applicant redesign the proposed Project so preserve as much of the site as
possible and complete critically needed residential housing in the shortest time possible. We've written letters to the
Applicant, addressed these issues in person with the Applicant at the Developer’s poster-board sessions and at the
Scoping Meeting at the JCC with the Planning Department but we have yet to see a design that warrants serious
consideration by the neighborhood or the City.

I believe the Project, as proposed, will have an enormously, negative impact on the neighborhood and surrounding
areas. The proposed uses and high density of the proposed project will increase traffic flow and congestion, increase
noise and pollution and increase the loss of parking, etc. The proposed removal of the green spaces and mature trees
and plants will unnecessarily impact the local environment and deprive the surrounding area from continued public
use.

The increased noise from the Proposed Project, including construction activities, will adversely affect nearby
sensitive receptors including existing residential housing units surrounding the 10-acre site, the elderly residential
facility at the JCC across the street from the site and child care uses at the JCC. There is no reason or justification for
relocating the Child Care Center from its current location on the existing site. We know that the existing zoning
limits heights greater than 40 feet at Euclid and Masonic and no retail is permitted.

Tom



A Community Alternative Plan (hereinafter referred to as “CAP”) is being created to reflect what we believe will
preserve the entire Historical Building. The design will include re-purposing of the Historical Building to residential
use. The “CAP” will preserve Eckbo Terrace, Children’s Childcare Playground, along with the Redwood trees, and
preserve all Historic Landscaping. The existing green spaces on Laurel, Euclid, Masonic and Presidio will remain
intact in this redesign. The “CAP” will accomplish the Applicant’s goal of providing 558-744 housing units (Variant)
by a design of three or four, four-story buildings on the existing surface parking lots facing California Street; with no
retail or office. As we understand it, the housing units facing California Street in the CAP will be consistent with the
design and aesthetics of the condominiums directly across the street as mentioned above. The number of trees and
landscaping to be removed will be substantially less in the CAP Plan. We have not seen the fully-designed CAP but
we whole heartedly support the draft of a plan that we have seen because it is less destructive and can be completed
and on line satisfying the immediate need for additional housing within the timeline of three to five years; not 15
years.

Applicant’s Proposed Plan does not serve any of us well. They have had every opportunity to redesign and submit
an Alternative Preservation Plan and they have refused to do that. My sincerely hope is the Planning Department
will want to consider the CAP which is timely and less impactful to the neighbors and the many neighborhoods and
stop the negative impact that will undoubtedly occur by approval of the Applicant’s Proposed Plan before this goes
any farther.

Thank you.
Victoria Underwood
510 Presidio Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94115

Victoria.underwood@att.net

(e
LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com
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