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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 830 Olmstead Street Case #2017-012929DRP
Date: Thursday, January 10, 2019 11:38:13 AM
Attachments: IMG_2933.PNG

IMG_2934.PNG

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: SchuT <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2019 7:41 AM
To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com
Subject: 830 Olmstead Street Case #2017-012929DRP
 

 

Dear Mr. Winslow,
Good morning and Happy New Year.
The DR Requestor makes a valid point about this project actually being a Demo and needing a CUA.  
I support their contention that it should be a CUA.
Below are the online appraisals of 830 Olmstead and obviously they are below the Zoning Administrator’s value for an Administrative Approval of a Demolition which is currently $1.9 million.  
It would probably be difficult to get comps at or above the $1.9 million level, if not impossible. 
(In 2017 it took two rounds of appraisals to get the comps to allow the Demolition of 653 28th Street, which was a very sound and solid RH-1 property and even then, that appraisal came in at just over $45k from the value at the time, which was $1.63 million.)
I hope the Commission will give a close look at the accuracy and the squishy logic of these Demo Calcs for this proposed project which the neighbors have reasonably questioned, in view of:  these web appraisals below, the potential for a CUA, and most notably the recent history of residential development throughout San Francisco.  
Plus they are correct in pointing out that the permit valuation seems very, very low at $250k for a project of this magnitude given current costs. 
I also want to mention 79 Cragmont which was also an RH-1 project that ultimately needed to go through a CUA after it was accidentally demolished after initially being reviewed and approved by the Department as an Alteration in the past few years as well as the other notorious projects.
Thanks.
Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish
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Sent from my iPad



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

Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel,
Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, SUPERVISOR RAFAEL MANDELMAN, AND COMMUNITY

LEADERS CELEBRATE THE REOPENING OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Date: Thursday, January 10, 2019 11:36:20 AM
Attachments: 1.10.19 25 Sanchez.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2019 11:29 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, SUPERVISOR RAFAEL MANDELMAN, AND
COMMUNITY LEADERS CELEBRATE THE REOPENING OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 10, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED, SUPERVISOR RAFAEL

MANDELMAN, AND COMMUNITY LEADERS CELEBRATE
THE REOPENING OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Under the RAD program, 90 affordable apartments renovated for seniors and people with
disabilities

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Rafael Mandelman, and
community leaders today rededicated 90 newly renovated affordable apartments for seniors
and people with disabilities.
The former public housing site at 25 Sanchez Street is one of 29 properties previously owned
by the San Francisco Housing Authority that was renovated under the Rental Assistance
Demonstration (RAD) program through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, which allows for a voluntary, permanent conversion of public housing to
privately-owned, permanently affordable housing. The project is part of the City’s
commitment to preserving and revitalizing 3,500 distressed public housing units across San
Francisco. To date, more than 2,500 apartments have been renovated under the program.
 
“The continued rehabilitation of affordable housing in San Francisco has a huge impact on the
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Thursday, January 10, 2019 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED, SUPERVISOR RAFAEL 


MANDELMAN, AND COMMUNITY LEADERS CELEBRATE 


THE REOPENING OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
Under the RAD program, 90 affordable apartments renovated for seniors and people with 


disabilities  


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Rafael Mandelman, and community 


leaders today rededicated 90 newly renovated affordable apartments for seniors and people with 


disabilities. 


The former public housing site at 25 Sanchez Street is one of 29 properties previously owned by 


the San Francisco Housing Authority that was renovated under the Rental Assistance 


Demonstration (RAD) program through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 


Development, which allows for a voluntary, permanent conversion of public housing to 


privately-owned, permanently affordable housing. The project is part of the City’s commitment 


to preserving and revitalizing 3,500 distressed public housing units across San Francisco. To 


date, more than 2,500 apartments have been renovated under the program. 


 


“The continued rehabilitation of affordable housing in San Francisco has a huge impact on the 


lives of the people living there, and today 90 seniors and people with disabilities have a new, 


safe place to call home,” said Mayor Breed. “I grew up in public housing and I remember what 


those conditions were like. Seeing these residents return to their new homes is a testament to 


what we are accomplishing for vulnerable households across the City.” 


 


The renovation of 25 Sanchez focused on improving the quality of life for residents and 


longevity of the building. Under the provisions of the RAD program, no residents were 


displaced, all residents moved back into their revitalized apartments, and all continue to pay 30% 


of their income for rent. 


 


“Despite having one of the highest rates of evictions and displacement in the city, District 8 has 


seen very little creation of new affordable housing,” said Supervisor Mandelman. “The RAD 


Program allows us to rehabilitate our precious existing affordable housing stock and maintain 


our critical supply of affordable units while improving the lives of tenants in buildings like 25 


Sanchez.” 


 


“As we celebrate the 13th grand reopening of a RAD development, we are thrilled to see more 


former public housing transformed into beautiful, safe, and stable housing for the City’s most 


vulnerable tenants. It’s especially exciting for a property like 25 Sanchez in the Castro/Upper 
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Market neighborhood that has such a great need for affordable housing,” said Kate Hartley, 


Director, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development. 


 


Co-developers BRIDGE Housing and Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA) 


oversaw the extensive rehabilitation of residents’ apartments and community spaces. The 


primary scope of work included life safety and accessibility improvements, residential room 


renovations, voluntary structural upgrades, sprinkler system upgrades, replacement of original 


building systems and equipment, energy use reduction and improved elevator access. Revitalized 


amenities also include a community room and laundry room. The property has access to public 


transportation, with well-utilized bus and light-rail lines offering frequent service throughout San 


Francisco. 


  


“25 Sanchez showcases the collaborative power when City officials, funders, stakeholders, 


partners, community members and the property’s residents themselves come together for a 


common purpose: the preservation of affordable housing so seniors and people with disabilities 


can age in place with dignity,” stated MEDA Chief Executive Officer Luis Granados. 


 


“Affordable housing is a precious resource, and it’s essential for any city that strives to maintain 


diversity and inclusivity. We’re proud to be part of the public-private RAD partnership in San 


Francisco, which is preserving housing opportunities for the long term and improving the lives of 


some of our most vulnerable community members,” said Cynthia Parker, President and CEO of 


BRIDGE. 


 


“Financing all 29 properties of SF RAD, the largest affordable housing renovation project in the 


nation, with $2.1 billion from Bank of America Merrill Lynch is no small feat, especially with 


the goal of not displacing vulnerable tenants like the seniors and disabled households at 25 


Sanchez. The life-safety upgrades and modernization efforts to improve the quality of life for 


these residents helps fulfill Mayor Breed’s vision of providing safe and secure affordable 


housing, and makes us all proud to be part of such an important public-private effort,” said Liz 


Minick, San Francisco-East Bay Market executive at Bank of America, which provided a $22.8 


million tax-exempt construction loan to make the project possible. “To help ease the transition 


during renovation periods for residents, an additional $2.8 million from Bank of America helps 


fund social services, wellness activities and other resources for SF RAD properties such as 25 


Sanchez.” 


 


 


### 


 







lives of the people living there, and today 90 seniors and people with disabilities have a new,
safe place to call home,” said Mayor Breed. “I grew up in public housing and I remember
what those conditions were like. Seeing these residents return to their new homes is a
testament to what we are accomplishing for vulnerable households across the City.”
 
The renovation of 25 Sanchez focused on improving the quality of life for residents and
longevity of the building. Under the provisions of the RAD program, no residents were
displaced, all residents moved back into their revitalized apartments, and all continue to pay
30% of their income for rent.
 
“Despite having one of the highest rates of evictions and displacement in the city, District 8
has seen very little creation of new affordable housing,” said Supervisor Mandelman. “The
RAD Program allows us to rehabilitate our precious existing affordable housing stock and
maintain our critical supply of affordable units while improving the lives of tenants in
buildings like 25 Sanchez.”
 
“As we celebrate the 13th grand reopening of a RAD development, we are thrilled to see more
former public housing transformed into beautiful, safe, and stable housing for the City’s most
vulnerable tenants. It’s especially exciting for a property like 25 Sanchez in the Castro/Upper
Market neighborhood that has such a great need for affordable housing,” said Kate Hartley,
Director, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development.
 
Co-developers BRIDGE Housing and Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA)
oversaw the extensive rehabilitation of residents’ apartments and community spaces. The
primary scope of work included life safety and accessibility improvements, residential room
renovations, voluntary structural upgrades, sprinkler system upgrades, replacement of original
building systems and equipment, energy use reduction and improved elevator access.
Revitalized amenities also include a community room and laundry room. The property has
access to public transportation, with well-utilized bus and light-rail lines offering frequent
service throughout San Francisco.
 
“25 Sanchez showcases the collaborative power when City officials, funders, stakeholders,
partners, community members and the property’s residents themselves come together for a
common purpose: the preservation of affordable housing so seniors and people with
disabilities can age in place with dignity,” stated MEDA Chief Executive Officer Luis
Granados.
 
“Affordable housing is a precious resource, and it’s essential for any city that strives to
maintain diversity and inclusivity. We’re proud to be part of the public-private RAD
partnership in San Francisco, which is preserving housing opportunities for the long term and
improving the lives of some of our most vulnerable community members,” said Cynthia
Parker, President and CEO of BRIDGE.
 
“Financing all 29 properties of SF RAD, the largest affordable housing renovation project in
the nation, with $2.1 billion from Bank of America Merrill Lynch is no small feat, especially
with the goal of not displacing vulnerable tenants like the seniors and disabled households at
25 Sanchez. The life-safety upgrades and modernization efforts to improve the quality of life
for these residents helps fulfill Mayor Breed’s vision of providing safe and secure affordable
housing, and makes us all proud to be part of such an important public-private effort,” said Liz
Minick, San Francisco-East Bay Market executive at Bank of America, which provided a



$22.8 million tax-exempt construction loan to make the project possible. “To help ease the
transition during renovation periods for residents, an additional $2.8 million from Bank of
America helps fund social services, wellness activities and other resources for SF RAD
properties such as 25 Sanchez.”
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: 830 Olmstead Continuance
Date: Wednesday, January 09, 2019 2:46:14 PM

Commissioners,
Please be advised that the Olmstead St. DR on your Agenda tomorrow must be continued.
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES OPENING OF NEW BRYANT STREET

NAVIGATION CENTER
Date: Wednesday, January 09, 2019 12:10:00 PM
Attachments: 1.9.19 Bryant Street Navigation Center.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2019 12:05 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES OPENING OF NEW BRYANT
STREET NAVIGATION CENTER
 
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 9, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES OPENING OF NEW

BRYANT STREET NAVIGATION CENTER
New facility builds on Mayor Breed’s plan to open 1,000 new shelter beds and will provide

care and services to 84 homeless residents
 
San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today celebrated the grand opening of the
Bryant Street Navigation Center alongside Assemblymember Phil Ting, and partners CalTrans
and Google.org. The Navigation Center will provide support and services for up to 84 clients
at a time.
 
The Navigation Center opening helps advance Mayor Breed’s plan to open 1,000 new shelter
beds by 2020. Bryant Street is currently the sixth Navigation Center open and operating in San
Francisco. As of December 2018, Navigation Centers have successfully transitioned 621
individuals into permanent housing, found temporary placements for 125 others, and helped
another 1,234 individuals exit homelessness through the Homeward Bound program.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, January 9, 2019 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES OPENING OF NEW 


BRYANT STREET NAVIGATION CENTER 
New facility builds on Mayor Breed’s plan to open 1,000 new shelter beds and will provide care 


and services to 84 homeless residents 


 


San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed today celebrated the grand opening of the Bryant 


Street Navigation Center alongside Assemblymember Phil Ting, and partners CalTrans and 


Google.org. The Navigation Center will provide support and services for up to 84 clients at a 


time.  


 


The Navigation Center opening helps advance Mayor Breed’s plan to open 1,000 new shelter 


beds by 2020. Bryant Street is currently the sixth Navigation Center open and operating in San 


Francisco. As of December 2018, Navigation Centers have successfully transitioned 621 


individuals into permanent housing, found temporary placements for 125 others, and helped 


another 1,234 individuals exit homelessness through the Homeward Bound program. 


 


“Addressing our homelessness crisis requires creating paths for people to get into housing and 


receive the care they need, which is why I’m committed to opening 1,000 new shelter beds in 


San Francisco. This Navigation Center not only expands our capacity to help our homeless 


population, it also provides separate, dedicated spaces for homeless women,” said Mayor Breed. 


“This project is another example of what we can accomplish by working with our state 


representatives and local partners to help our most vulnerable residents.” 


 


Bryant Street is the second Navigation Center to be constructed on land leased from Caltrans, 


following the opening of the Division Circle Navigation Center in August 2018. Google.org 


provided a $3 million grant to help cover construction costs.   


 


As a result of AB 857, introduced by Assemblymember Phil Ting, the City is able to use 


underutilized Caltrans locations like this one for emergency food and shelter programs at 


affordable rates. Assemblymemeber Ting additionally helped secure $27.6 million in funding 


through the Homeless Emergency Aid Program, which will be used to support existing 


navigation centers, adult and transitional age youth rapid rehousing, and shelters replacement. 


 


“I’m excited to see another Navigation Center open on CalTrans property. State and local 


partnerships are the key to tackling San Francisco’s homeless crisis,” said Assemblymember Phil 


Ting. “That’s why I championed $500 million in last year’s state budget to establish the 


Homeless Emergency Aid Program. San Francisco has already received a $27.6 million program 
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grant for more shelters and services, and I look forward to working with Mayor Breed to see the 


impact of this investment.” 


 


Bryant Street is unique in that it provides 20 beds specifically for women in a separate wing of 


the facility that is only accessible to women, including a women’s only outdoor area. Navigation 


Centers are designed to serve San Franciscans struggling with homelessness who are often 


resistant to traditional shelters. Unlike traditional shelters, they allow people to bring their 


partners, pets, and belongings with them. In addition to room and board, case managers provide 


support to connect them with employment opportunities, health services, public benefits, and 


permanent housing.  


 


“I would like to thank all of the partners that came together to make this new Navigation Center 


a reality,” said Jeff Kositsky, Director of the Department of Homelessness and Supportive 


Housing. “Navigation Centers play an important role in the City’s homelessness response system 


providing a low-barrier point of entry for people on our streets.  The dedicated resources for 


women here will bring additional trauma informed care to an especially vulnerable population.” 


 


Like other Navigation Centers, access to Bryant Street comes from referral from the 


Encampment Resolution Team, which focuses on resolving long term encampments, and the 


Homeless Outreach Team, which provides care management and medical services to homeless 


individuals. 


 


“We are grateful to Caltrans for stepping up and opening its land for this important project,” said 


San Francisco Public Works Director Mohammed Nuru, whose team led the planning and design 


phases for the new Navigation Center. “The innovative partnership between San Francisco and 


the state is exactly what’s needed to help tackle one of our biggest challenges by moving people 


off the streets and into a supportive environment where they can get safe shelter and needed 


services.” 


 


“Caltrans is proud to partner with the City of San Francisco on this project,” said Caltrans 


Director Laurie Berman.  “When government agencies, elected officials, and the private sector 


join forces, we find greater success in addressing the needs of our fellow citizens in a 


compassionate and lasting way.” 


 


Episcopal Community Services of San Francisco (ECS) will operate the Bryant Street 


Navigation Center. In addition to Bryant, ECS also operates the Central Waterfront Navigation 


Center and previously operated the original Mission Navigation Center prior to its closure in 


October.  


 


“This Navigation Center is a critical tool in a broader effort to drive systemic change and solve 


problems of homelessness more effectively on a larger scale,” said Episcopal Community 


services Executive Director, Beth Stokes. “Navigation Centers provide low-barrier, low-


threshold respite from the streets for a highly vulnerable population, in tandem with on-site case 


management, streamlined access to social services and coordinated entry into housing pathways. 







OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


We are building the foundation of a new system to end homelessness and this lays a 


cornerstone.” 


 


“We wanted to do our part to ensure that this Navigation Center became a reality," stated Google 


California Public Affairs Lead Rebecca Prozan. "Since 2014, we've provided $63 million of 


grants to the city's non-profit organizations, nearly a quarter of which has been directed to aiding 


homeless, and we're so happy that this latest $3 million grant from Google.org was able to cover 


the majority of the construction costs for the center and expedite the process of getting vital 


services to those in our community who need them most.” 


 


The Homeless Outreach Team has already placed 34 guests at Bryant Navigation Center and will 


be working to fill it over the next few weeks.         


 


### 







“Addressing our homelessness crisis requires creating paths for people to get into housing and
receive the care they need, which is why I’m committed to opening 1,000 new shelter beds in
San Francisco. This Navigation Center not only expands our capacity to help our homeless
population, it also provides separate, dedicated spaces for homeless women,” said Mayor
Breed. “This project is another example of what we can accomplish by working with our state
representatives and local partners to help our most vulnerable residents.”
 
Bryant Street is the second Navigation Center to be constructed on land leased from Caltrans,
following the opening of the Division Circle Navigation Center in August 2018. Google.org
provided a $3 million grant to help cover construction costs. 
 
As a result of AB 857, introduced by Assemblymember Phil Ting, the City is able to use
underutilized Caltrans locations like this one for emergency food and shelter programs at
affordable rates. Assemblymemeber Ting additionally helped secure $27.6 million in funding
through the Homeless Emergency Aid Program, which will be used to support existing
navigation centers, adult and transitional age youth rapid rehousing, and shelters replacement.
 
“I’m excited to see another Navigation Center open on CalTrans property. State and local
partnerships are the key to tackling San Francisco’s homeless crisis,” said Assemblymember
Phil Ting. “That’s why I championed $500 million in last year’s state budget to establish the
Homeless Emergency Aid Program. San Francisco has already received a $27.6 million
program grant for more shelters and services, and I look forward to working with Mayor
Breed to see the impact of this investment.”
 
Bryant Street is unique in that it provides 20 beds specifically for women in a separate wing of
the facility that is only accessible to women, including a women’s only outdoor area.
Navigation Centers are designed to serve San Franciscans struggling with homelessness who
are often resistant to traditional shelters. Unlike traditional shelters, they allow people to bring
their partners, pets, and belongings with them. In addition to room and board, case managers
provide support to connect them with employment opportunities, health services, public
benefits, and permanent housing.
 
“I would like to thank all of the partners that came together to make this new Navigation
Center a reality,” said Jeff Kositsky, Director of the Department of Homelessness and
Supportive Housing. “Navigation Centers play an important role in the City’s homelessness
response system providing a low-barrier point of entry for people on our streets.  The
dedicated resources for women here will bring additional trauma informed care to an
especially vulnerable population.”
 
Like other Navigation Centers, access to Bryant Street comes from referral from the
Encampment Resolution Team, which focuses on resolving long term encampments, and the
Homeless Outreach Team, which provides care management and medical services to homeless
individuals.
 
“We are grateful to Caltrans for stepping up and opening its land for this important project,”
said San Francisco Public Works Director Mohammed Nuru, whose team led the planning and
design phases for the new Navigation Center. “The innovative partnership between San
Francisco and the state is exactly what’s needed to help tackle one of our biggest challenges
by moving people off the streets and into a supportive environment where they can get safe
shelter and needed services.”



 
“Caltrans is proud to partner with the City of San Francisco on this project,” said Caltrans
Director Laurie Berman.  “When government agencies, elected officials, and the private sector
join forces, we find greater success in addressing the needs of our fellow citizens in a
compassionate and lasting way.”
 
Episcopal Community Services of San Francisco (ECS) will operate the Bryant Street
Navigation Center. In addition to Bryant, ECS also operates the Central Waterfront Navigation
Center and previously operated the original Mission Navigation Center prior to its closure in
October.
 
“This Navigation Center is a critical tool in a broader effort to drive systemic change and solve
problems of homelessness more effectively on a larger scale,” said Episcopal Community
services Executive Director, Beth Stokes. “Navigation Centers provide low-barrier, low-
threshold respite from the streets for a highly vulnerable population, in tandem with on-site
case management, streamlined access to social services and coordinated entry into housing
pathways. We are building the foundation of a new system to end homelessness and this lays a
cornerstone.”
 
“We wanted to do our part to ensure that this Navigation Center became a reality," stated
Google California Public Affairs Lead Rebecca Prozan. "Since 2014, we've provided $63
million of grants to the city's non-profit organizations, nearly a quarter of which has been
directed to aiding homeless, and we're so happy that this latest $3 million grant from
Google.org was able to cover the majority of the construction costs for the center and expedite
the process of getting vital services to those in our community who need them most.”
 
The Homeless Outreach Team has already placed 34 guests at Bryant Navigation Center and
will be working to fill it over the next few weeks.       
 

###
 
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 3333 California St.
Date: Wednesday, January 09, 2019 9:37:22 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: gary laufman <garyphoto@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2019 9:35 PM
To: Zushi, Kei (CPC) <kei.zushi@sfgov.org>
Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; laurelheights2016@gmail.com; Richard
Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com>; 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>
Subject: 3333 California St.
 

 

I am in Support for the Community Alternatives.
I am in Opposition to the Developers’ Destructive Proposal.
I am saddened by the decline of the quality of living in San Francisco.
 
If you’re not planning to protect or improve the quality of living in SF then why do it ?
 
Gary Laufman
 
San Francisco resident for 30+ years
 
3251 Washington St. #301

 

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


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case No. 2015-014028ENV, 3333 Calif. St. DEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, January 09, 2019 9:37:17 AM
Attachments: 3333CaliforniaDEIRcomments.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: :) <gumby5@att.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2019 4:30 PM
To: CPC.3333CaliforniaEIR <CPC.3333CaliforniaEIR@sfgov.org>
Cc: Zushi, Kei (CPC) <kei.zushi@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>;
Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; 'Rich Hillis' <richhillissf@gmail.com>; 'Rodney Fong'
<planning@rodneyfong.com>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>
Subject: Case No. 2015-014028ENV, 3333 Calif. St. DEIR Comments
 

 

To: Kei Zushi, Sr. Planner, through email ID for 3333 California St. Project
<CPC(dot)3333CaliforniaEIR(at)sfgov(dot)org>
Please see attached document.
 
Commissions Secretary:  Please route to Director of Planning.  Thank you very much.
 
Rose Hillson

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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January 8, 2019 
 
Planning Department 
Attn: Kei Zushi, Senior Planner 
1650 Mission St., Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Case No. 2015-014028ENV, State Clearinghouse No. 2107092053, 3333 Calif. St. DEIR Comments 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment and ask questions on the DEIR. 
 
Volume 1: 
Page S.2:  In order to develop 558 “dwelling” units under the proposed project or 744 “residential” units 
on the 10.25-acre site, ”…the existing annex building, surface parking lots, and circular garage ramp 
structures would be demolished.”  Why would there need to be 13 new structures to be erected with 
either proposal? 
 
In the 896 parking spaces that are to be provided in “four below-grade parking garages and in 2-car 
parking garages serving the duplexes on Laurel, would there be 60 public parking spaces for the “60 
existing public parking spaces” that are going to be removed?  If not, what would be the total number of 
public parking spaces on the site at each phase of the development and at full completion? 
 
Page S.6, S.7, S.8: “CR-1: The proposed project or project variant would cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in section 15064.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines.” 
 
In re the mitigation measures stated – Documentation of Historic Resource; Measured Drawings; 
Historic American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey-Level Photographs; HABS/HALS 
Historical Report; Video Recordation; Softcover Book; & Interpretation of the Historical Resource: 
While members of the public may appreciate the above products to document the tangible items on the 
property, how will this be done if the project is supposedly to take 5-7 years or even up to 15 years 
(“…the proposed project or project variant may be developed over a 15-year timeframe” <Page 
4.C.45>)?  When would the historic resource materials be available considering the multiple phasing of 
the project?  How would the public know when these become available?  Who will be responsible party 
to get these products to the public? 
 
As part of the “interpretative program,” would there be a new plaque for the listing on the CA Register 
to be placed on the property?  If so where?  If not, why not?  Would the old plaque that marked 
Landmark #760 be part of the documentation (even though the landmark standards changed since 
then & maybe that’s why the plaque was removed?)? 
 
For future generations, it would be nice to capture this well-known history of San Francisco’s Laurel Hill 
Cemetery where the city’s pioneers were once buried along with being one of the “Big Four” 
cemeteries with Calvary, Masonic and Odd Fellows cemeteries. 
 
If and when any of the larger remnant trees reach the end of their lifespan or are killed by the 
development, it would be a good gesture to the community to have parts of it available for sale and to 
earmark the funds to go into the urban forestry fund so that tree plantings in this area where such large 
trees are removed will be increased for the benefit of the community since there are not many large 
mature trees and to combat future added pollution in this area where traffic is getting worse and as 
more pollution causing activity increases.   
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Also, it may be prudent to have not only other parts of the larger remnant trees donated to scientific 
study as the trunk of the larger trees will tell a story of the environment in the area since the Laurel Hill 
Cemetery days and the trunk slice at the largest diameter can be saved as a display somewhere.  It 
would help with botanical genome study, too.  This would be better than to just dump the remnants and 
mulch it with no scientific findings for the future.  For the environmental study students, would this not 
be a great project? 
 
It is especially important to plant and keep large mature trees where there is space in light of the fact 
that “open space” does not mean *ON THE GROUND* but rather includes green rooftops, walls, and 
sidewalks where large mature trees could not thrive.  Information from these older growth trees would 
give scientists a lot of information about climate change and other things as they occurred in this area.  
Rather than toss out tree cuttings as mulch only, would that the mitigation measures also provide for 
people to obtain samples for future historic purposes and/or scientific studies?  One may not know 
what they have and rather than do harm first, it may be prudent to study such matters as is done under 
the “Precautionary Principle.” 
 
In addition, since the Laurel Hill Cemetery contained various rare shrubs like manzanitas, it could be 
that the area still contains some dormant seeds which may be good to collect for biological study.  The 
range of these rare manzanitas and the conditions could be studied by school children.  These seeds 
accumulate in “seed banks” and would be good to preserve for scientific research. 
 
Page S.10: “TR-2: The proposed project or project variant would cause substantial additional VMT 
and/or substantially induce automobile travel.” (“SIGNIFICANT”) 
 
While it is appreciated that Mitigation Measure M-TR-2 proposes to *REDUCE* the retail parking 
supply as though that would reduce the number of VMTs, any added retail generally, and restaurants 
in particular, according to prior DEIRs for other development sites, show that retail attracts vehicles to 
the site such that elimination of a handful of parking spaces will not solve the inundation of vehicles – 
whether personally owned or for hire (car sharing) – in this area for at least ¾-mile in all directions.  
The retail use attracts vehicle trips.  And with rideshares, there does not have to be parking to have 
them add to the vehicle trip count. 
 
What formula model does Planning Department use to calculate VMTs?  Does it include commercial 
vehicle miles travelled?  What road types are included or excluded from calculations?  What about 
VMTs from carshares?  Would one-way carshare trip miles travelled be included in the calculations vs. 
2-way carshare trips?  Would certain passenger vehicle miles traveled be excluded from calculations? 
What other models were used besides the one used by Planning?  Were the outcomes the same? 
Was the VMT calculation model used in this DEIR used for all other DEIRs in the last 3 years?  If not, 
why not; and if so, what were the mitigation measures for those DEIRs that could be applied to this 
site? 
 
The DEIR does *NOT* account for the post-2008/2009 phenomena of TNCs / rideshares causing 
substantial VMTs in the area.  Carshare drivers stop in the middle of the street to load and unload 
passengers.  They drive in from across the bridge to “work” in SF.  When they get a customer, they 
pick up the customer and drive off to another area that could be miles away – especially when the 
driver drives into the city from outside, the total mileage he has to drive is not included in the VMTs 
which starts and stops only upon the rider’s total ride rather than the miles the TNC driver has racked 
up.  The same customer may want the same driver to drive him/her back so the driver drives back in 
from miles away potentially to pick up this initial customer at 3333 California who only needs a ride 3 
blocks away.  The mitigation measure to reduce the VMTs generated by this project would be to 
eliminate all or much of the retail use which in many Planning Department DEIRs show is what 
generates the most VMTs.  In addition, different retail uses generate more VMTs than others.  Retail 
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and especially restaurant type use generates a lot more traffic because they stay open later than 
another use that is open only 9AM-5PM.  Neighbors in this area drive or call a rideshare to get a cup of 
coffee even if only 2 blocks away. 
 
Also, documentation from University of California, Davis, and other sources, indicate that San 
Francisco is 92% dependent now on carshare mode (e.g. Uber, Lyft, etc.) as opposed to Muni buses.  
The documentation states that had these carshare modes not existed, they would walk, bike or take 
Muni or a taxi.  The documentation also shows that there are millions of VMTs travelled by these 
rideshares in SF based on the total amount of fares collected by these companies.   
 
Here is a sample article of the impact from rideshares and VMT count: 
 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/trafficandcommuting/as-ride-hailing-booms-in-dc-its-not-just-
eating-into-the-taxi-market--its-increasing-vehicle-trips/2018/04/23/d1990fde-4707-11e8-827e-
190efaf1f1ee_story.html?utm_term=.1f054949bc7e&noredirect=on 
 
Moreover, here is an additional document about the impact of rideshares on VMTs.  There is a 
statement that VMTs would be 83.5% more miles than had rideshares not existed or used.  Here is the 
link to the September 2018 text by Henao and Marshall: 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs11116-018-9923-2 
This is the abstract for their work: 
“Ride-haling such as Uber and Lyft are changing the ways people travel. Despite widespread claims 
that these services help reduce driving, there is little research on this topic. This research paper uses a 
quasi-natural experiment in the Denver, Colorado, region to analyze basic impacts of ride-hailing on 
transportation efficiency in terms of deadheading, vehicle occupancy, mode replacement, and vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT). Realizing the difficulty in obtaining data directly from Uber and Lyft, we designed 
a quasi-natural experiment—by one of the authors driving for both companies—to collect primary data. 
This experiment uses an ethnographic and survey-based approach that allows the authors to gain 
access to exclusive data and real-time passenger feedback. The dataset includes actual travel 
attributes from 416 ride-hailing rides—Lyft, UberX, LyftLine, and UberPool—and travel behavior and 
socio-demographics from 311 passenger surveys. For this study, the conservative (lower end) 
percentage of deadheading miles from ride-hailing is 40.8%. The average vehicle occupancy is 1.4 
passengers per ride, while the distance weighted vehicle occupancy is 1.3 without accounting for 
deadheading and 0.8 when accounting deadheading. When accounting for mode replacement and 
issues such as driver deadheading, we estimate that ride-hailing leads to approximately 83.5% more 
VMT than would have been driven had ride-hailing not existed. Although our data collection focused on 
the Denver region, these results provide insight into the impacts of ride-hailing.” 
 
The rideshares are stated to also impact the ridership of existing Muni buses because they cannot 
move when the rideshares add to the congestion and automobile delay on the streets.  If the retail use 
was curbed, there would not be as many vehicles in the area to cause the Muni delays as well. 
 
Part of the mitigation measure should be to curb increased vehicle counts on the residential arterial 
(side) streets within ½-mile of the project that are already taking on the bulk of the traffic.  What are the 
vehicle counts projected for Laurel, Manzanita, Iris, Heather, Spruce, Parker, Commonwealth, Jordan, 
Palm, Euclid, Geary, and California St. from 2018 each year until the fully built out project?  It is hard to 
say the total number of years the development is projected to take – ranges from 5-7 years (see Table 
AQ-1 shown later herein & from DEIR) to 15 years so what are the counts based on the time 
projections? 
 
Page S.10: “TR-3: The proposed project or project variant would not cause major traffic hazards.” 
(“LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT” (LTS)) 



https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs11116-018-9923-2
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Improvement Measure I-TR-3 says there will be parking garage attendants or other queue abatement 
actions but there will be bad actors who will “only for a minute” park in neighbors’ driveways as they 
wait for parking in the garage.  These queued up drivers will compete now with the rideshares that 
generally are in the neighborhood parked and waiting or sleeping in their vehicles for their next client.  
Neighbors will no longer have any street space to park because all the “temporary” parkers are taking 
up practically every foot of curb space. 
 
If double-parkers occurred at the intersection of Euclid and Laurel or farther east, there could be major 
collisions from being not only blinded by the sun but due to the trifurcation of Pine into Euclid, Presidio, 
and Masonic.  This area is like an accident waiting to happen.  I cross there as a pedestrian on the tiny 
little refuge islands and can get the breeze from cars “flying” by.  The time for the signal for pedestrians 
to cross on a fresh green is very short there.  Vehicles do not see the signals well so they continue on 
their turns even on a red. 
 
There could be major traffic hazards with a new retail on the Euclid corner which may take out people 
on the pedestrian islands or on the sidewalk.  The retail on Euclid side should be taken out because 
people will spill out onto the dangerous part of the parcel putting them at risk for their safety. 
Rideshares will be taking up road space and on-street parking for pick-ups and drop-offs so there will 
be a lot of automobile delay especially with the heavy traffic from Pine (one-way westbound, Masonic 
(left turn westbound onto Euclid & right turn onto Euclid) and Euclid (from other cross-streets) are 
combined.  Although the report shows the impact at “LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT” (“LTS”), the 
cumulative traffic issue with Trader Joe’s traffic already bogging down Masonic southbound should not 
overburden the adjacent neighborhoods with cut-through traffic through Laurel Heights and Jordan 
Park.  In addition, the delivery trucks travel within ½-mile of Laurel Heights to the Laurel Village 
Shopping Center, to the existing CPMC cafeteria and hospital to add to the overburdening of the street. 
 
When new businesses get to inhabit the City Center at Masonic and Geary, those traffic counts and 
VMTs will add to the area VMTs which should be much more than it is today.  If a grocery store or 
another restaurant or more is inserted in the City Center, how will the traffic from that impact the Laurel 
Heights/Jordan Park, Geary and California St. areas?  Has this been studied in the DEIR? 
 
This point cannot possibly be considered “LTS”.  See C-TR-1 (Pages S.15-S.16) “Construction of the 
proposed project or project variant, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would 
not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative construction-related transportation 
impacts.” (“LTS,” “None required” for mitigation) 
 
A number of projects including the Lucky Penny, CPMC rebuild into new housing, a Presidio Avenue 
project, the GearyBRT closing off lanes for construction that will be coming during the same time span 
as 3333 California Project, the introduction of a potential Whole Foods at City Center at Masonic, the 
3300-mid-block demolition-to-housing project on Geary, the new builds and other increases of unit 
counts on surrounding “nearby streets” are not taken into account.   
 
Page S.11:  TR-3 (continued) 
Why would the owner/operator of the garage be held accountable for a situation caused by the 
developer’s design of the project?  If the project is going to attract that much vehicular traffic and 
problems for the garage, then the uses that attract the most vehicles that would use the garage would 
need to be eliminated from the project. 
 
Page S.12:  Unsure that a new Muni line would mitigate much of the traffic or loading demand on 
buses when many use the rideshares.  Muni ridership has declined.  Perhaps more people in this area 
take rideshare.  This means more VMTs in the area than other areas where more ridership exists on 
Muni.  There are many lines that go by the 3333 California site but do not stop there (e.g. 38BX, 38AX, 
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NX, etc.).  These existing lines use Masonic to get to Bush to get downtown.  Again, with other 
transportation modes available such as scooters, bikes, rideshares such as Uber, Lyft, Chariot, not 
sure how this will mitigate the impact of ridership on Muni.  Will there be a 43-Masonic line ridership 
survey to see where they are all going first?  Also, if there is less ridership on Muni overall, why not find 
out where the ride-hailing companies are taking their passengers and from what point to what point 
before putting in things that may not make any difference?  Will such data be analyzed and shared with 
the public? 
 
This S.12 mitigation proposal appears to be conflict with C-TR-10 on Page S.17 that says the “project 
will not contribute…passenger loading impact.”  If there is no loading impact, again, it does not make 
sense to run more buses or run a new Muni line.  Also, without knowing if all the future residents and 
users of the site will be taking Muni or using alternate forms of transportation which are now in use 
since 2009 when the study was done, not clear why this is also labeled “Not required” and “N/A” just 
like C-CR-1 (above).  And if all the future visitors and residents to the site will be taking rideshare or 
driving – as the statistics for automobile use in the city is still fairly high with Muni ridership declining, it 
makes less sense to add to the 43-Masonic line or increase the frequency.  Just because there are 
more buses being run on a line does not mean that is the basis to say the demand is there.  There is 
already the 2-Clement line, the 1-California line and the 43-Masonic at the location.  The 38-Geary is 
only up to 2 blocks away.  Anybody west of these locations generally takes the 33-Stanyan, 44-
O’shaugnessy, 28-19th Avenue or 29-Sunset lines to go in the north-south direction.  
 
Page S.12 (see also TR-4 comments):  The “fair share” contribution is listed not to exceed these 
amounts: 


“Proposed Project – $182,227 
 Project Variant – $218,390” 


 
However, due to the project taking at minimum 5-7 years to be completely built out or as described 
from the DEIR up to 15 years, these figures would be too low as the cost in future of the Muni 
operation and purchases increase.  There should be a clause in the developer agreement to ensure 
that the project pays for future increases in cost to mitigate the traffic impacts to the value of the cost of 
the bus with projected cost of a bus in the future.  The $182,000-$218,000 is low to mitigate impacts of 
the transit ridership by full development of this project. 
 
TR-4 (see also S-12 comments): “The proposed project or project variant would result in an adverse 
transit capacity utilization impact for Muni route 43 Masonic during the weekday a.m. peak hour under 
baseline conditions.” 
 
“Mitigation Measure M-TR-4: Monitor and Provide Fair-Share Contribution to Improve 43 Masonic 
Capacity Based on an evaluation of the transit ridership generated by the proposed project or project 
variant, monitoring of transit capacity utilization for the 43 Masonic line shall be initiated when the first 
phase of development has been completed and occupied.” 
 
Where are the extra 3 people mentioned in the DEIR triggering the need to purchase another bus at 
today’s cost of $940,000+ coming and going to?  Why not find out where most of the 43-Masonic line 
riders are going to and from?  Why is there not an estimation of the need for any 43 Masonic buses for 
the entire development completion with the purchase price of the bus being paid for those as well 
including estimated bus purchase cost at end of the development?  Otherwise, the taxpayers end up 
paying for supporting Muni via more ridership fare increases and such.  A developer who works in 
partnership with the city should pay for the additional infrastructure costs into the future if his/her 
development is going to be delayed for many years.  Otherwise, it’s cheaper to put the entire 
development in at the current costs of infrastructure or it will cost a lot more to the taxpayers and Muni 
riders in the form of fare increases.  If the Muni fare increases are equivalent to the rideshare modes, 
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there will be even more VMTs as San Francisco is more and more dependent on rideshares especially 
as fares increase for the municipal bus system (Muni) and travel times increase as more vehicles clog 
the streets to increase travel time causing major delays so all modes get bogged down and people sit 
in vehicles and pollute at lower RPMs.  The stopping and starting of vehicles as they cannot get around 
town and as signal timing is contributing to the automobile delay will increase air pollution on many 
streets around this project for at least ½-mile radius.  One can see the automobile increase just from 
watching and this does not take any $100,000 “traffic study” to figure out. 
 
This point about increase in vehicular travel in this area with nobody really going anywhere efficiently 
should also be a point under “AIR QUALITY” (Chapter 4E & AQ). 
 
Air Quality Table AQ-1 (shown below):  It shows the project being done from 2020-2027.  With this 
timeline, I think the GHGs will not be remedied with the current trees of unknown species being planted 
even if in greater quantities than the existing number of mature trees.  The mature trees are the ones 
that do the heavy cleaning of the air.  There should be some consideration of tree species that also will 
not cause harm to the existing mature trees in the area to be retained and are in good condition. 
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There’s a comment (Page 523) that states in *today’s* dollar value: 
“Cost of a 40‐foot electric bus is $967,132” 
 
The fair-share contribution to even add one bus is not going to be covered per the amounts shown on 
Page S.12 above because in the future, the bus would cost more.  How was this figure calculated?  If 
the project takes years to complete, there should be a figure that would purchase however number of 
buses to mitigate the impact of not having sufficient number of buses as a result of this project due to 
the impact to the community in the surrounding area, no? 
 
The trigger for the needed 43-Masonic line is explained as being due to the 3 additional riders on that 
line.  Where are these people on this line going to that it is so heavily skewed to the *northbound* 43-
Masonic trips in the AM Peak Hour?   
 
Page 248 shows 43-Masonic ridership NORTHbound & Southbound as below: 
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Is the same model used for transportation VMTs used for calculating impact or needs for Muni? What 
is the margin of error to calculate the need for Muni considering the focus is on the 43-Masonic line 
which is at the boundary of the Census Block or Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ)?  Has any 
analysis been made as to whether the riders using the 43-Masonic are going across town or milling 
about just to travel a few blocks to the City Center on Masonic for a cup of coffee?  Would it not be 
more accurate to find out where the riders are going?  What about the impacts to the 1-California or the 
2-Clement? 
 
Page S.13: “TR-6: The proposed project or project variant would not cause significant impacts on 
regional transit.” (“LTS” & the mitigation = “None required”) 
 
When the streets in the area get jammed with more vehicles in the area along with potential new bus 
line or more Muni buses as stated in this DEIR, more road space is taken up and everybody will be 
waiting, including the Golden Gate Transit buses on Geary that go to Marin County.  How is this 
analyzed in the DEIR? 
 
S.14: “TR-9: The proposed project’s or project variant’s freight loading demand would be met during 
the peak loading hour.” (“LTS”) 
 
One of the mitigation measures states: 
“Requiring deliveries to the retail and restaurant components of the proposed project or project variant 
to occur during early morning or late evening hours.” 
If any more trucks are going to weave through the Laurel Heights & Jordan Park neighborhoods during 
the wee morning hours or late evening, the community will not be able to get quiet enjoyment of their 
properties.   
 
“Delivery to the retail and restaurant components” of the project is unclear as to when these would 
occur.  Please clarify.  Restaurants usually are open late.  They would already have deliveries late.   
Most deliveries should be done on OFF-PEAK, *NON*-WEE-HOURS to not create a nuisance to the 
neighborhoods. 
 
The DEIR mentions: 
“Installing delivery supportive amenities such as lock boxes and unassisted delivery systems to allow 
delivery personnel access and enable off-peak hour deliveries” 
 
If this is going to create “Amazon-like” lockers (package delivery lockers for mail orders) to be 
accessed 24/7, there will be a huge impact to more VMTs and other CEQA impacts to the 
neighborhood that would not ordinarily exist if restricted to when any retail is open for business.  Also, 
should such locations (“Delivery Supportive Amenities,” Page 246, “TDM”) be identified on the site, 
they should be kept on the commercial corridor rather than on the Euclid side which is residential in 
nature. 
 
Page S-15 (TR-10): “…passenger loading demand would be met during the peak loading hour and 
would not create hazardous conditions or significant delays for transit, bicycles or pedestrians. / “LTS” 
 
Based on the 12,000+ VMT for the project and with all the retail and office space being proposed, there 
is likely to be delays for transit as more conflicts at the intersections would arise by cutting new streets 
through the historic property site.  There will be automobile delay to the point of gridlock in some areas.  
Putting retail in the Euclid building and at the corner plaza where the Muni Express buses and 
commuters travel at a good clip around the Euclid-Masonic intersection at all hours but especially 
during the AM and PM peak hours with 3-lanes of one-way traffic from Pine heading westbound is 
compromising safety for everybody.  I do not think this should be considered “LTS” if any sort of use 
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allows people to linger about this area and on the corner of this steep hill area.  Also, as more projects 
will not have parking allowed with units on Presidio Avenue and practically every other street in the 
city, the rideshares will, along with all the road-dieting, bulb-outs for pedestrian safety, lane marking 
changes and traffic control devices cause a lot of automobile delay and could be dangerous to get 
emergency access and support into and out of the area for not only this site but for the rest of the 
nearby community inhabitants. 
 
Related to this above matter about emergency access, see Page S.15, TR-11: “The proposed project 
or project variant would not result in significant impacts on emergency access to the project site or 
adjacent locations.” (“LTS,” “None required” for mitigation measures) 
 
This also applies to S.13 TR-7 & TR-8 -- bike lane on Euclid at Masonic heading westbound & to 
downtown.  This is not safe due to slope with multiple vehicular feeders in the area. 
 
Page S.15:  The mitigation measure to initiate early morning and late evening deliveries would seem 
like they would increase noise levels during these hours which are very low per your data (in the 
40dBAs).  When one adds large commercial truck deliveries during these very early or very late hours, 
the impact would be greater even if at 75db because everything else around it is so quiet.   
 
Page S.16 (C-TR-2): “The proposed project’s or project variant’s incremental effects on regional VMT 
would be significant, when viewed in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects. / S” 
 
The “Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Reduce Retail Parking Supply” will make things worse and more 
impactful because as stated earlier, even if there is *no* parking anywhere, more rideshares, etc. will 
use the streets and bicycle lanes to clog up the street so that the automobile delay will be greatly 
increased up to at least ¾-mile of the area in all directions. 
 
The statements in this part seem as if they should be in the freight-loading section of the study -- C-TR-
9, Page S.17 – as well.  If one looks at it, it also says, “Not required” and “N/A.” 
 
S.18-S.22:  Re noise issues… 
 
The Noise Control Plan should be reviewed and approved by BOTH Planning Department *and* the 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI) before permit issuance that will show that the daytime and 
nighttime noise from the project or any variant will not be greater than 10dBALeq. 
 
This 3333 California DEIR does not have specifics as to how or where the construction-related 
equipment and vehicles will be handled in the neighborhood.  Noise should be attenuated at the 
closest receptor as part of the mitigation of this “S” Significant Impact category.  Developer and 
contractor may use field-erected temporary noise barriers.  Other mitigation measures to employ might 
be noise control blankets on the buildings as they are worked on, wall off stationary equipment that are 
noise-makers such as compressors, generators, concrete pumps. 
 
Not only to mitigate noise but also to reduce GHGs in the area, turn off idling vehicles such as dump 
trucks, delivery trucks, etc.   
 
Staging of concrete pump trucks (they have their concrete spinning while waiting for their turn and thus 
have a continuous noise) should be determined as to what street and how that will work with the TR 
(transportation and traffic) category of impact.  Who might be responsible would likely be the developer 
and the construction contractor(s) with notice to Planning and DBI. 
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Concrete pumping trucks used at night should not increase interior noise levels to surrounding 
sensitive receptor sites above 45 dBA from 7PM-7AM.  Shift noise-making activities to daytime prior to 
7PM whenever possible. 
 
If HVAC equipment mitigation is not reached, the Certificate of Occupancy should not be issued for 
parts of the development where any part of the Noise Ordinance is not met. 
 
The noise-monitoring report should be made available online with a link for the public to access the 
data to be done daily (every 15 min. or what the neighbors request) rather than on a “weekly basis” 
(Page S.20). 
 
The hotline number should be posted on a publicly accessible webpage specifically for this 
construction project as contractors change quickly depending on the phase and change of plans.  The 
hotline number complaints should be handled within 24 hours.  Investigational steps should be taken to 
determine the source of the noise, reduce or abate the noise due to the sound path.  Block significant 
noise makers with non-noise-producing vehicles and equipment so long as they do not create 
additional hazards for pedestrians, bicyclists and other traffic in the area.    
 
The routes taken (under TR), causes more noise on these residential streets.  The routes should be 
only where large trucks not over 3 tons are allowed.  Many streets in the Laurel Heights / Jordan Park 
area are off-limits for trucks over 3 tons and have many speed humps that would create more 
vibrations and banging noises when larger vehicles use them.  The construction vehicles should not 
take the restricted streets and stick to commercial streets. 
 
Also, shifting all the noise makers to the early morning or late evening hours will make the noise more 
discernable since even 70db is heard better during these hours than during the day when other noise 
is present to “mask” it somewhat. 
 
See also S.15 comments and other areas where noise was brought up as an issue in this document. 
 
Page S.33-S.34: “CR-2:  Construction activities of the proposed project or project variant could cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource.” (“SIGNIFICANT,” 
“Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and Reporting”) 
 
The Mitigation Measure states: 
“Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California 
Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the 
ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning 
division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, 
searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA 
Department of Parks and Recreation [DPR] 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places (National register)/California Register of Historical Resources 
(California register). In instances of high public interest in or the high interpretive value of the resource, 
the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented 
above.” 
 
Would the public be able to obtain a copy of the CD or access a link to the FARR, etc. as described 
above?  Please advise. 
 
Page S.34: Mitigation states: 
“The project sponsor shall implement an approved program for interpretation of significant 
archaeological resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archaeological 
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consultant from the rotational qualified archaeological consultant list maintained by the Planning 
Department archaeologist having expertise in California urban historical and prehistoric archaeology. 
The archaeological consultant shall develop a feasible, resource-specific program for post-recovery 
interpretation of resources. The particular program for interpretation of artifacts that are encountered 
within the project site will depend upon the results of the data recovery program and will be the subject 
of continued discussion between the ERO, consulting archaeologist, and the project sponsor. 
Such a program may include, but is not limited to, any of the following (as outlined in the 
Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan): lectures, exhibits, websites, video 
documentaries, and preservation and display of archaeological materials. To the extent feasible, the 
interpretive program shall be part of a larger, coordinated public interpretation strategy for the project 
area.” 
 
How will the public be informed as to the availability of this program and what would be the timeline? 
 
Page 2.8: Text in Table 2.1 “Project Summary” shows: 
“Retail  / None / Not Applicable / 54,117 gsf Plaza A, Plaza B, Walnut, and Euclid buildings (new 
construction)” 
 
It was stated in one meeting at the Jordan Park Improvement Association Board meeting that there 
would be no retail on Euclid side near Masonic Avenue but the DEIR still shows it in the plans as on 
Page 2.82: 


  
The red circle says “RETAIL AT GRADE BELOW” 
 
Also, in the Appendix, there is this picture that also still has pink-shaded RETAIL proposed on EUCLID 
AVE side.  This retail use should be eliminated for the traffic issues & safety issues mentioned earlier.  
The Jordan Park Improvement Association Board opposes the retail on the Euclid Avenue side: 
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In addition, on Page 2.94, the retail use shows up in Table 2.5 as part of Phase I to start in 2020 per 
another table that shows the phasing dates (alluded to in my comments document elsewhere): 


 
As an overall comment, the 49,830 square feet of retail will be a magnet for increased VMTs as 
indicated in past EIRs in many projects throughout the city with retail and office uses totaling 54,117 
sq. ft. of retail and almost 50,000 sq. ft. of office.  The city is looking for housing people and not 
demanding office nor retail.  Retail currently exists on Geary, California, Sacramento and parts of 
Masonic near Geary.  Retail is not lacking in this area but quality housing for all income levels may be 
what the city needs more today.  Office “space” can be virtual via technology. 
 
Page 4.C.7: “The project site comprises most of the area in TAZ 709, which is the area generally 
between Laurel / California streets, Presidio Avenue / California Street, Presidio / Euclid avenues and 
Laurel Street / Euclid Avenue. The project site is located close to major transit services and facilities, 
bicycle and pedestrian networks and facilities, and a diversity and density of land uses. A project 
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located in TAZ 709 would have substantially reduced vehicle trips and shorter vehicle distance, and 
thus reduced VMT, compared to other areas of the region.” 
 
While the Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) 709 is based on census data, it ignores the other nearby 
TAZs which are not functioning in a vacuum.  There should be impacts that go at least ¾- to 1-mile 
away based on the *land use types* being proposed at the site for potential workers count & resident 
counts.  The larger TAZ 709 area being compared to a larger geographic area for VMT does not make 
sense except to make it so that the TAZ 709 is going to be smaller than the larger “Bay Area VMT” and 
make the result *not* be impactful to a significant level.   Where in the DEIR does it state the margin of 
error for these counts?  What is it?  If the margin of error were incorporated, how would the results 
change? 
 
Page 4.C.77:  With the conclusion from Page 4.C.7 that the project will not affect TAZ 709 in any way, 
it is illogical to throw in Table 4.C.19 that takes into account “other nearby TAZs (within three-quarters 
of a mile based on walking distance)” for the analysis when in all the other tables, *NO* “other nearby 
TAZs” are reflected in that data.  How can one way of analysis be applied to one but not in other 
categories of impact? 
 


 
  
The proposed parking rate for the Retail Use to increase to 136% or 150% depending on which 
alternative is chosen compared to the existing parking rate is severely out of character for this area.  It 
is the RETAIL USE that will drive all the vehicles into the area (pun intended).  When the parking rate 
increases by these percentages and there is no parking on the street nor the lots, people will crowd the 
vehicular lanes to entangle the neighborhood with delayed traffic to push more GHGs in the 
neighborhood.  Also, as more people cannot park, those spaces become more expensive due to 
“demand” parking pricing.  The winners will be the SFMTA (parking meters/parking stickers revenue) 
and the garage owners to increase their pricing.  This will lead to unaffordable pricing in this area 
except for the well-heeled.  Having a 136% - 150% increase in parking rate would almost keep traffic 
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going to and from this area all day.  This cannot be truly environmentally sound and sustainable but 
with all the parking demand, the price of parking would soar and there could be socio-economic red-
lining of the area such that only the well-to-do would be able to park or the TNC count would explode in 
this area. 
 
As none of the “other nearby TAZs” is enumerated, there needs to be an accurate count of all 
traffic on all streets -- within at least 1-mile of this project -- as more units and various uses get 
settled in the area during the development phase.  What are the traffic counts for all the streets 
between California and Geary from Arguello Blvd on the west to Fillmore on the east side?  All of these 
streets are part of the “other nearby TAZs” not incorporated into the study.  If nothing else, there should 
be counts for Palm to Presidio between and including Geary and California and none of this appears in 
the DEIR to come to the conclusion that there’s little impact to the Laurel Heights, Jordan Park, 
Presidio Heights areas.  Without study of the “other nearby TAZs” to see the impact on each TAZ, one 
particular area could be overwhelmed with more VMTs and vehicle trips.  Perhaps if the data for the 
other streets were presented, this project would reveal an immense impact beyond “significant”?  The 
Final EIR should provide all this data that is missing from the “other nearby TAZs” and all streets in 
each TAZ.  It is missing and thus the DEIR is not complete nor the analysis conclusion accurate 
without this data.  Will it be provided? 
 
Page 4.C.102:  The DEIR then decides not to mention the “other nearby TAZs” in Table 4.C.32 below 
and decides to show only *regional* VMTs for certain uses.  What this means is that in future, TAZ 709 
will start to creep to the “Bay Area VMT” of double digits (12.4-17.1) because there is no chaining of 
miles in the analysis nor a separate “other TAZs” analysis done.  Here is the table: 
 


 
 
Under other DEIR transportation or traffic analysis, the city used *NOT* the “Bay Area VMT.”  Why in 
this one?  Why not do an analysis of the TAZs (I suspect about a dozen of them being impacted by this 
project) to see in greater detail impacts to those TAZs and calculation of VMTs.  Would this be 
provided? 
 
A major flaw in the DEIR for VMTs and traffic counts and parking needs is the separate unbundling of 
any data in regards to workers who get to the project site who live outside of San Francisco.  It is not 
only the residents of this city who may be visiting this site.  Perhaps an analysis of VMTs, parking, and 
other analysis to nearby TAZs should be included (only TAZ 709 analyzed in this DEIR). 
 
Also, the traffic analysis does not take into account the time of day impacts.  While most heavy traffic is 
in AM- and PM-peak commute hours, there are other hours of concern such as when school lets out.  
These periods have more traffic on the road.  Where is the hourly traffic volumes for the nearby streets 
(Arguello to Presidio / Fillmore between California & Geary)?  Using only TAZ 709 from the 2000 
Census appears to show rather low VMT numbers.  I think since 2000, there is higher VMT with TNCs.  
I also think more of the nearby TAZs should be included in the analysis to see a more accurate picture 
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of what would impact the “other nearby TAZs” rather than using only TAZ 709 (now called TAZ 100521 
(Laurel to Lyon Between California & Sacramento).  Traffic flows over a distance and the DEIR admits 
at least to ¾-mile from the site.  There needs to be included the “other nearby TAZs” into the 
calculations for impacts due to changes since appearance of TNCs, other uses, more people. 
 
Here are the “other nearby TAZs” located from 3333 California.  All the streets in these TAZs are not 
studied for impacts alone with only 3333 California Project *NOR* with the “reasonably foreseeable”** 
projects the DEIR lists.  See also the map below of the TAZs (corresponding TAZ numbers differ but 
area of TAZs are same): 
TAZ 100524 = Parker to Laurel between California & Euclid (*NOT* included in the DEIR) 
TAZ 100521 = Laurel to Baker between California & Euclid/Bush (TAZ 709 in the DEIR) 
TAZ 100513 = Laurel to Lyon between California & Sacramento (*NOT* included in the DEIR) 
TAZ 100523 = Parker to Presidio between Euclid/Bush to Geary (*NOT* included in the DEIR) 
TAZ 100517 = Maple to Laurel between California & Sacramento (*NOT* included in the DEIR) 
TAZ 100525 = Arguello to Parker between California & Geary (*NOT* included in the DEIR) 
 
The above TAZs include projects that are reasonably known to happen, has happened or has projects 
that will happen (e.g. new uses at Target City Center, new buildings on Geary, Presidio Ave, 
surrounding “nearby” streets that are *NOT* analyzed for traffic impacts.  CEQA categories 
such as AIR QUALITY, VIBRATIONS, NOISE are also not analyzed for these other “nearby” 
streets with known projects, upcoming projects as additive to 3333 California.  The data does 
not exist in the DEIR.  It is missing. 
 
Why was only TAZ 709 used and none of the “other nearby TAZs” analyzed for impacts from the 
proposed project?  Look below at *** for the list of “Projects for cumulative analysis” & there are 
many projects that can have impact with this development in “other nearby TAZs” than only TAZ 709.  
This is not accounted for in this DEIR. 
 
Again, refer to the map of TAZs below that shows at least 12-13 TAZs that are within ¾-mile from 
the proposed development.  The streets should all be analyzed for CEQA impacts including traffic or 
VMTs on these streets.  If the DEIR mentions the known other projects in the area, every one of 
those will produce some impact, especially in regards to vehicle travel why are not the streets around 
them studied in relation to this project? 
 
Not all counts of vehicles and VMTs be done to the above TAZs listed are included in the DEIR.  
Why? 
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Do the developers of these other up-and-coming nearby projects want their locations to be impacted by 
any oversights from the 3333 California Project?  Streets nearby known and upcoming projects need to 
be studied for cumulative impacts and it is missing from this DEIR. 
 
Look below at Table 4.C.1 which lists *ONLY* the closest streets in the analysis.  When one has a 10+ 
acre project, the impact with vehicles goes up along with the other projects and the streets surrounding 
them.  NO ANALYSES has been done on the other streets. 
 
The DEIR fails to take into consideration that the listed and other recent foreseeable projects** (and 
those now completed) and new projects such as that at 2675 Geary or the 3300-block of Geary 
Project, the new uses going into Masonic City Center, all of which can impact the residential streets 
“nearby” in the Laurel Heights, Jordan Park and Presidio Heights areas.  Only intersections for one 
“Transportation Analysis Zone” (TAZ) -- No. 709 – has a vehicle count.  Traffic flows to and from “other 
nearby TAZ” streets listed due to the “reasonably foreseeable” projects the DEIR lists and without the 
analysis for these other streets in the Laurel Heights, Jordan Park & Presidio Heights neighborhoods, 
this DEIR is not complete and thorough nor does it give an accurate VMT picture by 2040. 


 
 
Is the TAZ “bar” set to “Bay Area VMT” such that the REGIONAL bar is now the metric rather than 
anything at the neighborhood level?  If so, would that not create a situation such that any and almost 
all development in future will not have and “Significant” level impacts, especially in the low-density 
neighborhoods? 
 
NOTE:  In Table 4.C.1 above, Number 10 states that the “Existing Traffic Control” is only a “Signal.”  
This is *NOT* true.  There is also an uncontrolled traffic lane going eastbound on Euclid to southbound 
on Masonic.  Pedestrians can get killed here as many vehicles turn that corner near the traffic islands. 
 
Take a look at the below 2 tables – one for 3333 California & the other for 1 South Van Ness: 
 
Table 4.C.23 shows the Average Daily VMTs for *ONLY* TAZ 709 (3333 California site & very close 
streets): 







Case No. 2015-014028ENV, 3333 Calif. St. DEIR    Page 20 of 37 
 


 
 
Table 4.2.10 shows the Average Daily VMTs for *ONLY* TAZ 578 (10 S. Van Ness Project & close 
streets): 


 
 
Comparing these 2 tables, it shows that SF has, in these last couple of *recent* DEIRs, decided to use 
a *REGIONAL* number rather than do street-level or neighborhood district level analyses for CEQA 
traffic analysis to determine level of impact.  Would not using a *REGIONAL* figure in most all cases 
result in minor or no impacts in less populated (whether residents or visitors (retail) or employee 
counts) areas? 
 
What the above 2 tables compared indicates is that the 3333 California Project and the 10 South Van 
Ness Project would have the same resulting impact to the neighbors because they *BOTH* fall under 
the *REGIONAL” average.  Is this what this means?  Please clarify. 
 
Now, let us consider the 3333 California Project “VMT per capita” in Table 4.C.3 below: 


 
Compare Table 4.C.3 to the 10 South Van Ness Project “VMT per capita” in Table 4.2.7 below: 







Case No. 2015-014028ENV, 3333 Calif. St. DEIR    Page 21 of 37 
 


 
While 10 South Van Ness is in a highly dense and commercialized area unlike 3333 California, it 
appears from the counts shown in their respective TAZs (709 for 3333 California & 578 for 10 S. Van 
Ness), that *BOTH* projects have no impact since their numbers are below the *REGIONAL* numbers.  
Using TAZ would take projects and their VMTs to be analyzed on a *REGIONAL* level rather than a 
local neighborhood level as it was done in the past for many other DEIRs.  Who decides which method 
to use?  Why?  In what cases?  Are the decisions of whether Planning applies TAZ to determine VMTs 
arbitrary?  What would the results for the VMTs be under the older traffic analysis without using TAZ?  
Would the impact conclusions be different?  If so, in what way?  If not, why not?  Please clarify. 
 
I think using TAZs and saying any particular one TAZ as being less than the “REGIONAL” number is 
only going to allow for future DEIRs to have “NO IMPACT” in terms of VMTs; but the evidence on the 
street is that there are many more vehicles milling about and the numbers appear to be lowballed.  The 
additional VMTs not captured outside of any one TAZ could impact “other nearby streets” in every 
neighborhood district with potentially bad consequences for its residents in terms of AIR QUALITY 
(more people, more garbage truck trips, more GHGs, more NOISE & VIBRATIONS, and SAFETY.  
 
Now, let us look at another DEIR that was released not too long ago, Case No. 2013.1543E (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2015012059), 1979 Mission Street Mixed-Use Project, published May 4, 2016: 
In this 1979 Mission DEIR, there is *NOT* ONE MENTION OF TAZ. 
 
Although the DEIRs for 1979 Mission, 3333 California, 10 South Van Ness cover varied site particulars, 
the conclusion of all three is that they are identical as to having no VMT impact because of the 
application of a “REGIONAL” threshold.  Doing so skews the impact at the neighborhood level. 
 
The city may want to take into account again the “Precautionary Principle” that while one can create a 
situation that would pass muster due to having to meet a high “REGIONAL” number for VMTs before a 
project would be deemed having a “SIGNIFICANT” impact in re VMTs.  Each project may well be 
contributing a lot more impacts to the environment in some or all of the CEQA categories than meets 
the eye.  If the city continues on this path, it may be found out by 2040 that there is much more impact 
than what was written in these DEIRs today.  Not only the community near the developments would be 
negatively impacted, but so might the entire city. 
 
TAZs have been used for some decades already.  If some DEIRs use TAZs but others do not, the 
process of choosing which to use is not transparent to the public nor would the results necessarily to 
come to some of the conclusions in the DEIRs.   
 
Had the 1979 Mission Street Project DEIR (Sarah Jones, ERO) used TAZ, would the VMT numbers 
have changed?  If so, to what?  If they do change, how much of an impact would they be? 
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The greater number of vehicles and with TNCs coming in from *OUTSIDE* the city, along with other 
building uses and more units having been completed in the area, there are more vehicles and people 
than what is being used in this DEIR for TAZ 709 from the 2000 Census as things change over 18-19 
years.  Why would the other TAZs not be included for each DEIR alternative and perhaps for the 
neighborhood community alternative in order to have an accurate, thorough and complete DEIR? 
 
Even with TAZs, why has Planning not used in in recent past DEIRs?  Seems like not using the same 
method for all projects so the impacts can be manipulated.  For instance, there exists DEIR Case No. 
2013.1543E published on May 4, 2016 for 1979 Mission Street.  It does not use TAZ.  New metrics for 
TAZs are not going to be in place until later in 2019 wherein larger zones will be created to minimize 
concentration of VMT issues in a smaller area not disaggregated from the TAZ being analyzed.  Why 
did Planning decide to use TAZ for the last couple DEIRs and not prior DEIRs?  Why is there not a 
consistent basis of analysis for all projects? 
 
There is also DEIR Case No. 2015-004568ENV (State Clearinghouse No. 2017072018) published 
October 17, 2018 for 10 South Van Ness.  The DEIR for this project uses TAZ.  It gives a “2040 
Average Daily Household VMT per Capita” calculation.   
 
In re school end times, there will be more kids and parents (pedestrians) out so what is the change to 
pedestrian volume around this area?  Has this been factored in to VMTs, GHGs from automobile delay 
(idling & driving at low RPMs and stop-and-go pollution)? 
 
With streets clogged with more vehicles, with more pedestrians in the area, the delays can start to 
impact emergency services.  How has the emergency response times changed?  Where is the analysis 
for safety personnel (e.g. ambulance, fire trucks) for the development per phase and at the end of 
completion? 
 
Page 4.E.17:  Under the AIR QUALITY part of the DEIR is this statement: “…The closest non-
residential sensitive receptors include Laurel Hill Nursery School, San Francisco University High 
School – South Campus, Little School, Havurah Youth Center, the Helen Diller Family Preschool at the 
Jewish Community Center of San Francisco, the Menorah Park Assisted Living Senior Housing 
Complex, and the Chibi Chan Preschool at the Booker T. Washington Community Center….”  What are 
the comments from these groups on this project? 
 
Page 4.E.30:  The map of the Sensitive Receptors has the legend covering up the 150 Parker School 
that is just as distant as the CPMC sensitive receptor yet it is not shown on the map nor mentioned in 
the list of sensitive receptors on Page 4.E.17. 
 
The area that is occupied by the California Pacific Medical Center (Hospital & Residential Care Facility) 
buildings (where the new residential replacement project is planned) is shown but not the 150 Parker 
School.  The location of this school is covered by the white legend box. 
 
The young children attending this pre-school would appear to be sensitive receptors.  Why is the 150 
Parker Avenue School not shown on the map (Page 4.E.30) below? 
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Page 4.E.59:  According to Fig. 4.E.8, a partial shown below, there are specific cancer risks shown.  
Why is there only one location denoted by the yellow square on Laurel St. to be determined to be 
“Offsite Resident Cancer Rick, PM2.5”?  How was the information obtained to designate this parcel as 
such? 
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 “The cancer risks were estimated using the equation specified in Tables AQ-18 and AQ-20 in 
EIR Appendix F” – what other parcels were studied using this equation?  Please list or provide a map 
showing the parcels. 
 
Volume 2C: Page 267 on the sheet/Page 283 in “read mode” pdf:  From the 5/11/2018 “BkF Letter” on 
a meeting with SFFD on 3333 California St. project. 
How would the SFFD fight a fire at the building as it stands today for the main building where the 
access is and the division in half of the building is proposed for this project?  Why would the change be 
needed if the fire can be extinguished with the whole building as is? 
 
Below is a portion of text from the “BkF Letter” for the Euclid building portion.  For whatever reason, 
there is a hand-written comment.  Are these the final specs? 
 


 
Table NO-8, Page 12 by RAMBOLL should say “Bush Street” rather than “Bust (sic) Street.”  Please 
correct. 
Volume 2A: 
(See also under Volume 2C.) 
➔ DEIR LIST OF OTHER FORESEEABLE PROJECTS** (Pages 94-99): 
3700 California Street (2017-003559ENV) 
726 Presidio Avenue (2014-001576ENV) – add 4 units, remove 1 on-street parking 
2670 Geary Blvd. (2014-002181ENV) 
2675 Geary Blvd. (2015-007917ENV) 
California Laurel Village Improvement Project 
Laurel Heights/Jordan Park Traffic Calming Project 
Masonic Ave. Streetscape Project 
Geary Bus Rapid Transit Project 
 
With the above cumulative projects listed in this Volume 2A of this DEIR -- of which more than one is 
now complete -- and with Planning Code allowing new buildings and alterations to occur with no 
minimum parking requirements especially along California St. and Geary Blvd. and other streets where 
transit or bike lanes exist, the residents in these newer buildings with more units and fewer or no 
parking, may be forced to add to VMTs to park their vehicles farther out into neighboring areas and add 
to VMT calculations.  Also, they may resort to ride-sharing.  These ride-share drivers are also 
increasing the VMT calculations as they are often trolling the neighborhoods with no passengers 
waiting for a call on their app for their next customer or taking up residents’ on-street parking.  Without 
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on-street parking for residents currently existing in their units, how are they to get to work or take care 
of personal business especially when the affordability factor gets thrown into the equation? 
 
Retail and office components trigger the most traffic as seen in many DEIRs.  It might be best to leave 
the retail out of this residential area on the Euclid side.  Retail is already on California, Sacramento and 
at the Target City Center at Geary and Masonic only a couple of blocks away.  This only adds to VMTs. 
 
With 13,500+ additional vehicle trips from the retail and offices (and some from the residential) use of 
the proposed project, the increase in automobile delay in the area would be a major impact not only 
adjacent to the site but even 6 blocks away into Presidio Heights, Jordan Park, Lone Mountain areas.  
Traffic will eventually reach gridlock as was written in the GearyBRT EIR – and *that* EIR did *not* 
even have this project in its write-up so any additional heavy traffic such as in the proposal is just going 
to be BEYOND GRIDLOCK and it is not safe for people to not be able to get to emergencies. 
 
The DEIR states that the proposed project will be designated as a Special Use District (SUD).  As one 
knows, the City has passed ordinance to have no minimum parking requirements for any units.  What 
people fail to recognize is that parking spaces, while they attract vehicles since that is what parking is 
for, even if removed, with rideshare vehicles in play today as opposed to 2008/2009 when this project 
was known and TNCs did not exist, that does not mean that less traffic will be in this area of new retail 
(over 41,000 sq. ft.) and offices (49,999 sq. ft.) proposed.  Retail generates significant vehicle traffic 
whether for deliveries or for visits.  If retail is being proposed, it should all be located on California St.  
With the advent of the rideshares, people will double-park to drop off the visitors and more and more 
traffic will go through the area regardless of whether retail parking is there or if removed.  The 
automobile delay in this area and the neighborhoods surrounding it will eventually become worse.  
People may as well walk, but not everybody is going to.  In the areas of greater socio-economic status, 
most drive.  This has been documented in the newspapers. 
 
The comparative data should be in this DEIR from 2009-2017 but the DEIR seems to put the base line 
for analysis at 2020 – possibly because the project is not expected to start until then.  Doing so does 
not make a comparable to what existed from earlier years when the higher number of vehicles did not 
exist.  Using the figures based on the vehicles today when their numbers have *already* increased 
makes the results of the additional vehicles negligible because the factors for comparison is based on 
a false comparison of what existed before (no rideshares, e.g.).  If the date for the modeling does not 
use data from when no alternative transportation modes like rideshare existed, then one cannot make 
an accurate comparison as to the impact of traffic volume on the neighborhood.  If one compared the 
2009 and earlier years when rideshares (TNCs) did not exist to what is projected for this development, 
it may indeed become not an insignificant impact but a SIGNIFICANT impact.  Why not use the prior 
years? 
 
Under Prop M, Priority Policy #7 (preservation of landmarks and historic buildings) and the DEIR 
stating various Standards for historic preservation would not be in conformance (Standards 1, 2, 5, 6, 9 
& 10) such that the proposed project and variant would materially alter the historical significance of the 
building and site.  
 
As a reminder, here are the 10 standards with areas of non-conformance bolded: 
 


1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that 
requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and 
environment. 
2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal 
of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property 
shall be avoided. 
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3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. 
Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural 
features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken. 
4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance 
in their own right shall be retained and preserved. 
5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a historic property shall be preserved. 
6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the 
severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature 
shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where 
possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by 
documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence. 
7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic 
materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be 
undertaken using the gentlest means possible. 
8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and 
preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken. 
9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy 
historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated 
from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural 
features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment. 
10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in 
such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the 
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired. 


 
It seems that many of the above standards would be violated with the project proposal.  Would there 
be some way this state-registered historic resource not lose its “character-defining” features that made 
it so?  Out of all the changes proposed to the existing buildings, the one that cuts the main building in 
half is the most egregious in my humble opinion. 
 
The historic use of the property after the cemetery bodies were moved and when Mayfair Heights (old 
name of Laurel Heights) was proposed was for residential except for commercial on California Street 
when Mayfair Heights was being built.  The commercial was never on the tract where UCSF building is.  
There was no commercial on Euclid Avenue historically and it would seem that historic use should be 
honored and retained to prevent the additional impacts to the neighborhood from putting retail on 
Euclid which is the residential side of the property.  A Chronicle article states that the residential area 
be “a high class residential district of homes, flats and apartments.”  It says a group comprised of 
“Rusalem, Bennion, Gummere, Goldman and Goldman, Lang Realty Company, Joseph and Jones” will 
“develop the business district…along California street.”  Here is the article: 
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Unfortunately, since the new finished materials and details have not yet been told to the public, and 
since they are lacking in the DEIR, we cannot comment on them as affecting any of the CEQA 
categories. 
 
Volume 2B: 
Page 546 of 776 (pdf page count – would help if the document had page numbers *on* the document) 
has a DBI violations letter dated 6/19/62 to Edwin & Joanna Roberts, 1149 Dolores St., for the location 
3515-1/2 – 3519 24th St. but I do not see the connection to 3333 California St. in this DEIR.  I do not 
understand why it is included.  This should have been and be stricken from the DEIR as being 
irrelevant to 3333 California. 
 
Appendix I, Page 658 of 776 says California Historical Landmark plaque on Northeastern Corner 
Perimeter Wall is missing.  It would be part of the history (even if not a “landmark” under present CEQA 
law) and may be re-created and hung up somewhere where it will not be so easily removed like when it 
was removed.  Images of it are available on the internet. 
 
Volume 2C: 
(See also under Volume 2A.) 
 
The Kittelson & Associates (KIA)’s letter on Page 6 under “Task 4” says the VMT for the project will be 
the same as what exists today: 
 
“Vehicle Miles Traveled: For purposes of the VMT analysis, KIA assumes the baseline (Year 2020) 
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conditions VMT for the region and the Project’s transportation analysis zone for each of the uses 
proposed by the Project and Variant will be the same as Existing.” 
 
Do not believe a true impact can be told “assuming” the baseline year of 2020.  I think it skews the 
impact as less impactful because rideshares and alternative modes such as rideshares were not 
present in 2008/9 and earlier years vs. 2020.  The years prior to rideshares is not included in the DEIR 
so it skews the data and conclusions.  Please provide data for vehicles in the area from earlier years 
starting at 2008 to present in this project area streets.  It will likely show that compared to today, there 
are many more vehicles in this area (Arguello to Laurel, between Geary & California). 
 
Rideshare is everywhere today so it is not like cars have disappeared just because the parking is 
minimized or removed.  It is the type of uses for a project that attract certain number of cars.  Again, 
not clear why the baseline year of 2020 – the year the development is supposedly to start -- is being 
used as the starting year for the analysis.  Why is that? 
 
Today, the 3333 California site is offices with no residential units so there is hardly any use of the site 
beyond UCSF’s use after 5PM.  As more projects surrounding the building are built with uses that go 
beyond 5PM or early evening, there will be increased base level noise on all the streets in the 
neighborhood where it has not existed before or to a greater extent than it will once such uses get put 
on the site. 
 
In the November 15, 2018 article at the link below, it states that vehicle mode is still prevalent at over 
50%, especially for those in the higher income brackets.  The area of the proposed project has a large 
population of higher income residents and visitors and thus one would reasonably expect more cars in 
the area. 
 
http://www.sfexaminer.com/survey-private-auto-use-sf-lower-except-among-wealthier-residents/ 
 
The SF Examiner article references the SFMTA’s “Travel Decision Survey” of 2017.  This is anecdotal 
evidence that wealthier areas drive or take rideshare more so the mitigation measure to remove some 
parking spaces will not necessarily negate the traffic, automobile delay or VMTs and increased GHGs.  
There must be other mitigation measures, and that may be reduction or removal of non-residential use 
especially on the residential side of the parcel. 
 
The DEIR states that the VMT will be no different at complete build-out compared to 2009 or any year 
through 2018.  Since 2009, there were new transportation alternatives – e.g. rideshare, shared 
scooters (Bird, Lime, etc.) and other modes.  The analyses in the DEIR is incomplete without this new 
data incorporated.  The new rideshares impact all streets in the neighborhood in all directions and are 
mostly used in retail trips besides commuting to offices/work places.  Many of my neighbors use them 
for these purposes but then hop into their personal automobiles for longer out-of-city trips. 
 
On Page 21 of their letter, it states the vehicle trips estimates for the 3 different scenarios and all three 
are over 2,236 person-trips per day.  If the restaurants were only on the California street side where 
there are already commercial businesses, there should be less disruption of cars in the residential 
areas as they can take the Muni bus or alternative modes.  Also, in the DEIR, it states there will be 
13,500+ automobile trips generated per day from the site.  If every project in the city keeps adding 
to the overall trips made, the GHGs will increase.  Each electric vehicle creates pollution to make and 
to make the batteries that go in them.  Having electric cars replacing gasoline-powered cars does not 
mean that pollution is going down when the factories making the items that go into making the electric 
cars and enabling them to run cause pollution.  This is not a sustainable practice.  How many batteries 
are needed to keep the cars going for the number of trips that are projected to go to and from this site 
upon completion?  How many tons of pollution come from manufacturing them?  Having more cars 



http://www.sfexaminer.com/survey-private-auto-use-sf-lower-except-among-wealthier-residents/





Case No. 2015-014028ENV, 3333 Calif. St. DEIR    Page 29 of 37 
 


circulating in the area would also increase the chances also for pedestrian safety to be compromised.  
All of the traffic does not necessarily have to be directed into and around this project site if certain uses 
are curtailed. 
 
How much analysis has been done to see how this project be impacted by the cumulative trips from 
the new project at CPMC, from the new uses to come to the City Center at Masonic, from increases in 
TNC (rideshares) in the area as new uses and buildings and more units are created in this ½-mile area 
near this 3333 California site?  Where is this data? 
 
Anecdotally, below are a couple of links to tell you about jammed SF streets and traffic increase – 
many due to people deciding to use vehicles not available before since the introduction of 
“Transportation Network Companies (TNCs), aka “rideshares”. 
 
Article re jamming SF's streets: 
https://sf.streetsblog.org/2018/10/17/data-confirms-uber-and-lyft-jam-up-san-francisco/ 
 
Article re traffic increase: 
https://sf.curbed.com/2018/10/16/17984366/tnc-ride-hailing-uber-lyft-sfcta-report 
 
On Page 27 of the “KIA Letter”, in Table 10, it shows clearly that people in the area are at 60%+ using 
automobile mode.  I do not see this changing any time soon so the VMTs should be more especially 
with the retail restaurant sit-downs at 63.9%.  For whatever reason, there is still a high percentage of 
automobile use – whether rideshares or privately-owned vehicles.  With on-street parking diminishing 
and off-street parking being eliminated in many zoning districts, vehicles will still be around to circle the 
area to add to pollution, wear and tear on the roads, need to fix or re-pave roads and features.  Even if 
in Volume 1 above, a new Muni line is proposed for relief of “congestion” in the area or of a bus line, 
there are still many who continue to drive.  Even with “self-driving” cars, the VMTs do not go away. 
 
Ramboll Environ’s pollution counts show emissions based on what kind of equipment?  Would not the 
equipment being used dictate how much pollution is put out?  Are all the measurements based on 
equipment from the 1960s?  To be more environmentally friendly, why would not other forms of 
construction equipment be used to mitigate the emissions?  Sadly, the document states that the cancer 
risks will be essentially the same without and with all the construction equipment emissions coming 
from this project.  It does not make sense as even the fire pollution wafting in from Butte County (the 
November 2018 “Camp Fire”) incident urges everybody including non-sensitive groups to wear N-95 or 
better rated masks.  Laurel Heights and surrounding area is one with a large population of families with 
small children in the neighborhood.  They will be affected the most.  It may be important as this cancer 
risk has to be mitigated. 
 
General Comments: 
Being that the site was the former location of the Laurel Hill Cemetery, and not all bodies were moved 
to Colma, would the discoveries be GPS-tagged and located on a map of the development site so that 
the person’s remains can be identified in case there is a living relative who would like the human 
remains?  This area also has a potential to yield new information depending on what is found so there 
should be somebody to catalog the findings to match it to the burial maps of the extant cemetery.  
Even when the bodies were removed the first run through and all were thought to be accounted for, the 
laborers found 189 more just after combing through the site right after all were accounted for.  There 
are likely more because of the way the bodies were put into some of the plots. 
 
While the DEIR states that since any burials were done years ago, there would not be any concern 
over communicable diseases.  However, the DEIR does *not* mention the potential of noxious odors 
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under CULTURAL RESOURCES nor under AIR QUALITY (odors).  No mention of mitigation measure 
to deal with such odors in the DEIR. 
 
Although the bodies were dead for a long time under the ground, the odors were still present even up 
to 70 years later when exhumed around 1937+, according to the 1950 City Planner’s Report at this 
website http://www.sfgenealogy.org/sf/history/hcmcpr.htm : 
 


“Condition of remains disinterred varied from "dust" to almost perfectly embalmed bodies, the 
latter resulting from filling of cast-iron caskets with groundwater acting as a preservative. The 
superintendent of the disinterment proceedings told the author that his was an interesting job, 
but that in some cases it was not "pretty". The smell of death was often present, even though 
the remains had been laid to rest from thirty to seventy years previously.” 


 
The DEIR needs a mitigation measure for this because strong winds in this area may carry the 
unpleasant odors to affect a substantial number of people in the area. 
Also, for HYDROLOGY/WATER, the DEIR does not have any mitigation measure for the potential 
groundwater contamination from disruption of found bodies which in past were embalmed in toxic 
chemicals toxic.  What would be done if it gets into the aquifer or small underground stream that 
supposedly fed the Laurel Hill Cemetery and provided very clean drinkable water?  It would be good for 
the city to ensure their “Precautionary Principle” is supported by not having anybody take action to 
contaminate potential clean drinking water sources for the residents of this city. 
 
Recent studies and peer-reviewed publications state that certain mafic and ultramafic rocks, like 
serpentinite and peridotite formations would sequester CO2 via magnesium (Mg) oxides and silicates.  
Air quality with increased pollution should be one of the highest priorities for the residents of the city.  
The property may contain certain geologic formations that sequester carbon in the Franciscan type 
band formation that runs from the NW to the SE of the city.  The findings of such geologic formations 
would be a rare chance for scientists to study this peculiar formation in a large quantity as it exists in 
the city vs. elsewhere.  The ground under the site may well be a jewel in sequestering carbon in 
considerable quantity.  On the “Pre-cautionary Principle,” perhaps some geologists should study the 
site as it may well prove to be a natural carbon-sequestration supersite; and rather than do more harm 
than good to the environment, perhaps this should be studied well in advance of construction to sort 
out exactly what rock formations exist under all parts of the site and in what quantities.  This would be 
a great educational discovery to be shared with the community.  The DEIR does not state such rocks 
are present on this property but parcels in this area have these rocks. 
 
Also, the sand in this area may already contain this ultramafic soil that might be useful for propagating 
plants that thrive on it rather than be dumped into landfill. 
 
Links to articles on geologic formations and their carbon-sequestration potentials: 
 
https://www.osti.gov/biblio/900485  (This is from the federal Department of Energy.) 
https://www.nps.gov/goga/learn/education/geology-resources.htm (This is from the National Park 
Service.) 
 
HISTORIC RESOURCES portion of DEIR: 
Page 4.B.40: 
“The proposed project would also retain ten mature existing trees, if viable: 
two mature Coast Live Oak trees at the western entrance to the proposed Mayfair Walk; 
two Cypress trees at the proposed Cypress Square; three mature Coast Redwood trees 
at the eastern end of the proposed Mayfair Walk; one mature Monterey Pine tree 
at the west end of the proposed Euclid Green; and two mature Coast Live Oak trees 



http://www.sfgenealogy.org/sf/history/hcmcpr.htm

https://www.osti.gov/biblio/900485

https://www.nps.gov/goga/learn/education/geology-resources.htm
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mid-block on Laurel Street between Mayfair Drive and Euclid Avenue.” 
 
Page 4.B.42: 
“Overall, the proposed project or project variant would result in substantial 
changes to the massing and materiality of the office building such that the project site would no 
longer convey its historic and architectural significance as a Midcentury Modern corporate 
campus.” 
 
Page 4.B.44: 
“For these reasons, including the removal of elements that convey the project site’s history as a 
corporate campus, the construction of new buildings on formerly open and/or landscaped space at 
the project site, and the changes to the massing and materiality of the office building, the 
proposed project and project variant would not be in conformance with Standards 1, 2, 5, 6, 9, 
and 10, and would materially alter the physical characteristics of 3333 California Street that 
convey its historic significance and that justify its inclusion in the California Register. As such, 
the proposed project or project variant would cause a substantial adverse impact on 
3333 California Street, a historical resource, and would be considered a significant impact under 
CEQA.” 
 
Under AESTHETICS category of CEQA: 
From the above “Page 4.B.44” text, it is evident that the proposed project and its variant would be 
significant impacts to the California historic site.  The site has existing mature trees that lend an 
aesthetic suburban quality to the neighborhood that is a respite from the highly urbanized downtown 
core.  Though the site was built as a form of corporate campus, there is a park-like feel to this location. 
 
Speaking of parks, this is a report from the Department of City Planning by the City Planner in 1950: 
“In 1939 and 1940, considerable momentum gathered behind the idea of preserving one-tenth of 
Laurel Hill Cemetery as a Memorial Pioneers Park, as allowed by the removal ordinances. This was 
spearheaded by the historical Monuments Committee of the National Recreation Association, and 
backed by the California Pioneers Society and the Native Sons of the Golden West.” 
 
Back in the late 1930s, newspaper articles appeared as to the new “Memorial Park” use of the 
cemetery lands.  Here is one headline: 
 
 


 
 
And the text explaining the idea of using a portion as a memorial park to the pioneers that once were 
buried there: 
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While no memorial park was created, the neighborhood residents and visitors today use this area of 
mature trees and open grassy areas as a park for recreation and to take in the views of the more 
urbanized downtown area to the east.  This publicly used open space contributes to the health and 
well-being of the neighbors and the visitors in this area and is a healthful retreat from the pressures of 
urban life without having to trek farther to the Presidio National Recreation area nor to travel much 
farther to the next available designated park. 
 
Small privately-owned-public-open-space (POPOs) behind walls and on rooftops are no substitute for 
grass on the ground, especially to dog owners who bring their pets there.  The community sees this as 
an asset to their lifestyle in this area. 
 
Many mature trees are not only HISTORIC RESOURCES.  They are also part of the AESTHETICS of 
the site – the building structures *and* the landscaping go hand-in-glove.  The trees are rated in the 
arborist report as poor, fair or good for relocation.  Yet, some of the good condition trees are potentially 
slated for removal.  A couple of the trees were from the original Laurel Hill Cemetery and were 
incorporated into the Firemen’s Fund Building landscaping that went with the building structure.  The 
original trees are large and are the workhorses for carbon sequestration and GHG remediation.  When 
large trees are cut down, they release the carbon back into the environment.  The smaller tree 
replacements, though in more quantity than the existing count of trees, would not be sufficient to 
provide an equivalent environmental benefit in re carbon or GHG sequestration.  Smaller trees also do 
not turn into the lush, mature park-like environment of this site overnight. 
 
It would be good to retain and enhance the health of the large Monterey Cypress that is a remnant 
from the days of the Laurel Hill Cemetery.  Different species of trees sequester GHGs differently.  The 
large workhorses do more carbon sequestration than a bunch of smaller trees.  The DEIR goes not 
state what species will be planted but perhaps those that sequester more GHGs can be considered.  
The Presidio of San Francisco is planting clones of the largest trees from California – the redwoods.  
They are the giant workhorses to combat climate change.  The project sponsors and the city would be 
sending the wrong message to its inhabitants about the value of such large trees if we keep chopping 
them down.  Chopping down large trees also releases all the carbon back into the environment to 
pollute.  What analyses has been done to calculate the carbon that will be released from those trees 
planned to be removed? 
 
The Firemen’s Fund Building is aesthetically pleasing due to its lines that appear to hug the hill.  In 
fact, over four decades ago in The Chronicle, the reason the building is not so jarring on the slope may 
have to do with its “low lines”: 
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Heard about a neighborhood alternative that can give equal number of units as proposed or even as 
the project variant proposed.  However, the neighborhood version has not been made public.  Not sure 
if this neighborhood version would build where the original Monterey Cypress from Laurel Hill 
Cemetery stands or other larger trees historic to the site are located.  Perhaps Planning can review it, 
have the Historic Preservation Commission review it, and then have the Planning Commission review 
it.  It was not available at the December 5, 2018 Historic Preservation meeting.  The alternative may 
meet the goals and not have such adverse impacts to the historic resource which includes not only the 
building but also the landscaping as that was the corporate campus use but today is used for public 
recreation.  Today, it is used as a recreational area and childcare and office use with no retail.  The 
retail use will change the ambiance of the existing historical neighborhood open space and non-
commercial public use in a quiet residential area. 
 
In regards to a DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT being entered into for this project, it seems the public 
cannot find out what are going into these agreements and if the mitigation and community benefits are 
not included in the publicly accessible DEIR/FEIR documents, then there could be problems down the 
road for the neighborhood. 
 
While the text on the website states that it exists to “strengthen the public planning process,” it is 
unclear if the agreements really help the residents with impacts.  What was the criteria used to 
determine what projects and this one in particular to have a development agreement? 
 
Development Agreements – Frequently Asked Questions  


What is a Development Agreement and why does the City have them? 
Development agreements are contracts approved by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors entered into by 
the City and a developer to expressly define a development project’s rules, regulations, commitments, and policies for a 
specific period of time. The purpose is to strengthen the public planning process by encouraging private participation in the 
achievement of comprehensive planning goals and reducing the economic costs of development. A development 
agreement reduces the risks associated with development, thereby enhancing the City's ability to obtain public benefits 
beyond those achievable through existing ordinances and regulations. 


Due to the dissolution of the City’s Redevelopment Agency, each agreement is now negotiated on a case-by-case basis by 
the Office of Economic and Workforce Development and the City Attorney’s Office. 


How are Development Agreements monitored by the City? 
The Planning Department and OEWD are working closely with the Controller’s Office City Performance Unit and other City 
Departments to centralize development agreement requirements and mitigations into a comprehensive system that will 
encourage proactive monitoring and tracking of developer and City responsibilities. Prior to this project, there was no 
centralized system that housed all development agreements and their requirements. In addition to this webpage, this 
project will produce a database that the City will use to track and monitor payments, community commitments, and other 
important data within the development agreements.  
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Are there different types of Development Agreements? 
California Government Code Section 65864-65869.5 and Chapter 56 of the San Francisco City and County Administrative 
Code sets forth the procedures by which a development agreement is processed and approved. There are four common 
categories of agreements: 


1. Development Agreements - Voluntary contractual agreements between a landowner and the City concerning 
provisions of infrastructure, public spaces, and amenities. 


2. Disposition and Development Agreements - A contract between a developer and the City that involves the sale of 
City-owned land to the developer. 


3. Lease Disposition and Development Agreements - A contract between a developer and the City that involves the 
lease of City-owned land or property to the developer. 


4. Owner Participation Agreements - A contract between a property owner/developer and the City to allow for 
development of property owned by an entity other than the City, generally the owner/developer. 


This information is here: 
https://oewd.org/development-agreements-%E2%80%93-frequently-asked-questions 
 
It is best to get some of the mitigation measures lined up in the DEIR which is a *FULLY* public 
document rather than in “Development Agreements”.   
 
In regards to traffic queues that arise from the garage use, why would the onus be put on the operator 
of the garage when in other DEIRs such as for 1979 Mission, it “shall be the responsibility of the 
Project Sponsor/property owner to ensure that recurring vehicle queues do not occur…”?  The vehicles 
would be considered to be making a queue if more than one vehicle were lined up to enter the garage 
or exist the garage in a traffic jam.  The queue should also not occur in the public right of way whether 
private vehicles or carshares for any longer than 3 minutes or the time it takes for the passenger to 
enter and exit the vehicle, whichever is less.  Where the garage becomes full, there should be active 
management with “Lot Full” signs installed with parking occupancy sensors that show how many 
spaces are still left.  If any queuing occurs, neighbors should contact the Planning Department to notify 
the property owner of the queuing issues to be abated through support from the developer’s agreement 
to annually contribute to queue abatement costs as this will impact the neighborhood.  If this is not 
done, the supervisor of the district will have a long line of complainers at her or his door due to the 
foreseeable situation that would arise with a development built to attract people in vehicles and not 
accommodating them so as not to jam up the streets or create queuing. 
 
As this project does not seem to be in a hurry to build out fully for possibly as long as 15 years, the 
construction traffic should be limited during AM and PM rush hours. 
 
In re the light and glare from the proposed windows and their impact to vehicles going and coming to 
the area would be a safety issue, I have not heard anything as to the remedy. 
Although non-reflective glass might be used, the current glass is reflective of the open space and 
greenery of its surroundings so the building blends in almost in a semi-camouflage manner.  is 
expensive and is unknown as to its appropriateness to the existing historic building.  The current 
building is slung low and hugs the topography but if the building gets too tall, the reflection may 
become too much.  The current windows reflect the skyline of the city and has an effect such that the 
reflections of the surrounding trees and other landscape elements almost camouflage the building. 
 
In re *WINDS* (DEIR Page 1.9 <Pages 151-162 in Topic E.8 in Initial Study; EIR Appendix B)… 
The wind report by RWDI (Rowan, Williams, Davies & Irwin, Inc., 600 Southgate Drive, Guelph, ON 
NIG 4P6, Canada) contains only general statements about how winds along Euclid and California may 
be such that a pedestrian would be “chilled” or that the winds would be “noticeable” but no specific 
speeds noted for any of the immediately surrounding or “nearby streets.” 
 



http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=gov&group=65001-66000&file=65864-65869.5

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter56developmentagreements?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_Chapter56

https://oewd.org/development-agreements-%E2%80%93-frequently-asked-questions
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Page 4.E.2: “Wind measurements recorded on the San Francisco mainland indicate a prevailing wind 
direction from the west and an average annual wind speed of 10.1 miles per hour.3” (Footnote #3: 
Western Regional Climate Center, website query, Prevailing Wind Direction and Average Monthly 
Wind Speed (2001-2011), https://wrcc.dri.edu/Climate/comp_table_show.php?stype=wind_dir_avg and 
https://wrcc.dri.edu/Climate/comp_table_show.php?stype=wind_speed_avg.2001-2011, accessed May 
25, 2018.) 
 
While the “average” wind speed of 10.1 miles is quoted for the prevailing wind on the “mainland,” when 
buildings are erected, they channel the wind through openings between them in all directions.   
In fact, in RWDI’s analysis report, it states: 
“Winds can also accelerate between two closely spaced buildings and through a passage underneath 
a building or bridge. If these building/wind combinations occur for prevailing wind directions, there is a 
greater potential for increased winds.” 
 
Also, when the wind is blocked by a large plane that blocks the wind from going east-west, the air ekes 
outward onto the avenues running north-south.  Further wind studies may be necessary.  Just 
historically, this site was given up as a cemetery not only because of the developers in the 1940s and 
1950s wanted to build on it but also because the wind was so fierce that the sand was blowing away 
and the underlying lids to the caskets got blown open – an unpleasant sight. 
 
In addition, the speed of the wind on balconies on the buildings, the street level – public areas – should 
not be made so that people have a comfortable experience.  I believe there is a speed that is generally 
acceptable as comfortable and that could be around 17 mph.  Where is the data to show that the winds 
will be at “LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT” (“LTS”) when the Initial Study and the DEIR does not have any 
data to back this up? 
 
The consequence of categorizing the WIND IMPACT at “LTS” as stated in the Planning Department 
Memo that prefaces the DEIR Document, would be that any recommendations under “LTS” categories 
do not have to have measures that are actionable to remedy unlike “S” (Significant) level impacts.  
Thus, having the wind portion with no data to back up the claim for potential damaging effects to the 
neighborhood should be further studied with data for all the “nearby streets” during each phase and at 
the completion of all phases for the project and any variants.  Inclusion of one statement about the 
wind conditions with reference only to a *citywide* average to say that this and any other project has 
no wind impact is just a guess without data.  One should try to visit this site where historically it has 
been one of the windiest parts of the city next to Geary and Masonic.  If people have a hard time 
standing in fair weather, this may be unsafe for the pedestrians during inclement weather.  Try 
standing around this site from 3PM on while the “citywide” average wind speed is 10MPH.  Again, this 
is near “regionalization” of a metric that should be local for true impact analysis. 
 
Page 6.57 “Wind”: 
The statements that since a building is “upwind north” or how wind in certain areas will be “somewhat 
reduced” does not give specific data on wind speeds.  These general statements are not backed by 
scientific measurements and have no modeling of any sort in the DEIR.  Yet, with no scientific data to 
back up any of the generalized wind statements, the DEIR states that the “Wind” impact category is  
“LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT” (“LTS”).  The consultant’s (RDWI’s) report also has no scientific data 
measurements provided) so that this part of the DEIR is not only INCOMPLETE but flawed and the 
conclusion of the wind impact as being “LTS” INACCURATE.  Please provide data for wind analysis.  
Please provide mitigation measures for the areas where, per RDWI’s report, the pedestrians will be 
“chilled” or have the winds be “noticeable” and include the specific MPH ratings for all streets adjacent 
and the other nearby streets within at least 1/8-mile of the site.  If you had the specific scientific data 
from when RWDI performed the wind report please provide; also provide for current winter season 
wind speeds. 
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The wind issue is important also due to the Child Care Facility.  When the children are out on the play 
area the wind speeds and circulation may make the area unpleasant to take part in activities. It is not 
only the public areas but also on the site grounds where the children who will be playing. 
 
A November 27, 2018 Chronicle article talks about the sustained 40-50MPH winds from the ocean.  
Once the westward winds hit the hills of Laurel Heights on the upslope of Jordan Park to its west, they 
pick up speed: 
“Wind gusts over 60 mph forecast for San Francisco Bay Area” 
<picture deleted> 
“People check out the Golden Gate Bridge during a storm on Monday, Feb. 20, 2017, in San 
Francisco, Calif. The National Weather Service announced flood, snow and wind advisories throughout 
the upper half of California. Photo: Santiago Mejia, The Chronicle  
 
After a storm drizzling rain over the San Francisco Bay Area Tuesday moves out of the region, a 
second system is forecast to sweep in Wednesday night, delivering more rain and breezy conditions. 
The winds are expected to kick up late Wednesday and will gradually steer more west to northwest into 
Thursday. 
 
The National Weather Service issued an advisory warning sustained winds could blow between 40 and 
50 mph and isolated gusts could reach in excess of 60 mph. 
"These west to northwest winds have the potential to be locally strong and damaging, particularly along 
the coast on Thursday afternoon and evening," the NWS warns.” 
 
What is the San Francisco’s wind hazard criterion set at today?  Last I heard, it was 26MPH.  As 
Planning Code Sec. 148 for wind speed in certain SUDs (Special Use Districts) do not currently apply 
to this parcel, given that a SUD is being proposed, perhaps the wind criteria needs to be introduced as 
being applicable to this site.  As taller and more buildings get established nearby, this Code Section 
148 may need to be made applicable prior to the establishment of this SUD which is being sought by 
the developer. 
 
People in public seating areas and in areas where they may frequent shops along California Street 
would not necessarily be pleased to encounter uncomfortable wind speeds whether sustained or as 
gusts.  In order to minimize the unpleasantry of “uncomfortable” wind speeds there might be a similar 
adoption of comfortable wind scenarios for the site as is in the CPMC Long-range Development Plan 
EIR, Case No. 2005.0555E, Page 4.9-15, e.g., wherein several SUDs are mentioned for having 
Planning Code Sections applicable (e.g. C-3 Downtown Commercial Districts, Van Ness Avenue SUD 
<Sec. 243(c)(9)>, Folsom-Main Residential/Commercial SUD <Sec. 249.1>, and Downtown 
Residential District <Sec. 825>).  Planning Code Section 148 allows for “comfort levels” such that the 
wind speeds do not exceed 7MPH for “public seating areas,” and 11MPH for “substantial pedestrian 
use.”  Would this be something to entertain for the 3333 California site – potential SUD? 
 
The project area is very windy not just *sustained wind* but also *gusts* due to the ocean breezes 
rising up slope as the wind travels eastward from the ocean.  Winds should not be so fierce as to 
create a pedestrian to not be able to walk comfortably on California Street and Euclid Avenue.  The 
DEIR does not have a comprehensive data in the main DEIR nor in the Appendices for the wind 
measurements on the streets surrounding the site with current conditions at different times of the year 
such as summer, winter, spring, autumn.  Wind speeds per second increase considerably during the 
stormy season and people may not be able to stand erect without difficulty, especially for the elderly 
and disabled and children in the area. 
When will the data for the above be available for the public?  
 



https://forecast.weather.gov/wwamap/wwatxtget.php?cwa=mtr&wwa=high%20wind%20watch
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Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this DEIR.  I look forward to the “Responses to the 
Comments” document.  Please let me know when it is available.  Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
/s 
Rose Hillson 
 
** See → DEIR LIST OF OTHER FORESEEABLE PROJECTS** (Pages 94-99) 
 
 
 
 
 







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

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE ELECTION OF BOARD PRESIDENT NORMAN YEE
Date: Tuesday, January 08, 2019 3:33:14 PM
Attachments: 1.8.18 Board President Norman Yee.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2019 3:28 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE ELECTION OF BOARD PRESIDENT
NORMAN YEE
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 8, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
                                                                       
                                                           

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE ELECTION OF BOARD

PRESIDENT NORMAN YEE
 
“I want to congratulate Supervisor Norman Yee on being elected to serve as President of the
Board of Supervisors. As a former Board President, I know firsthand the responsibility that
comes with serving in this role, which includes working collaboratively with all members of
the Board to improve the lives of everyone in San Francisco. I look forward to working with
President Yee to create more housing for all San Franciscans, help our homeless residents get
the care and shelter they need, and keep our streets clean and safe.”

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


      
 
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, January 8, 2019 


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


      


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE ELECTION OF  


BOARD PRESIDENT NORMAN YEE 
 


“I want to congratulate Supervisor Norman Yee on being elected to serve as President of the 


Board of Supervisors. As a former Board President, I know firsthand the responsibility that 


comes with serving in this role, which includes working collaboratively with all members of the 


Board to improve the lives of everyone in San Francisco. I look forward to working with 


President Yee to create more housing for all San Franciscans, help our homeless residents get the 


care and shelter they need, and keep our streets clean and safe.” 
 


### 







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: 3333 Calif.
Date: Tuesday, January 08, 2019 2:44:25 PM
Attachments: 3333California Street.msg
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3333 California Draft EIR Comments.msg
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3333California Street

		From

		Ron Giampaoli

		To

		Zushi, Kei (CPC)

		Cc

		Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Richard Frisbie; richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		catherine.stefani@sfgov.org; frfbeagle@gmail.com; richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; kei.zushi@sfgov.org






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














Dear planning commission my father and his partners started Cal Mart Supermarket  in 1952 so I think I know the neighborhood very well . i support the full preservation alternative for the project as preserving the historic site will be good for the neighborhood as it will provide housing units which we all need in San Francisco .I don’t like the idea of adding extra retail as we have enough already in Laurel village and nearby sacramento Street and trader joes and target nearby .There is another project in the making as Children’s Hospital will be closing down and there will a large project of just housing being built and they say it will be much faster compilation compared to this project then the 15 years at 3333 California St. I think this timeline of 10 to 15 years is not the way to go it should be must faster . We have fought the rezoning and gathered many signatures so hope that works out for the neighborhood . Laurel village is really a special gem of the city and I hate to see it disrespected with no concern for the neighborhood . Cal Mart is taking care of a lot of third generations of neighborhood customers and we want that to continue.


    Thank you for taking time to read my comments  Ronald  Giampaoli President Cal Mart Supermarket








DEIR - 3333 California Street

		From

		marsha nonn

		To

		Zushi, Kei (CPC); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Milicent A. Johnson - Commissioner; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis - Commission President; Rodney Fong - Commissioner

		Recipients

		kei.zushi@sfgov.org; catherine.stefani@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.a.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; planning@rodneyfong.com



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





 





Our comments on the subject DEIR are as follow: 





1.  We fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative proposal:








*	It preserves the Historic Characteristics of this wonderful historic site.


*	It provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units.


*	It builds them in three years.


*	It does not include the massive unneeded and unwanted Retail/Office/Commercial Complex that the Developer continues to insist upon.


*	It does not create 8,000 retail auto trips per day.


*	It does not generate approx. 15,000 tons of greenhouse gases.


*	It preserves both the present childcare center and the existing café.


*	It is compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods for character, style, scale and bulk.








2.  We vehemently oppose the Developers’ destructive proposal:





*	it brings excessive, unnecessary, unwanted and destructive noise, pollution, traffic and congestion to the neighborhoods surrounding 3333.


*	It threatens the quality of life.


*	It poses threats to pedestrian safety.


*	It contributes to climate change.


*	More retail is unneeded and unwanted.  It will destroy our local businesses.  We do not need the more than 100,000 square feet of retail, office, commercial space that the Developers Destructive Proposal calls for.











Marsha and Wolfgang Nonn


Laurel Heights Community Members
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		From

		Ellen Miller

		To

		Zushi, Kei (CPC)

		Cc

		Richard Frisbie; Stefani, Catherine (BOS); laurelheights2016@gmail.com; Rich Hillis - Commission President; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rodney Fong - Commissioner; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients
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Gentlepersons:






Attached please find my comments regarding the above DEIR. 






A project of this size, complexity and duration warrants a great deal of scrutiny and deserves critical examination.


 





Thank you,






Ellen Miller


43 year resident of California Street
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3333 Draft EIR Comments





I fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative 
for 3333 California


It preserves the Historic Characteristics of this wonderful historic site.


It provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units.


It builds them in three years.


It does not include the massive unneeded and unwanted Retail/Office/Commercial Complex envisioned by the Developer.


It does not create 8,000 retail auto trips per day.


It does not generate approx. 15,000 tons of greenhouse gases.


It preserves both the present childcare center and the existing café.


It matches the surrounding neighborhoods for character, style, scale 


and bulk.


It protects the small, family owned businesses in Laurel Village, Sacramento Street and Presidio Avenue. 





I strongly oppose the Developers Destructive Proposal as it brings excessive, unnecessary, unwanted and destructive noise, pollution, traffic and congestion to the neighborhoods surrounding 3333; it threatens the quality of life; it poses threats to pedestrian safety; it contributes to climate change.
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Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: 3333 Calif
Date: Tuesday, January 08, 2019 10:39:01 AM
Attachments: Re DEIR - Case No. 2015014028ENV Project Title 3333 California Street MixedUse Project Zoning Residential
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Comments on 3333 Project.msg
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Planning Commission Meeting on Tuesday January 8 2019.msg
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Re:   DEIR - Case No. 2015‐014028ENV  Project Title:  3333 California Street Mixed‐Use Project Zoning: Residential, Mixed, Low Density [RM‐1] 

		From

		victoria underwood

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary; richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Katherin.moore@sfgov.org; Richards, Dennis (CPC)

		Cc

		LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com; Zushi, Kei (CPC); Stefani, Catherine (BOS)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; Millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Katherin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com; kei.zushi@sfgov.org; catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
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Commissioners,





Attached is my letter dated January 4, 2019. Also, I am attaching my prior letters of December 4 and December 12, 2018, as I have no transmittal receipt that you ever received them.





Thank you for your time and consideration and appreciate your consideration of them all. 






Thank you 










Victoria Underwood
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January 4, 2019





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


richhillissf@gmail.com


Myrna.melgar@sfgov.org


planning@rodneyfong.com


Millicent.johnson@sfgov.org


Katherin.moore@sfgov.org


Dennis.richards@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 follow-up to my letters dated December 4, 2018 and December 12, 2018.  Since I never received a confirmation receipt back from your email system that you even received them, I am including them again along with this transmittal letter (via hard copy).





I attended the Planning Commission Meeting on December 13, 2018 where DEIR comments were heard by the Commission relative to the redevelopment plans for 3333 California Street.  After hearing some of the statements made by all, I offer these additional comments.  





Thank you for voting for the fifteen-day extension so our plan could be submitted to you for review.  Most of us are lay people and there are no classes to help us get through the on-slot of information contained in the report or to help us with understanding the full impact of what is being presented; much less its accuracy.  By granting the extension, many of my neighbors who traveled to see their families during this national break have had the welcomed additional time needed to get through the DEIR materials.





We have been working hard, donating our time and money over the last four or five years because we believe what will eventually get built on the site is extremely important for our Community; not only for the future but for those of us living here now.  





The Community has been portrayed as opposing additional housing but that has not been the case.  The community has supported the CPMC project with 270 residential units, the Lucky Penny site with 95 units, and now 3333 California Street with 558 units.  There are also additional housing units getting built in the neighborhood, but they don’t get the attention these locations get because of the number of housing units are much smaller but all need to be counted and recognized for their impact on the community at large.  Over 1,000 residential units in a half mile radius is a lot of development. 





I know for myself, I want to see a common-sense approach to building as we look to the future.  Why destroy, remove or create hazardous conditions when you don’t need to.  With that in mind, “The Community Full Presentation Residential Alternative” for 3333 California Street as it is now called, would do the following:





a) Preserve the Historic characteristics of the building and landscaping.


b) It would limit construction to the California Street side of the property and to Mayfair


c) It will match the surrounding architectural design in character and style consistent with those residential condominiums directly across the street on California. 


d) It will allow for the retention of far more of the mature trees and landscaping


e) It will provide for 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units without rezoning and revoking Resolution 4109, the agreement that runs with the site between the City and the surrounding neighbors. 


f) It builds the housing units in three years


g) It will keep the impact of construction on the community and environmental risks to a minimum.


h) It will preserve the present childcare center and play area and the community’s access to the existing green areas bordering the site on four sides.


i) It will protect the small, family-owned businesses in Laurel Village, Sacramento Street, Presidio Avenue which are the very fabric of the neighborhood.  They are already under immense pressure.





What it won’t do:  


j) It won’t bring excessive, unnecessary, and unwanted traffic and congestion, noise, pollution to the neighborhoods this site touches by turning it into a mini-city and destination


k) It won’t bring unneeded retail/office/commercial spaces as the developer has insisted upon


l) It won’t add unneeded height to a building when we already have six floors to look at on Presidio Avenue. 


m) It won’t take 15 years to built and decimate the community and surrounding streets.


n) It won’t be an opportunity to sell a new entitlement on an up-zoned property.





I live on the southeast corner of Presidio Avenue at California Street which provides me with views from Presidio Avenue and California south to Pine and Masonic Avenue up towards Euclid as well as up California towards Walnut.  The traffic in these two intersections on any given day much less any commute is overwhelming NOW.  Add tech shuttle buses, express buses on California and Pine and a Fire Department Emergency Response calls from Fire Station 10 and it’s over the top.  





What the developer has proposed for these two intersections is beyond all comprehension.  I was glad when one of your colleague Commissioner, Kathrin Moore, described the run up Pine and on Masonic similar to driving on the freeway and that’s NOW.  Finally, a reality check from someone other than a resident who lives here who experiences it every day.  And, as I’ve stated now in at least five letters, adding ingress and egress driveways, deletion of the right most lane on to Masonic from Presidio and adding loading zones and driveways on Masonic and Euclid, a crosswalk on Presidio Avenue and bicycles and you have not only a huge traffic mess but an impasse zone and parking lot and a dangerous mess.  None of this was addressed in the DEIR.  





The traffic noise along with blasting music and honking is unbelievably loud now.  As I’ve mentioned in my prior letter addressing the DEIR, I have addressed the issue of the traffic and what affect the developer’s project would do to not only the surrounding streets but our entire neighborhood as traffic unloads on to other side streets in order to alleviate their frustration.   The westbound traffic on California between Presidio Avenue and Walnut can be a nightmare as cars line up on Walnut Street, around the corner and east on the California and from there all the way down to Presidio Avenue.  An example of poor design approval and its effect on daily traffic. 





The DEIR doesn’t reflect the potential conditions that would result if the developer’s plan is approved.  I leave the auto counts, green-house gas measurements, pollution counts and other technical facts and calculations to the consultants from donations we’ve made to help us through this.  





There are so many downsides to the developer’s proposals and I now choose light and positive energy instead.  None of the “issues” are issues under our Community Full Presentation Plan.  Whether it be too many ingress-egress driveways cutting into traffic on Masonic, Euclid, Presidio Avenue, eliminating the right most lane at Presidio Avenue, introduction of retail on city blocks with almost no pedestrians because it’s basically a freeway, the loss of parking and the addition of loading zones that people and mini-buses will have to back into on this “freeway” maze. The tremendous loss of quality of our lives at the advancement of noise, pollution, environment impact, loss of green spaces and trees.  All of it, unnecessary and hardly a positive step forward.   





When considering the future, please don’t forget the neighborhoods that currently thrive and exist around this site. Repurposing isn’t a bad thing when the impact is less overall.   Everyone says we need more housing and that they think it’s a great idea.  But when I say back to them, “So you wouldn’t mind 558-744 housing units being built across the street from where you live over the course of 15 years?  The reply is always the same, “Oh, no I wouldn’t like that at all!”  We are trying to find something that works and doesn’t burden the people who already live in direct proximity and work in nearby small businesses.  What is really happening when you drill down past the minutia is taking a single-user site and repurposing it to accept multi-users.  Nothing in that description implies destruction.  We believe our plan accomplishes that and it has Community support. 





The Commission is faced with making a decision on whether to go with the “Community Full Preservation Plan” or to go with some version of the developer’s “Destructive Plan”.  We think our plan makes the most sense for all the right reasons. We believe that our plan can be approved without further studies and delays in construction to bring the needed housing on line.  





Thank you for your time and serious consideration of our Community Full Preservation Plan.











Victoria Underwood


510 Presidio Avenue


San Francisco, CA 94115





Victoria.underwood@att.net





cc:


LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com


kei.zushi@sfgov.org


Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org
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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. 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.  





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.   





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











To m
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December 12, 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 follow-up to my letter dated December 4, 2018 which was submitted to the Commission via email prior to the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission meeting on December 5, 2018.  





Last week, the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission expressed strong support for reviewing an alternative development plan that would not destroy the historic resource of the building by cutting it in half along with the removal of the surrounding landscaping including trees; referred to as the character of the defined feature of the site.  





The Commissioners expressed their strong assessment of the interconnection between the building and the landscaping as the important resource and vital to the neighborhood. They believe that this project needs the neighborhood and the developer to come together to create a win-win for all parties as the only way it can be measured as a success.  The Commission stated they wished they could have reviewed the Community Full Preservation Alternative Plan which was discussed but not available for review by the S.F. Historic Preservation Commission at the December 5th meeting.  The Commissioners expressed their willingness to insure the integrity of the Historic elements are maintained and to get a second look at what will be the “final” alternative development plan supported by the community and the developer when sent back to them from the Planning Commission.  





Also, the developer did not tell the community about the historic significance of the site.  It was revealed during last week’s hearing by UCSF’s former architect that they were made aware of this back in 2010.  The neighborhood learned that last year and had the building and landscaping listed on the California Register of Historical Places because they were designed to complement each other in an integrated composition.  So, the landscaping is also a historical resource on this site and has been used for recreation by the public since built.  





Under the community alternative, the main building would be converted into housing units rather than demolishing the smaller wing and cut through half of it.  There would be, in addition to the residential units on California Street, a new Mayfair residential building. The existing cafe and childcare center would remain, and the existing pathway through the building that opens onto the Terrace and onto Masonic, would remain eliminating the need for additional public pass-through access to be constructed.  





It should be noted that the DEIR Full Preservation Alternative C shows 26 fewer housing units than the Project and 44,306 square feet of retail, which we already thought was planned to be converted to housing to match the number of housing units in the proposed project.  





The Community has already shown that it supports reasonable and sustainable levels of housing as seen with the CPMC project with 270 units, the Lucky Penny with 95 units.  And, now, 3333 California with 558 units.





We urge you to extend the comment period on the Draft EIR  in order to evaluate this Community Full Preservation Alternative Plan and compared it to the DEIR Full Preservation Alternative C with the same level of detail as the alternatives in the DEIR because it will be less impactful on the surrounding neighborhoods and will not destroy the historic resource of the building and the surrounding landscaping.  The Community Full Preservation Alternative Plan will give the City of San Francisco the housing it desires for the site in 3-5 years and builds 4 new buildings versus 14 new buildings in 7 to 15 years as proposed by the developer.





The developer proposes to destroy the historically significant characteristics of the site and create nondescript buildings crowded onto the site.  They look to changing the zoning to allow retail which was banned in Planning Commission Resolution 4109 to avoid adverse impacts to Laurel Village and Sacramento Street.





We feel that this site deserves respect and that any decision made on how it’s redeveloped is important enough to not rush but get right.  With that in mind, I would hope that the historical cemetery plaque be returned to the site and a historical plaque with the designers and historical significance of the building and the landscaping be memorialized on the site as well since the building and landscaping are listed on the California Register of Historical Places.





Thank you in advance for your time and serious consideration of the Community Full Preservation Alternative Plan.  





I strongly urge the Planning Commission to grant a 15-day extension of the Due Date for Comments on this DEIR. It is a lengthy and complex document. 





Thank you.  





Victoria Underwood


510 Presidio Avenue


San Francisco, CA 94115





Victoria.underwood@att.net





cc:


LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com













Re:   DEIR - Case No. 2015‐014028ENV  Project Title:  3333 California Street Mixed‐Use Project Zoning: Residential, Mixed, Low Density [RM‐1] 

		From

		victoria underwood

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary; richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Katherin.moore@sfgov.org; Richards, Dennis (CPC)

		Cc

		LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com; Zushi, Kei (CPC); Stefani, Catherine (BOS)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; Millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Katherin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com; kei.zushi@sfgov.org; catherine.stefani@sfgov.org



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





 





Commissioners,





Attached is my letter dated January 4, 2019. Also, I am attaching my prior letters of December 4 and December 12, 2018, as I have no transmittal receipt that you ever received them.





Thank you for your time and consideration and appreciate your consideration of them all. 






Thank you 










Victoria Underwood
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January 4, 2019





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


richhillissf@gmail.com


Myrna.melgar@sfgov.org


planning@rodneyfong.com


Millicent.johnson@sfgov.org


Katherin.moore@sfgov.org


Dennis.richards@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 follow-up to my letters dated December 4, 2018 and December 12, 2018.  Since I never received a confirmation receipt back from your email system that you even received them, I am including them again along with this transmittal letter (via hard copy).





I attended the Planning Commission Meeting on December 13, 2018 where DEIR comments were heard by the Commission relative to the redevelopment plans for 3333 California Street.  After hearing some of the statements made by all, I offer these additional comments.  





Thank you for voting for the fifteen-day extension so our plan could be submitted to you for review.  Most of us are lay people and there are no classes to help us get through the on-slot of information contained in the report or to help us with understanding the full impact of what is being presented; much less its accuracy.  By granting the extension, many of my neighbors who traveled to see their families during this national break have had the welcomed additional time needed to get through the DEIR materials.





We have been working hard, donating our time and money over the last four or five years because we believe what will eventually get built on the site is extremely important for our Community; not only for the future but for those of us living here now.  





The Community has been portrayed as opposing additional housing but that has not been the case.  The community has supported the CPMC project with 270 residential units, the Lucky Penny site with 95 units, and now 3333 California Street with 558 units.  There are also additional housing units getting built in the neighborhood, but they don’t get the attention these locations get because of the number of housing units are much smaller but all need to be counted and recognized for their impact on the community at large.  Over 1,000 residential units in a half mile radius is a lot of development. 





I know for myself, I want to see a common-sense approach to building as we look to the future.  Why destroy, remove or create hazardous conditions when you don’t need to.  With that in mind, “The Community Full Presentation Residential Alternative” for 3333 California Street as it is now called, would do the following:





a) Preserve the Historic characteristics of the building and landscaping.


b) It would limit construction to the California Street side of the property and to Mayfair


c) It will match the surrounding architectural design in character and style consistent with those residential condominiums directly across the street on California. 


d) It will allow for the retention of far more of the mature trees and landscaping


e) It will provide for 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units without rezoning and revoking Resolution 4109, the agreement that runs with the site between the City and the surrounding neighbors. 


f) It builds the housing units in three years


g) It will keep the impact of construction on the community and environmental risks to a minimum.


h) It will preserve the present childcare center and play area and the community’s access to the existing green areas bordering the site on four sides.


i) It will protect the small, family-owned businesses in Laurel Village, Sacramento Street, Presidio Avenue which are the very fabric of the neighborhood.  They are already under immense pressure.





What it won’t do:  


j) It won’t bring excessive, unnecessary, and unwanted traffic and congestion, noise, pollution to the neighborhoods this site touches by turning it into a mini-city and destination


k) It won’t bring unneeded retail/office/commercial spaces as the developer has insisted upon


l) It won’t add unneeded height to a building when we already have six floors to look at on Presidio Avenue. 


m) It won’t take 15 years to built and decimate the community and surrounding streets.


n) It won’t be an opportunity to sell a new entitlement on an up-zoned property.





I live on the southeast corner of Presidio Avenue at California Street which provides me with views from Presidio Avenue and California south to Pine and Masonic Avenue up towards Euclid as well as up California towards Walnut.  The traffic in these two intersections on any given day much less any commute is overwhelming NOW.  Add tech shuttle buses, express buses on California and Pine and a Fire Department Emergency Response calls from Fire Station 10 and it’s over the top.  





What the developer has proposed for these two intersections is beyond all comprehension.  I was glad when one of your colleague Commissioner, Kathrin Moore, described the run up Pine and on Masonic similar to driving on the freeway and that’s NOW.  Finally, a reality check from someone other than a resident who lives here who experiences it every day.  And, as I’ve stated now in at least five letters, adding ingress and egress driveways, deletion of the right most lane on to Masonic from Presidio and adding loading zones and driveways on Masonic and Euclid, a crosswalk on Presidio Avenue and bicycles and you have not only a huge traffic mess but an impasse zone and parking lot and a dangerous mess.  None of this was addressed in the DEIR.  





The traffic noise along with blasting music and honking is unbelievably loud now.  As I’ve mentioned in my prior letter addressing the DEIR, I have addressed the issue of the traffic and what affect the developer’s project would do to not only the surrounding streets but our entire neighborhood as traffic unloads on to other side streets in order to alleviate their frustration.   The westbound traffic on California between Presidio Avenue and Walnut can be a nightmare as cars line up on Walnut Street, around the corner and east on the California and from there all the way down to Presidio Avenue.  An example of poor design approval and its effect on daily traffic. 





The DEIR doesn’t reflect the potential conditions that would result if the developer’s plan is approved.  I leave the auto counts, green-house gas measurements, pollution counts and other technical facts and calculations to the consultants from donations we’ve made to help us through this.  





There are so many downsides to the developer’s proposals and I now choose light and positive energy instead.  None of the “issues” are issues under our Community Full Presentation Plan.  Whether it be too many ingress-egress driveways cutting into traffic on Masonic, Euclid, Presidio Avenue, eliminating the right most lane at Presidio Avenue, introduction of retail on city blocks with almost no pedestrians because it’s basically a freeway, the loss of parking and the addition of loading zones that people and mini-buses will have to back into on this “freeway” maze. The tremendous loss of quality of our lives at the advancement of noise, pollution, environment impact, loss of green spaces and trees.  All of it, unnecessary and hardly a positive step forward.   





When considering the future, please don’t forget the neighborhoods that currently thrive and exist around this site. Repurposing isn’t a bad thing when the impact is less overall.   Everyone says we need more housing and that they think it’s a great idea.  But when I say back to them, “So you wouldn’t mind 558-744 housing units being built across the street from where you live over the course of 15 years?  The reply is always the same, “Oh, no I wouldn’t like that at all!”  We are trying to find something that works and doesn’t burden the people who already live in direct proximity and work in nearby small businesses.  What is really happening when you drill down past the minutia is taking a single-user site and repurposing it to accept multi-users.  Nothing in that description implies destruction.  We believe our plan accomplishes that and it has Community support. 





The Commission is faced with making a decision on whether to go with the “Community Full Preservation Plan” or to go with some version of the developer’s “Destructive Plan”.  We think our plan makes the most sense for all the right reasons. We believe that our plan can be approved without further studies and delays in construction to bring the needed housing on line.  





Thank you for your time and serious consideration of our Community Full Preservation Plan.











Victoria Underwood


510 Presidio Avenue


San Francisco, CA 94115





Victoria.underwood@att.net





cc:


LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com


kei.zushi@sfgov.org


Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org
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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. 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.  





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.   





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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December 12, 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 follow-up to my letter dated December 4, 2018 which was submitted to the Commission via email prior to the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission meeting on December 5, 2018.  





Last week, the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission expressed strong support for reviewing an alternative development plan that would not destroy the historic resource of the building by cutting it in half along with the removal of the surrounding landscaping including trees; referred to as the character of the defined feature of the site.  





The Commissioners expressed their strong assessment of the interconnection between the building and the landscaping as the important resource and vital to the neighborhood. They believe that this project needs the neighborhood and the developer to come together to create a win-win for all parties as the only way it can be measured as a success.  The Commission stated they wished they could have reviewed the Community Full Preservation Alternative Plan which was discussed but not available for review by the S.F. Historic Preservation Commission at the December 5th meeting.  The Commissioners expressed their willingness to insure the integrity of the Historic elements are maintained and to get a second look at what will be the “final” alternative development plan supported by the community and the developer when sent back to them from the Planning Commission.  





Also, the developer did not tell the community about the historic significance of the site.  It was revealed during last week’s hearing by UCSF’s former architect that they were made aware of this back in 2010.  The neighborhood learned that last year and had the building and landscaping listed on the California Register of Historical Places because they were designed to complement each other in an integrated composition.  So, the landscaping is also a historical resource on this site and has been used for recreation by the public since built.  





Under the community alternative, the main building would be converted into housing units rather than demolishing the smaller wing and cut through half of it.  There would be, in addition to the residential units on California Street, a new Mayfair residential building. The existing cafe and childcare center would remain, and the existing pathway through the building that opens onto the Terrace and onto Masonic, would remain eliminating the need for additional public pass-through access to be constructed.  





It should be noted that the DEIR Full Preservation Alternative C shows 26 fewer housing units than the Project and 44,306 square feet of retail, which we already thought was planned to be converted to housing to match the number of housing units in the proposed project.  





The Community has already shown that it supports reasonable and sustainable levels of housing as seen with the CPMC project with 270 units, the Lucky Penny with 95 units.  And, now, 3333 California with 558 units.





We urge you to extend the comment period on the Draft EIR  in order to evaluate this Community Full Preservation Alternative Plan and compared it to the DEIR Full Preservation Alternative C with the same level of detail as the alternatives in the DEIR because it will be less impactful on the surrounding neighborhoods and will not destroy the historic resource of the building and the surrounding landscaping.  The Community Full Preservation Alternative Plan will give the City of San Francisco the housing it desires for the site in 3-5 years and builds 4 new buildings versus 14 new buildings in 7 to 15 years as proposed by the developer.





The developer proposes to destroy the historically significant characteristics of the site and create nondescript buildings crowded onto the site.  They look to changing the zoning to allow retail which was banned in Planning Commission Resolution 4109 to avoid adverse impacts to Laurel Village and Sacramento Street.





We feel that this site deserves respect and that any decision made on how it’s redeveloped is important enough to not rush but get right.  With that in mind, I would hope that the historical cemetery plaque be returned to the site and a historical plaque with the designers and historical significance of the building and the landscaping be memorialized on the site as well since the building and landscaping are listed on the California Register of Historical Places.





Thank you in advance for your time and serious consideration of the Community Full Preservation Alternative Plan.  





I strongly urge the Planning Commission to grant a 15-day extension of the Due Date for Comments on this DEIR. It is a lengthy and complex document. 





Thank you.  





Victoria Underwood


510 Presidio Avenue


San Francisco, CA 94115





Victoria.underwood@att.net





cc:


LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com
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Dear Mr. Zushi  and Commissioners, 





I am writing to express my deep concerns over the current proposal for 3333 California, and to express support for the Community Alternative.





I have lived in Pacific Heights for 7 years, the last three at my current address, along with my wife and daughter. We live on Jackson between Baker and Broderick, about six blocks from the corner of California and Presidio, one of the major intersections that would be affected by the project.





We use the JCC frequently, and are constantly using both California, Presidio, Masonic and other streets around the site to get to our destinations, both by car and bus (1, 3 and 43). We also shop at Laurel Village, Trader Joe's and other local destinations.





We are concerned that the proposed project would affect us in numerous ways, the most important of which I outline below:





*	The proposed 7-15 year time frame for the project is mind-boggling to us. Will our five year old daughter really be 20 when this is finished? Dealing with construction delays, noise, dust, traffic congestion, diesel smoke, torn up road, and other hindrances for up to 15 years as we visit the JCC, take the 1 bus from California and Presidio, etc, is deeply troubling.


*	The long timeframe makes it more likely that in the case of an economic downturn, such as in 2008, the project could halt indefinitely.


*	The truck traffic and other construction traffic is a threat to pedestrian safety. The congestion will force cars onto nearby side streets, affecting the whole area.


*	The size and scope of the project will have major environmental impact in terms of the amount of GHG released. 





Instead, I strongly support the Community Alternative, which will produce the same amount of much-needed housing. It will increase the density of housing in the area, but will not have the excessive and unneeded retail, office and commercial space. It also can be completed in a reasonable timeframe, thus balancing the needs of the neighborhood and the city as a whole.





I understand that the city needs more housing, but letting developers build small cities on any available site is not a fair or equitable way to solve the problem. I urge the commission to work with the developer to be responsive to community concerns by scaling down the proposal.





Thank you very much for your consideration.





Sincerely,





David Goldbrenner


Zhenya Fridlyand


2947 Jackson Street


San Francisco, CA 94115


415-225-8963
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Bill Cutler and Judy Doane



3101 California Street Apt. 7


San Francisco, CA 94115






January 5, 2019






Re:  Case No. 2015-014028ENV










Dear Planning Commissioners:






We are a married couple who have lived in Laurel Heights on California Street, one block from the site of the proposed real estate development, for over 45 years.  Over the decades, we’ve seen many big changes to our neighborhood—some positive, and some negative—but this Prado development proposal, which violates the zoning laws and the character of the district, is by far, the most disturbing to date.






We recognize the pressing need for more affordable housing in San Francisco, and we support construction of housing on this site, but the current proposal, which Prado wants 7-15 years to complete, includes unnecessary retail space, threatens the quality of life, and mars the beauty of Laurel Hill by altering the Historic Building, obscuring the beautiful views, and destroying the majority of 185 old growth trees that we cannot afford to lose in an era of toxic air and climate change.  






The high density of the proposed project as described in the Draft Environmental Impact Report, will increase traffic flow and congestion, increase noise and pollution, and contribute to the loss of parking, in a neighborhood where it’s already almost impossible to find adequate street parking, even for residents with G-Stickers.  It’s important to realize that not only will the construction of the Prado project permanently eliminate 40 currently available non-metered parking spaces to accommodate five loading/unloading zones for TNCs (Uber, Lyft, Chariot) and freight traffic, but it will also take away another 200 non-metered parking spaces, which surround the 10 acre site on Euclid and Laurel Streets for the entire 15 years of construction.  That is parking that residents, as well as businesses in Laurel Village Shopping Center need desperately, and that severe impact on our community is not addressed anywhere in the DEIR. Essentially, Prado’s current DEIR changes what should be a residential development into a full scale retail destination.  






In addition to Prado’s proposal, there are three other large real estate projects already approved to be built in this same neighborhood over the next few years:






*A residential building (95 units) at the current site of the former Lucky Penny Restaurant at Geary and Masonic. 






*A residential development (270 units), covering two and a half blocks at the current site of CPMC on California Street.  






*A new housing development nearby on Sacramento Street.  






Along with the Prado project, these will bring thousands of new residents to Laurel Heights in the coming years, so the YIMBY argument that there is no new housing in the Western Addition makes little sense once you take into account how many new buildings will be going up in our neighborhood simultaneously.  In fact, in a recent petition drive at Laurel Village, over 800 residents signed the petition opposing the developer’s plan for ROC (retail, office, and commercial) space, and fully supporting a development consisting of new housing only.  






Fortunately, there is a much better way to address the need for a development at Laurel Hill that both meets the housing demands and still protects the Historic Building as well as the beautiful landscaping that surrounds it.  It’s called the Neighborhood Full Preservation Alternative.  It provides the same number of residential housing units as the Prado project, 558 with a 744 variant, protects the majority of the 185 mature trees, and does not include major retail that would only negatively compete with Laurel Village Shopping Center, which borders the site.  For perspective, Laurel Village already has two supermarkets, Cal-Mart and Bryan’s, Starbucks and Peet’s coffee, a liquor store, Ace Hardware, several restaurants, including Beautifull! and Rigolo Cafe, 3 banks, Bank of America, Wells Fargo and First Republic, Walgreen’s Pharmacy, multiple doctors, dentists, and psychotherapy offices, Peninsula Beauty, a GAP store, several boutiques and a variety of other businesses.  Sacramento Street, which is one block away from the development, has numerous restaurants, including The Magic Flute, Spruce, Sociale, Cafe Luna and Osteria, The Vogue movie theater, 3 dry cleaners, multiple boutiques, antique shops, nail salons, hair salons, a automotive repair shop, several liquor stores, a shoe repair shop, and many other businesses, all within a short walking distance of Laurel Hill.  It is also important to remember that the development is directly across California Street from the San Francisco Jewish Community Center, which offers a pool, a fitness center, a spa, a concert hall, a full calendar of performances, lectures, and a host of other amenities. 


We don’t need new retail in Laurel Heights.  We are inundated with retail right now.  We need affordable housing—built without changing existing zoning laws, without 10 story buildings, without over 100,000 square feet of additional retail, office and commercial space.  We should be using the construction primarily for affordable housing, which would allow for some units big enough for middle class families. The Neighborhood Alternative does all that and can be built in about 3 years, not 7-15.  







Among the many things that make the Neighborhood Alternative a much better solution than any of the alternatives presented in the DEIR are as follows: it preserves the characteristics of this wonderful historic site, it provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units, it does not create 8000 retail auto trips per day, it does not generate approximately 15,000 tons of greenhouse gases, it preserves both the present childcare center and the existing cafe, and it matches the surrounding neighborhood for character, style, scale and bulk.  In short, it is the ideal solution—providing housing without destroying what makes Laurel Heights a desirable place to live in San Francisco.






Please consider supporting our plan.  Thank you.






Very truly yours,






Bill Cutler and Judy Doane    
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HAPPY NEW YEAR!









The developer's request for 15 years to construct the project is suspect.  This looks like a plan to sell a new entitlement on an up-zoned property.  Developers all over town are selling new entitlements rather than build housing.  Alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR would be built in 3 to 5 years.  The Community Preservation Alternative would be built within three years.






So, the FIRST question to ask at Tuesday's Meeting is WHY.  Are they totally incompetent or are they blowing smoke?






I fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333 California Street, San Francisco, CA because:





It preserves the Historic Characteristics of this wonderful historic site.





It provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units.





It builds them in three years.





It does not include the massive unneeded and unwanted Retail/Office/Commercial Complex that the Developer continues to insist upon.





It does not create 8,000 retail auto trips per day, and,





It does not generate approx. 15,000 tons of greenhouse gases.








Thank You!  






Sincerely,


Zarin E. Randeria


Community Resident
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Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for



 3333 California St. Mixed Use project



The developer's request for 15 years to construct the project is suspect.  This looks like a plan to sell a new entitlement on an up zoned property.  Developers all over town are selling new entitlements rather than build housing.  Alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR would be built in 3 to 5 years.  The Community Preservation Alternative would be built within three years.



I fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333.


· It preserves the Historic Characteristics of this wonderful historic site.



· It provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units.



· It builds them in three years.



· It does not include the massive unneeded and unwanted     Retail/Office/Commercial Complex that the Developer continues to insist upon.



· It does not create 13,000+ retail auto trips per day.



· It does not generate approx. 15,000 tons of greenhouse gases.



· It preserves both the present childcare center and the existing café.



· It matches the surrounding neighborhoods for character, style, scale and bulk.



I strongly oppose the Developers Proposal as it brings excessive, unnecessary, unwanted and destructive noise, pollution, traffic and congestion to the neighborhoods surrounding 3333.  It threatens the quality of life; it poses threats to pedestrian safety; it contributes to climate change.


While there are many impact areas of the Draft Environmental Impact Report that should be challenged as the assumptions used are suspect, I will focus on one: 


· Cumulative Pedestrian  Conditions (4.c.112)



 As an avid walker in San Francisco, I appreciate the effort to improve sidewalks and intersections.  However improvements that are proposed will do nothing to enhance the pedestrian environment.  For example the addition of a crosswalk at the eastern Mayfair/Laurel intersection will not fix today’s problem that will only be worsened with the post project increased traffic.  Today the crosswalk that runs north /south across the west side of Mayfair at Laurel is a death trap as people using Collins as a pass through routinely fail to stop at the intersection.  Increased traffic volume will result in more injuries.  The only reason that this crosswalk did not come up as dangerous is that today’s residents know to pay attention.  Who will warn the new residents of 3333 California?


Also the Euclid Avenue traffic circles have made pedestrian life a nightmare.  Drivers cannot see across the traffic circle and are so busy trying to figure out how to navigate that pedestrians are ignored.  Again, the assumption that the traffic calming will help with the increased traffic volume is fallacious. 



The new bulb out on the NE corner of Euclid and Laurel has not made the intersection any safer.  Drivers routinely turn right onto Laurel without coming to a full stop.  The addition of one on the NW corner will not change the driving behavior.  Again the increased traffic will not be mitigated by these bulb-outs.
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Dear Commissioners:






I attended the December 13th meeting regarding the Environmental Impact study regarding the 3333 California Development Project.  I was very impressed with the commitment and attention which each of you showed to the study of the various aspects of the proposal, and a someone who lives directly across the proposed project, I am reassured that you will carefully examine all the impacts of the proposed project.






To re-iterate the opinion of many of those who spoke on December 13th,






Intense construction:  The construction period should not be allowed to take too long.  The developer's estimate of a decade or more of construction is ridiculous. Traffic: Those of us who live on Presidio Avenue  sometimes have to wait up to 5 minutes during morning peak periods before someone is kind enough to allow us to pull out of our garages, and the rush of cars from Pine Street onto Presidio Avenue is dangerous as it presently stands, as cars careen without regard to safety.






Environmental impact:  Noise level, increased traffic and pollution. What is the impact on the 560 Presidio Building's structure vibrations and water-table while digging the foundation the foundations are dug and concrete poured?







Greenspace:  The loss of what little green space that exists on Presidio Avenue, is a loss to all of us who have come to use it as a mini park and enjoy the views of the redwoods (which the proposed project will hide from public view).







Transportation: 


There are not enough parking spaces for the proposed number of units provided in the plan.  As it now stands, street parking is impossible. 







MUNI is not able at this time to guarantee that enough buses will be supplied to take the load of 1,000 residents suddenly appearing in the Laurel Heights area.






If Uber or Lyft cars are used, those cars picking up and dropping passengers will simply add to the already intense traffic on Euclid and Presidio Avenues as well as California Street.





Historical building and design of proposed structures:


The design for the proposed buildings is of the utmost banality and has no relevance to the city's style. It does not reflect the style and character of either the neighborhood or of the city's tradition.  One can argue that the present building has no historical value, but it does represent a style of a period which is has gained appreciation in this present century and while not being on a par of a Mies Van Der Rohe building, it makes more of a statement than the proposed ensemble of buildings which do not reflect any style.






For all these above reasons, I urge the Commission to consider I strongly urge the Commission to consider the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333 California.  The proposed plans submitted by the developers, 





Respectfully submitted.





Gilda Poliakin


Group Travel Consultant


Mobile (US):  + 1 415 279 8554


E:  gildapoliakin@aol.com


560 Presidio Avenue, No. 8


San Francisco, CA 94115-USA


Website www.gildapoliakin.us
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Dear Mr. Zushi and Planning Department Commissioners:





 





I’ve lived in the Laurel Heights neighborhood for nearly 40 years and would like to make the following comments regarding the 3333 California Street Mixed Use Project:





 





But before I do, I want to be clear that I am 100% in favor of building the 558 (or 744 variant) housing units as soon as possible. I am not an obstructionist, just a concerned resident who understands the desperate need for more housing at all price levels. Further, I was a part of the neighborhood group that was so successful in working with the developer on the “Lucky Penny” (Geary and Masonic) project and hope that the developers of 3333 Cal would see the benefit of collaborating with the neighborhood on this project too, so that the housing can be built as quickly as possible. Many of my neighbors share the same desires and beliefs. 





 





I fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333 because:





It preserves the Historic Characteristics of this wonderful historic site.





It provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units.





It builds them in three years.





It does not include the massive unneeded and unwanted Retail/Office/Commercial Complex that the Developer continues to insist upon.





It does not create 8,000 retail auto trips per day.





It does not generate approx. 15,000 tons of greenhouse gases.





It preserves both the present childcare center and the existing café.





It matches the surrounding neighborhoods for character, style, scale and bulk.





 





I strongly oppose the Developers Destructive Proposal as it brings excessive, unnecessary, unwanted and destructive noise, pollution, traffic and congestion to the neighborhoods surrounding 3333; it threatens the quality of life; it poses threats to pedestrian safety; it contributes to climate change.





 





Thank you,





 





~Michael Coholan
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Dear Mr. Zuchi,





As a long time resident and homeowner who lives on the 3300 block of California Street, I wanted to express my opinion on the DEIR done for the 3333 California development.  





The developer's request for 15 years to construct the project is suspect.  This looks like a plan to sell a new entitlement on an upzoned property.  Developers all over town are selling new entitlements rather than build housing.  Alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR would be built in 3 to 5 years.  The Community Preservation Alternative would be built within three years. 





The DEIR does not address the impact on the neighborhood of a 15 year construction project and all the resulting affects on the surrounding neighborhoods and thus it is incomplete and inaccurate.  





I fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333





It preserves the Historic Characteristics of this wonderful historic site.





It provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units.





It builds them in three years.





It does not include the massive unneeded and unwanted  Retail/Office/Commercial Complex that the Developer continues to insist upon.





It does not create 13,000+ retail auto trips per day.





It does not generate approx. 15,000 tons of greenhouse gases.





It preserves both the present childcare center and the existing café.





It matches the surrounding neighborhoods for character, style, scale and bulk.





I strongly oppose the Developers Proposal as it brings excessive, unnecessary, unwanted and destructive noise, pollution, traffic and congestion to the neighborhoods surrounding 3333; it threatens the quality of life; it poses threats to pedestrian safety; it contributes to climate change.





The Community Full Preservation Alternative will generate ZERO retail auto trips to 3333 as opposed to the 12,000-15,000 retail caused the Developers Proposal.





The Community Full Preservation Alternative will protect the small, family owned businesses in Laurel Village, Sacramento St. and Presidio Ave. A quick walk around these neighborhoods will clearly show the immense pressure these businesses are experiencing. More retail is unneeded and unwanted. It will destroy our local businesses.                                                                                                                                The Neighborhoods are well served by businesses at Laurel Village, Sacramento St., Trader Joe’s, City Center, California St. etc. we do not need more, more, more.                                      We do not need the more than 100,000 square feet of Retail, Office, Commercial space that the Developers Proposal calls for.                                                                                          One of the reasons the Developer destroys this historic site is to create enough space for this unneeded and unwanted Retail/Office/Commercial (ROC) nonsense.





The CPMC development, a Community supported plan by the way, adds 270 housing units and the Developer and neighbors have agreed to have no Retail.   Why is 3333 being treated differently by forcing unneeded and unwanted ROC (Retail/Office/Commercial) against the overwhelming opposition of the surrounding residents?





Recent studies have shown that the City’s method of calculating auto trips, and the resulting chaos and congestion is deeply flawed, to the point of being misleading.                                                                                                                              At the time the VMT (Vehicle Miles Travelled) methodology was developed, SF CHAMP last updated Nov. 2014, the Transportation Networking Companies (TNCs) -Uber/Lyft/Chariot etc. were still in their infancy and so the VMT methodology fails to account for their incredibly disruptive impact. The TNCs average, conservatively,  in excess of 170,000 trips per day in San Francisco. Studies also show that TNCs increase passenger trips by almost 10%. There are about 2,000 taxi medallions in San Francisco so TNCs do not just replace taxis they overwhelm them by orders of magnitude. 





Also, implementation of the VMT methodology is not mandated until 2019 but as Planning and The Developers were unable to explain away the 13,000 Retail Auto trips generated by the existing, and still acceptable, Level of Service methodology, they implemented the VMT methodology with “refinements.” In much the same way as they calculated on the “direct” GHG and totally ignored the “indirect” even though required to do so by their own criteria. 





Planning calculates the Developers Destructive Proposal using VMT methodology will generate approx. 5,800 total auto trips for 3333 for Retail + Office + Residential which is a very suspect number as it is based on questionable assumptions, such as “ The SF Guidelines do not provide a specific methodology to assess the number of trips…..” Planning has therefore, with no supporting documentation or analyses, applied “appropriate refinements to the standard travel demand….” Rather amazing that these “refinements” all work in the Developers favor.    Nowhere in these “refinements” have THCs been taken into account! All of which renders the Traffic Analysis  incorrect, incomplete, inaccurate, invalid.                  





The Planning Department proposes to reduce the number of retail parking spaces as a mitigation measure to reduce the significant traffic impact. This is a false assumption and shows the extent to which the Developer and Planning misunderstand, or simply choose not to understand, the impact that the TNCs have.                                                                                                                                                      Planning’s mitigation measure is a stone age solution to a digital age problem.     How will many people respond to a perceived lack of parking?                                                 They’ll simply call a TNC and go anyway.  Eliminating parking won’t eliminate auto trips it will actually increase auto trips.





The Developers Proposal surrounds 3333 with five major Loading/unloading zones for TNCs and Freight traffic. Initially the Developers promised that all the unloading would be done underground or on-site and now the site is ringed with these zones! These zones not only eliminate approx. 40 parking spaces but they will create additional traffic congestion and pollution.  So we have a ring of loading zones in addition to the inevitable double parking that occurs for deliveries and drop-offs.





I hope that you will take my comments into account when assessing the impact of the 3333 California development as currently proposed. It is unfortunate that after so much efforts at outreach that a) the community’s imput has been ignored and b) that the developers have presented a proposal with last minute significant and meaningful changes ( 15 year construction period, street loading zones etc) , which were not shared with the community.  





 





Regards, 





Mary E. Gwynn 





3328 California St. apt. 4 
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Find attached my general comments concerning the Project and Variant proposed in the DEIR and the supporting information.                                      In general the DEIR is rife with inaccuracies, incorrectness and incompleteness.


I will submit more detailed and referenced comments prior to 5 pm January 8, 2018.


Richard Frisbie
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SUMMARY of DEFICIENCIES/INACCURACIES for the 3333 California DEIR


		                     “Incorrect, Incomplete, Inaccurate”


					





The developer's request for 15 years to construct the project is suspect.  This looks like a plan to sell a new entitlement on an up-zoned property.  Developers all over town are selling new entitlements rather than build housing.  Alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR would be built in 3 to 5 years.  The Community Preservation Alternative would be built within three years.





I fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333


It preserves the Historic Characteristics of this wonderful historic site.


It provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units.


It builds them in three years.


It does not include the massive unneeded and unwanted      Retail/Office/Commercial Complex that the Developer continues to insist upon.


It does not create 8,000 retail auto trips per day.


It does not generate approx. 15,000 tons of greenhouse gases.


It preserves both the present childcare center and the existing café.


It is compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods for character, style, scale and bulk.





I strongly oppose the Developers Destructive Proposal as it brings excessive, unnecessary, unwanted and destructive noise, pollution, traffic and congestion to the neighborhoods surrounding 3333; it threatens the quality of life; it poses threats to pedestrian safety; it contributes to climate change.





The Community Full Preservation Alternative will generate ZERO retail auto trips to 3333 as opposed to the 8,000 retail caused the Developers Destructive Proposal.








The Community Full Preservation Alternative Preserves and Protects Small and Family Owned Businesses                                                                                                                                                  The Community Full Preservation Alternative will protect the small, family owned businesses in Laurel Village, Sacramento St. and Presidio Ave. A quick walk around these neighborhoods will clearly show the immense pressure these businesses are experiencing. More retail is unneeded and unwanted. It will destroy our local businesses.                                                                                                                                The Neighborhoods are well served by businesses at Laurel Village, Sacramento St., Trader Joe’s, City Center, California St. etc. we do not need more, more, more.                                      We do not need the more than 100,000 square feet of Retail, Office, Commercial space that the Developers Destructive Proposal calls for.                                                                                          One of the reasons the Developer destroys this historic site is to create enough space for this unneeded and unwanted Retail/Office/Commercial (ROC) nonsense.                                                   The CPMC development, a Community supported plan by the way, adds 270 housing units and the Developer and neighbors have agreed to have no Retail.   Why is 3333 being treated differently by forcing unneeded and unwanted ROC (Retail/Office/Commercial) against the overwhelming opposition of the surrounding residents?





The Community Unanimously Opposed the Developers’ Massive Retail, Office, Commercial (ROC) Complex.                                                                                                                                                      In a recent Petition Drive at Laurel Village over 800 residents signed the Petition opposing the Developers Full Destruction and Massive ROC plan and supporting the Community’s residential Alternative. Three people opposed it the Petition. These signatures were gathered in less than 8 hours.                                                                                                                                                                      In the Petition Drive the 800 signatories opposed rezoning 3333 and also opposed revoking Resolution 4109, an agreement between the City and the surrounding neighborhoods.                                                                                                                       “A deal is a deal “was how everyone felt.                                                                                                       The Community Full Preservation Alternative will already be more than twice as dense as the surrounding neighborhoods so any rezoning is uncalled for, unneeded and unwanted.                                                                                                           These signatures are in the hands of the District 2 Supervisor.





The Developers Destructive Proposal Generates Excessive Levels of Greenhouse               Gases and Even More Destructive Climate Gases.                                                                                                    Based on current estimates, it will generate approx. 15,000 tons of Greenhouse Gases (GHG) and the many associated and far more destructive climate changing gases that accompany the primary Carbon Dioxide gas.                                                                                                                                                                       The Community’s Full Preservation Alternative will, by comparison, generate approx. 4,100 tons of GHG.                                                                                                                                                   The Community Alternative mitigates the GHG generated by more than 70 percent, providing a dramatic reduction in a time of climate change.                                                                                       The GHG calculation is our best estimate. Neither Planning nor the Developer will provide the volume of concrete or weight of steel required.                                                                                    The Developer claims to have built many buildings and many complexes, Planning claims to oversee thousands of such projects and yet no one can even make an educated estimate as to the concrete and steel required.                                                                                                                                                          Could there be something they want to conceal from the public?                                                          Much like they concealed the Historic nature of 3333 for over 4 years?


Planning ignores the GHG generated by the construction materials despite the requirement to address “indirect” GHG. Planning requires the GHG generated in dispensing water to control dust, etc, to be calculated but not the GHG generated in manufacturing the materials used in the construction!                                                                                                                                     Example: The GHG generated by the diesel fuel burned to deliver a load of concrete is calculated to the decimal point but the GHG generated by the concrete itself is ignored. What do the numbers show?                                                                                                                                  Assume a 30 mile round trip: the truck burns approx. 10 gallons of diesel and generates 225 lbs. of CO2. The concrete in the truck generated over 5,000 lbs. of CO2 during manufacture. So, Planning recognizes the 225bs. but claims the 5,000lbs. is irrelevant essentially ignoring 95% of the real GHG!                                                                                                                                        And using this logic throughout the Initial Study Planning concludes that GHG are “Less than Significant” and therefore need not be addressed!                                                                          Folks, you can’t make this stuff up as its beyond one’s imagination.                                                                                                                                         The steel, glass, etc. are all treated similarly.                                                                                       Apparently if you can’t see the GHG actually being emitted into the air it doesn’t actually exist sothere is no need to consider it. So much for a responsible approach to Climate Change.


As noted above the Community Full Preservation Alternative generates less than one third the GHG, however Planning chooses to calculate them.                                                                                   NOTE: Over 95% of the cement/concrete used in the Bay Area is totally manufactured in the Bay Area beginning with the mining process so these GHG are being injected into our air.





The Community Alternative is Superior, Sooner and Safer                                                                          We pollute less and protect the environment: the Community Alternative will ALWAYS generate less than one third the GHG generated the Developers Full Destructive Alternative:                                                                                                   We destroy less: we preserve the historic site.                                                                                                                                         We build less:  4 new buildings versus the Developers’11 new buildings plus creating two tall towers out of the existing main building.                                                                                                     One single level underground parking garage for 450 spaces versus a complex of parking garages, some of three levels,  for 896 spaces;                                                                                                               We excavate less: 90,000cubic yards (9,000 dump truck loads) versus 288,000 cubic yards (32,000 dump truck loads);                                                                                                                                               We preserve and protect our local businesses and shops: no added unwanted and unneeded and neighborhood destroying family-owned or small retail or business;                                                                                                                                            We better protect the health and well being of everyone: no 13,000+ auto trips to pollute the air, generate the noise, put pedestrians at risk, unload trucks on the streets, etc.





The Community’s Full Preservation Alternative solution will always be three times More Climate Friendly;  Far Less Disruptive; Far More Family Friendly; Far Safer for Pedestrians; Far Healthier Air Quality-wise; and Provide Critical Housing at Least Three Times Faster than Developers’ solution.





                                  We fully support housing                                                                                                                           The Community has supported the Lucky Penny (95 units), CPMC (270 units) and now 3333 (558) units.  It was the Community that spearheaded the effort that led to the approval of the Lucky Penny Project.                                                                                                                                                     Over 1,000 units in a half mile radius.                                                                                                    So please don’t offend me and misrepresent the Community’s position.                                                     We support housing and history; we oppose unneeded, unwanted and unnecessary Retail and mindless destruction of a historic site.                                                                                                             AND we provide housing in as much as 12 years sooner than the Developers Full Destructive Plan does.                                                                                                                                                       The YIMBYs should be 100% in favor of the Community’s Full Preservation plan and if they’re not then they are being grossly hypocritical.





The Community Full Preservation Alternative Prevents Excessive Traffic from the Massive ROC Complex, Uber & Lyft. Etc. from Overrunning our Neighborhoods.


Recent studies have shown that the City’s method of calculating auto trips, and the resulting chaos and congestion is deeply flawed, to the point of being misleading.                                                                                                                                     At the time the VMT (Vehicle Miles Travelled) methodology was developed, SF CHAMP last updated Nov. 2014, the Transportation Networking Companies (TNCs) -Uber/Lyft/Chariot etc. were still in their infancy and so the VMT methodology fails to account for their incredibly disruptive impact.                                                                                                                                               The TNCs average, conservatively,  in excess of 170,000 trips per day in San Francisco.                                    There are about 2,000 taxi medallions in San Francisco so TNCs do not just replace taxis they overwhelm them by orders of magnitude.                                                                                                     Also, implementation of the VMT methodology is not mandated until 2019 but as Planning and The Developers were unable to explain away the 8,000 Retail Auto trips generated by the existing, and still acceptable, Level of Service methodology, they implemented the VMT methodology with “refinements.” Planning calculates the Developers Destructive Proposal using VMT methodology will generate approx. 5,800 total auto trips for 3333 for Retail + Office + Residential which is an entirely bogus number based on questionable assumptions, such as “The SF Guidelines do not provide a specific methodology to assess the number of trips…..” Planning has therefore, with no supporting documentation or analyses, applied “appropriate refinements to the standard travel demand….”                                                                                                                                           Rather amazing that these “refinements” all work in the Developers favor.                                                                                                                    Nowhere in these “refinements” have TNCs been taken into account! 


Oh, by the way, the “refinements” used were created for The Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 as well as the Pier 70 Mixed Use District Project! 


Seawall Lot 337 & Pier 48 summary:                                                                                                  Project type   Mixed-use, open space, residential, commercial
Project area  Approx. 28 acres
Proposed building area   1.3 – 1.7 million sf commercial; 750,000 - 1.5 million sf residential; 150,000 – 200,000 sf retail, 850,000 sf structured parking 





    Seawall Lot 337 & Pier 48





Pier 70 summary: “The 35acre waterfront mixed-use neighborhood will provide housing, waterfront parks, artist space, local manufacturing and rehabilitated historic buildings.” Altogether the redevelopment covers 35 acres and up to 3,025 new units of housing—the exact count is still in flux, with a low end of 1,645—and its roots stretch back a decade to a 2007 port plan.


WOW! What remarkably similar projects to 3333.   What “refinements” could possibly be comparable? Simply bogus.                                                                                                                    The DEIR consistently attempts to misrepresent and mislead the public.                                             It is incomplete, incorrect, inaccurate and invalid and NOTHING demonstrates this better than the above.



Under their previous, Level of Service, methodology they would have calculated 8,000 retail trips alone.                                                                                                                                                    I I think it safe to say that the numbers presented by Planning are simply “Developer friendly!”. Their VMT methodology with “refinements” will generate fewer trips, especially since there are no criteria for calculating the impact of TNCs, but there is nothing in the legislation that remotely suggests it would generate 35% less trips!  This entire section is suspect and Planning must explain this profound discrepancy.                                                                                                                                   As noted above, nowhere are the TNCs incorporated into the calculations.


All of which renders the Traffic Analysis incorrect, incomplete, inaccurate, invalid.                                                                                              


The Planning Department proposes to reduce the number of retail parking spaces as a mitigation measure to reduce the significant traffic impact.                                                                     This is a false assumption and shows the extent to which the Developer and Planning misunderstand, or simply choose not to understand, the impact that the TNCs have.                                                                                                                                                            Planning’s mitigation measure is a stone age solution to a digital age problem.                           How will many people respond to a perceived lack of parking?                                                      They’ll simply call a TNC and go anyway.                                                                                                Eliminating parking won’t eliminate auto trips it will actually increase auto trips.                                                                                                                           A UC Davis study shows that people make MORE trips because of TNCs than if they had to use their own cars or take public transit. People now make trips they would never have made in the past – by any mode of transport.                                                                                                                                                     The VMT methodology used by the Planning Department fails to account for the impact of TNCs.                                                                                                                                                                     And, the use of TNCs makes the GHG situation worse.                                                                                                                                                                  Let’s assume I want to go to 3333 by auto.  I could personally drive 2 miles to get to the 3333 Retail/Office/Commercial complex, park, then shop or do business, the drive 2 miles home for a total of 4 miles.                                                                                                                                     Data shows that many people will now use a TNC rather than drive their own cars. This will be even more pronounced if Parking is reduced!                                                                                                                                        So now the TNC has to come to me, assume 2 miles, and take me the 2 miles to 3333 for a total of 4 miles.                                                                                                                                                       When I go home the same thing happens or an additional 4 miles for a grand total of 8 miles.  Twice the GHG generated per trip!                                                                                                                                            So, not only do we have 8,000 retail auto trips, excluding the effect of TNCs (not addressed) to deal with we have many of them generating significant more GHG per trip!                                                                                                                                   Planning needs to do a comprehensive analysis using credible data and a credible methodology so that the public knows the extent of the GHG generated.                                               We are in a crisis with climate change and the methodology shown in the DEIR fails to address this crisis credibly.                                                                                                                                          In fact climate change is more of a threat to the future of San Francisco than housing is and it isn’t being addressed accurately in the DEIR.





The Community Full Preservation Alternative Protects the Historic Site, Protects the Greenspaces, Maintains the Existing RM-1 Zoning and Resolution 4109, Maintains the Public’s Permanent Right-of-Use of the Greenspaces .


The Developers Destructive Proposal first demolishes and destroys the Historic Characteristics and nature of 3333.                                                                                                                                     Then it virtually destroys all of Laurel Hill itself, with the exception of a small sliver at the southwest corner, by excavating the entire site to depths ranging from 15 to 40 ft.                                                                                                                               The only area that isn’t excavated is under a portion of the existing building!                             Not sure how they missed that opportunity!                                                                                  Removal of the demolition debris and the excavated soils will require approx. 28,000 dump truck loads, all of which have to pass though and pollute our neighborhoods.                                                                                                                     By contrast, the Community Full Preservation Alternative generates approx. 9,000 dump truck loads, one quarter as many!                                                                                                                      After the demolition the Developer has to then deliver all the new materials required to rebuild what they demolished plus 11 new buildings.                                                                      How many large truck loads, concrete truck loads, etc. will this require?                                      The Community Alternative only builds 4 new buildings so like the GHG and the debris/soil removals the Community Full Preservation Alternative requires far fewer, probably about one third, or less, as many delivery loads.                                                                                                            A quick look at the turning radii of the trucks, ie. SU-30 Circulation Exhibit and WB-40 Circulation Exhibit clearly demonstrates that all the deliveries during destruction, demolition, excavation, construction and long term operations pose significant threats to traffic safety, pedestrian safety, congestion and pollution.


In fact, as WB-40 shows large trucks cannot safely navigate 5 of the 6 major intersections surrounding the site. There are no plans to mitigate this profound situation which will essentially exist from the beginning of the project ad infinitum. Planning and the Developers have simply washed their hands of the problem a la Pontius Pilate.





The Community Full Preservation Alternative will preserve most of the mature trees at 3333, some of which date back to the time of the Laurel Hill cemetery whereas the Developers Destructive Proposal will attempt to spare approx. 4.





The Community Full Preservation Alternative Keeps the Loading and Unloading Traffic Within the Site as Opposed to External to the Site


The Developers Destructive Proposal surrounds 3333 with five major Loading/unloading zones for TNCs and Freight traffic. Initially the Developers promised that all the unloading would be done underground or on-site and now the site is ringed with these zones! These zones not only eliminate approx. 40 parking spaces but they will create additional traffic congestion and pollution. So we have a ring of loading zones in addition to the inevitable double parking that occurs for deliveries and drop-offs. A perfect storm!
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I completely support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative plan for 3333 California Street.  The reasons are many including the fact that it preserves the historical characteristics of this site by keeping the existing award winning building plus the original landscape and hardscape.  This Community Alternative plan provides the same number of housing units as the developers plan, that is 558 or 744 in the variant, without generating massive amounts of greenhouse gases.  There will not be unnecessary excavation as in the developers plan thereby lessening the dirt, dust, noise and other pollutants.  There is serpentine rock under the site that, if disturbed, can release asbestos dust, a well known health hazard.  The Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative plan is expected to be completed in about 3 years.  This bears repeating.  The Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative plan is expected to be completed in about 3 years.





I strongly oppose the Developers proposal with its unnecessary retail and resulting congestion, its destructive excavation and ruination of a California State Historical Site and the alarming construction time schedule.  I find it shocking that the Developers would propose to need up to 15 years to complete this project.  Again, up to 15 years to complete this project!  That makes a mockery of The City’s very real and current housing crisis and shows zero concern for the residents in the surrounding neighborhoods.  Fifteen years of construction would make this area unlivable for these neighborhoods.  I fully expect that my husband and I will have to move out for at least part of this intolerable construction period.  Not a pleasant experience to look foreword  to for a couple in their 70’s.





These desirable neighborhoods surrounding the 3333 California Street property deserve a thoughtful, balanced and relevant use of this beautiful 10+ acre parcel.  The Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative plan will give them the best of the historical characteristics and a 21st century prospective that will continue the tradition for what has always been a very special area of The City.  Show the 800+ signers of the petition that you understand the importance and magnitude of this decision.





Very truly yours,





Janet Wennergren Frisbie


525 Laurel Street, 94118





Sent from my iPad
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Dear Mr. Zuchi,


As a resident and homeowner of over 10 years and on the 3300 block of California St., I would like to express my opinion regarding the recent DEIR produced for the development of 3333 California St. 





I am deeply concerned by the developer's request for 15 years to construct the project. This length of time makes me suspect an alternate motive, such as planning a new entitlement on an up-zoned property. Developers all over San Francisco appear to be using this tactic, create entitlements rather than build housing. The draft EIR considered construction in 3 to 5 years. The Community Preservation Alternate would complete construction in 3 years. If they must have 15 years then they need to agree that there can be no entitlement up-zoning trick.  





The DEIR really does not consider the impact on the neighborhood and in this aspect is woefully incomplete. Particularly in that no consideration is given to asking the residents to live in a construction zone for 15 years with streets being blocked by cranes and cement trucks, subjected to construction dust and pollutants, with construction noise dawn-to-dusk. Three to five years of this is asking a lot,15 years is excessive particularity where everything across the street from the site and on all sides is essentially residential housing for families with children. 





I fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333 California St. I support his plan because:
-  It preserves the Historic Characteristics of this unique and wonderful historic site.
-  It provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units.
-  It builds these units in three years.
-  It does not include the Retail/Office/Commercial Complex (large and unneeded and unwanted  but that the Developer continues to insist upon), and in doing so
     - avoids adding another 13,000+ retail auto trips per day to a city already overwhelmed by cars and short of parking
     - avoids forcing traffic and parking demand into the adjacent neighborhoods 
     - avoids adding 15 kilotons per year of private transportation-generated pollutants to the cities environment 
     - preserves both the present childcare center and the existing café.
     - better matches the character, style and scale of the surrounding residential neighborhoods





I strongly oppose the Developers Proposal as it brings excessive, unnecessary, unwanted and destructive noise, pollution, traffic and congestion to the neighborhoods surrounding the 3333 California site. The 15 year construction plan poses a long-term threat to quality of life in the neighborhood surrounding the site and may well suppress the values of surrounding properties for over a decade. 


 
The Community Full Preservation Alternative will protect the small, family owned businesses in Laurel Village, Sacramento St. and Presidio Ave. A quick walk around these neighborhoods will clearly show the immense pressure these businesses are experiencing. More retail is unneeded and unwanted. It will destroy our local businesses. The Neighborhoods are well served by businesses at Laurel Village, along Sacramento St., Trader Joe’s, City Center, along California St.  A central reason for the developer to destroy the historic site is to add 100,000 square feet of Retail, Office, Commercial space. We do not need more empty store fronts. The retail world is struggling to survive the rise of the on-line world, adding more retail space will either sit empty or lead to a spiral of failures as the shops compete for a finite number of shoppers.   





                                      






I fail to see how the CPMC development down the street, a Community supported plan that adds 270 housing units, found a way where the developer and neighbors agreed to have no retail.  While at 3333 California, we are told the Retail/Office/Commercial is required against the overwhelming opposition of the surrounding residents. 





Several recent studies have questioned the City’s method of calculating auto trips, and the resulting chaos and congestion.  Some have suggested the methodology is misleading. The methodology is certainly out of date (last updated in 2014) taking no account of how the Uber/Lyft/Chariot swarm alter the traffic landscape. I can see a lane on either side of California street blocked by Ubers double and triple parked. A disaster for those of us when we need to back out of our garages and a disaster for those who need the emergency vehicles that regularly use California St as a fast way across this part of town. This question is easily answered, provide the raw data and the calculations and the defined procedures that were used so that they can be independently verified. At present, the traffic analysis looks like a favor done for the developers where the neighborhood is expected to accept the high-level results blindly and just live with the results.       












The Planning Department proposes to reduce the number of retail parking spaces as a mitigation measure to reduce the significant traffic impact. This does not make sense. Are there published studies that support this idea and if so can we have the references? If the business served are to survive, eliminating parking does not eliminate auto trips it will actually increase driving time as cars cruse for a spot and it will push parking into the surrounding neighborhoods, or it will fill the streets with Ubers. All to the detriment of those that live in the neighbor. Whereas if parking is so bad as to drive away shoppers, we get the failure of the businesses. The Developers Proposal surrounds 3333 California with five major Loading/unloading zones for personnel pick-ups and loading. The Developers started by promising that all commercial loading would be done underground or on-site. Now the site is ringed with loading zones. These zones eliminate many parking spaces and create additional traffic congestion and pollution. Simply put, the traffic flow and the parking impacts do not seem to have been considered in a systematic fashion. 












I apologize for sending this at the last minute and hope you will be able to take my comments into account when assessing the impact of the 3333 California development on our community and neighborhood. The city is changing, my hope is that this change is managed in a smart way that keeps the city a culturally vibrant place, and a fine place to live and raise a family.   












with best regards Regards,

Phillip H Paul
3328 California St. apt. 4 
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Commissoners, 





I am a long time resident of the Laurel Heights area and have attended many meetings regarding the development of the 3333 California Street property. Like so many of my neighbors, I am in opposition to the Developer's Proposal and I state this for the following reasons:





The Developer's proposed 100,000 square feet of Retail/Office/Commercial space is unneeded. We are currently surrounded by numerous small businesses (many of them family owned). They have long provided for our needs and are greatly appreciated.





The Developer's Proposal destroys the historical characteristics of the site. Sadly, under the Developer's Proposal, much of Laurel Hill will be gone as will most of the mature trees and the very welcoming green space.





The requested fifteen years to construct the project is unreasonable. Why should neighbors be subjected to fifteen years of demolition, excavation, noise and pollution?





While I am very much against the Developer's Proposal, I am in favor of the Community Full Preservation Alternative. Unlike the Developer's Proposal, the Alternative does not include the massive Retail/Office/Commercial Complex. It retains the character of the neighborhood and provides 558 housing units to be built in three years and not fifteen.





I would appreciate your consideration.





Arlene Filippi


42 Wood Street


San Francisco, CA 94118
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Dear Mr. Zushi  and Commissioners, 





I am writing to express my deep concerns over the current proposal for 3333 California, and to express support for the Community Alternative.





I have lived in Pacific Heights for 7 years, initially next to Lafayette park and for the past three years next to Alta Plaza park, with my kindergarten age daughter and my husband. We live on Jackson between Baker and Broderick, about six blocks from the corner of California and Presidio, one of the major intersections that would be affected by the project.





We use the JCC frequently, and are constantly using both California, Presidio, Masonic and other streets around the site to get to our destinations, both by car and bus (1, 3 and 43). We also shop at Laurel Village, Trader Joe's and other local destinations.





We are concerned that the proposed project would affect us in numerous ways, the most important of which I outline below:





*	The proposed 7-15 year time frame for the project is mind-boggling. It will disrupt the very fabric of the neighborhood as its very important areas will become unusable for entire childhood of kids of our daughters age.


*	The long timeframe makes it more likely that in the case of an economic downturn, such as in 2008, the project could halt indefinitely.


*	The truck traffic and other construction traffic is a threat to pedestrian safety. The congestion will force cars onto nearby side streets, affecting the whole area.


*	The size and scope of the project will have major environmental impact in terms of the amount of GHG released. 





Instead, I strongly support the Community Alternative, which will produce the same amount of much-needed housing. It will increase the density of housing in the area, but will not have the excessive and unneeded retail, office and commercial space. It also can be completed in a reasonable timeframe, thus balancing the needs of the neighborhood and the city as a whole.





I understand that the city needs more housing, but letting developers proposal can not possibly be the right way to go.  I urge the commission to work with the developer to be responsive to community concerns by scaling down the proposal.





Thank you very much for your consideration.





Sincerely,





Jane Fridlyand


2947 Jackson Street


San Francisco, CA 94115


415-652-1920
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Commissioners,





My name is Adam Mcdonough and I'm a 10-year resident of Laurel Heights. I'm writing to voice my opposition to the developer's proposed project at 3333 California Street, and lend my full support for the community "full preservation" alternative. I believe the DEIR is inadequate in a number of ways, including:





1. It understates the negative impacts of destroying the historical characteristics at the current site;





2. It underestimates the negative impacts of retail, office and commercial space to the local community (traffic, pollution, noise, etc.);





3. It overstates the value of "open space" at the expense of "green space", depriving the neighborhood of a local park in return for paved walkways;





4. It inadequately represents the negative impacts of a potential 15-year construction period to the families living in proximity to the site;





5. It incompletely addresses the damaging effects of greenhouse gases emitted during and after the construction period;





The community alternative provides the same number of housing units without the excessive, bulky, towering, commercialized and paved project proposed by the developer. 





Thank you for considering my objections to the developer's proposal, as well as those of a majority of  neighborhood residents.





Adam McDonough


(415) 305-8776
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Dear Planning Commission,












We are writing as neighbors of 3333 California Street for over 30 years to respectfully request the planning commission consider the Community Full Preservation Alternative as opposed to the developers harsher proposal.












While we support the need for housing and inevitable change, we are convinced a thoughtful approach can benefit everyone.  The thought of 15 years of construction, removal of existing beneficial trees and all the ensuing disruption and environmental impacts are a heavy price to pay.  We are hopeful that the planning commission can be consensus builders while still fulfilling their mission.  The Community Full Preservation Alternative can be completed within 3 years.












As natives of this wonderful city we look forward to this iconic space being utilized in the best possible way.












Sincerely,





Jim, Colleen, Neil, Julia and Seamus Ryan











Discrepancies and Comments with 3333 California St. DEIR

		From

		Sal Ahani

		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

		Cc

		Richard Frisbie; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)

		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; frfbeagle@gmail.com; catherine.stefani@sfgov.org



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





 





To the planning Commision:





I am deeply concerned of what is occurring in my neighborhood, specifically at 3333 California St. Please read the following:





The developer's request for 15 years to construct the project is suspect.  This looks like a plan to sell a new entitlement on an up-zoned property.  Developers all over town are selling new entitlements rather than build housing.  Alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR would be built in 3 to 5 years.  The Community Preservation Alternative would be built within three years.


 


I fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333






It preserves the Historic Characteristics of this wonderful historic site.


It provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units.


It builds them in three years.


It does not include the massive unneeded and unwanted     Retail/Office/Commercial Complex that the Developer continues to insist upon.


It does not create 8,000 retail auto trips per day.


It does not generate approx. 15,000 tons of greenhouse gases.


It preserves both the present childcare center and the existing café.


It matches the surrounding neighborhoods for character, style, scale and bulk.


 


I strongly oppose the Developers Destructive Proposal as it brings excessive, unnecessary, unwanted and destructive noise, pollution, traffic and congestion to the neighborhoods surrounding 3333; it threatens the quality of life; it poses threats to pedestrian safety; it contributes to climate change.


 


The Community Full Preservation Alternative will generate ZERO retail auto trips to 3333 as opposed to the 8,000 retail caused the Developers Destructive Proposal.


 


The Community Full Preservation Alternative will protect the small, family owned businesses in Laurel Village, Sacramento St. and Presidio Ave. A quick walk around these neighborhoods will clearly show the immense pressure these businesses are experiencing. More retail is unneeded and unwanted. It will destroy our local businesses.   The Neighborhoods are well served by businesses at Laurel Village, Sacramento St., Trader Joe’s, City Center, California St. etc. we do not need more, more, more.  We do not need the more than 100,000 square feet of Retail, Office, Commercial space that the Developers Destructive Proposal calls for. One of the reasons the Developer destroys this historic site is to create enough space for this unneeded and unwanted Retail/Office/Commercial (ROC) nonsense.


 


The CPMC development, a Community supported plan by the way, adds 270 housing units and the Developer and neighbors have agreed to have no Retail.   Why is 3333 being treated differently by forcing unneeded and unwanted ROC (Retail/Office/Commercial) against the overwhelming opposition of the surrounding residents?


 


In a recent Petition Drive at Laurel Village over 800 residents signed the Petition opposing the Developers Full Destruction and Massive ROC plan and supporting the Community’s residential Alternative. Three people opposed it the Petition. These signatures were gathered in less than 8 hours.  In the Petition Drive the 800 signatories opposed rezoning 3333 and also opposed revoking Resolution 4109, an agreement between the City and the surrounding neighborhoods. “A deal is a deal “was how everyone felt. The Community Full Preservation Alternative will already be more than twice as dense as the surrounding neighborhoods so any rezoning is uncalled for, unneeded and unwanted.  These signatures are in the hands of the District 2 Supervisor.


 


The Developers Destructive Proposal is well named.  Based on current estimates, it will generate approx. 15,000 tons of Greenhouse Gases (GHG) and the many associated and far more destructive climate changing gases that accompany the primary CO2.  The Community’s Full Preservation Alternative will, by comparison, generate approx. 4,100 tons of GHG. The Community Alternative mitigates the GHG generated by more than 70 percent, providing a dramatic reduction in a time of climate change.


The GHG calculation is our best estimate. Neither Planning nor the Developer will provide the volume of concrete or weight of steel required.  The Developer claims to have built many buildings and many complexes, Planning claims to oversee thousands of such projects and yet no one can even make an educated estimate as to the concrete and steel required.  







Could there be something they want to conceal from the public?    Much like they concealed the Historic nature of 3333 for over 4 years?


We pollute less and protect the environment: the Community Alternative will ALWAYS generate less than one third the GHG generated the Developers Full Destructive Alternative: We destroy less: we preserve the historic site.  We build less:  4 new buildings versus the Developers’11 new buildings plus creating two tall towers out of the existing main building.  One single level underground parking garage for 450 spaces versus a complex of parking garages, some of three levels,  for 896 spaces;  We excavate less: 90,000cubic yards (9,000 dump truck loads) versus 288,000 cubic yards (32,000 dump truck loads);   We preserve and protect our local businesses and shops: no added unwanted and unneeded and neighborhood destroying family-owned or small retail or business;  We better protect the health and well being of everyone: no 13,000+ auto trips to pollute the air, generate the noise, put pedestrians at risk, unload trucks on the streets, etc. the Community’s solution will always be three times better than the Developers solution. 


 


The Developers Destructive Proposal not only destroys the Historic Site it destroys our climate. Concrete is a major contributor to GHG, in fact the GHG generated by the manufacture of cement and steel equals the GHG generated by traffic. And, 95% of the cement used in the Bay Area is manufactured in the Bay Area so the GHGs are OUR GHGs. The cement is not made somewhere else in the country it is made here.






We fully support housing:  



 The Community has supported the Lucky Penny (95 units), CPMC (270 units) and now 3333 (558) units. Over 1,000 units in a half mile radius.   So please don’t offend me and misrepresent the Community’s position.We support housing and history; we oppose unneeded, unwanted and unnecessary Retail and mindless destruction of a historic site. AND we provide housing in as much as 12 years sooner than the Developers Full Destruction Plan does. The YIMBYs should be 100% in favor of the Community’s Full Preservation plan and if they’re not then they are being grossly hypocritical.


 


Recent studies have shown that the City’s method of calculating auto trips, and the resulting chaos and congestion is deeply flawed, to the point of being misleading. At the time the VMT (Vehicle Miles Travelled) methodology was developed, SF CHAMP last updated Nov. 2014, the Transportation Networking Companies (TNCs) -Uber/Lyft/Chariot etc. were still in their infancy and so the VMT methodology fails to account for their incredibly disruptive impact.  The TNCs average, conservatively,  in excess of 170,000 trips per day in San Francisco. Studies also show that TNCs increase passenger trips by almost 10%.  There are about 2,000 taxi medallions in San Francisco so TNCs do not just replace taxis they overwhelm them by orders of magnitude. 


Also, implementation of the VMT methodology is not mandated until 2019 but as Planning and The Developers were unable to explain away the 8,000 Retail Auto trips generated by the existing, and still acceptable, Level of Service methodology, they implemented the VMT methodology with “refinements.” Planning calculates the Developers Destructive Proposal using VMT methodology will generate approx. 5,800 total auto trips for 3333 for Retail + Office + Residential which is an entirely bogus number based on questionable assumptions, such as “The SF Guidelines do not provide a specific methodology to assess the number of trips…..” Planning has therefore, with no supporting documentation or analyses, applied “appropriate refinements to the standard travel demand….”                                                                               



Rather amazing that these “refinements” all work in the Developers favor.  Nowhere in these “refinements” have TNCs been taken into account! 


Oh, by the way, the “refinements” used were created for The Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 as well as the Pier 70 Mixed Use District Project! 


Seawall Lot 337 & Pier 48 summary:                                                                                                  Project type   Mixed-use, open space, residential, commercial
Project area  Approx. 28 acres
Proposed building area   1.3 – 1.7 million sf commercial; 750,000 - 1.5 million sf residential; 150,000 – 200,000 sf retail, 850,000 sf structured parking 


 


     Seawall Lot 337 & Pier 48


 


Pier 70 summary: “The 35acre waterfront mixed-use neighborhood will provide housing, waterfront parks, artist space, local manufacturing and rehabilitated historic buildings.” Altogether the redevelopment covers 35 acres and up to 3,025 new units of housing—the exact count is still in flux, with a low end of 1,645—and its roots stretch back a decade to a 2007 port plan.


 


WOW! What remarkably similar projects to 3333.   What “refinements” could possibly be comparable? Simply bogus.                                                                                                                    The DEIR consistently attempts to misrepresent and mislead the public.                                             It is incomplete, incorrect, inaccurate and invalid and NOTHING demonstrates this better than the above.



Under their previous, Level of Service, methodology they would have calculated 8,000 retail trips alone.                                                                                                                                                    I I think it safe to say that the numbers presented by Planning are simply “Developer friendly!”. Their VMT methodology with “refinements” will generate fewer trips, especially since there are no criteria for calculating the impact of TNCs, but there is nothing in the legislation that remotely suggests it would generate 35% less trips!  This entire section is suspect and Planning must explain this profound discrepancy.                                                                                                                                   As noted above, nowhere are the TNCs incorporated into the calculations.


All of which renders the Traffic Analysis incorrect, incomplete, inaccurate, invalid.                                                                                              


 


The Planning Department proposes to reduce the number of retail parking spaces as a mitigation measure to reduce the significant traffic impact.                                                                     This is a false assumption and shows the extent to which the Developer and Planning misunderstand, or simply choose not to understand, the impact that the TNCs have.                                                                                                                                                            Planning’s mitigation measure is a stone age solution to a digital age problem.                           How will many people respond to a perceived lack of parking?                                                      They’ll simply call a TNC and go anyway.                                                                                                Eliminating parking won’t eliminate auto trips it will actually increase auto trips.                                                                                                                           A UC Davis study shows that people make MORE trips because of TNCs than if they had to use their own cars or take public transit. People now make trips they would never have made in the past – by any mode of transport.                                                                                                                                                     The VMT methodology used by the Planning Department fails to account for the impact of TNCs.                                                                                                                                                                     And, the use of TNCs makes the GHG situation worse.                                                                                                                                                                  Let’s assume I want to go to 3333 by auto.  I could personally drive 2 miles to get to the 3333 Retail/Office/Commercial complex, park, then shop or do business, the drive 2 miles home for a total of 4 miles.                                                                                                                                     Data shows that many people will now use a TNC rather than drive their own cars. This will be even more pronounced if Parking is reduced!                                                                                                                                        So now the TNC has to come to me, assume 2 miles, and take me the 2 miles to 3333 for a total of 4 miles.                                                                                                                                                       When I go home the same thing happens or an additional 4 miles for a grand total of 8 miles.  Twice the GHG generated per trip!                                                                                                                                            So, not only do we have 8,000 retail auto trips, excluding the effect of TNCs (not addressed) to deal with we have many of them generating significant more GHG per trip!                                                                                                                                   Planning needs to do a comprehensive analyses using credible data and a credible methodology so that the public knows the extent of the GHG generated.                                               We are in a crisis with climate change and the methodology shown in the DEIR fails to address this crisis credibly.                                                                                                                                          In fact climate change is more of a threat to the future of San Francisco than housing is and it isn’t being addressed accurately in the DEIR.


 


The Developers Destructive Proposal first demolishes and destroys the Historic Characteristics and nature of 3333.                                                                                                                                     Then it virtually destroys all of Laurel Hill itself, with the exception of a small sliver at the southwest corner, by excavating the entire site to depths ranging from 15 to 40 ft.                                                                                                                               The only area that isn’t excavated is under a portion of the existing building!                             Not sure how they missed that opportunity!                                                                                  Removal of the demolition debris and the excavated soils will require approx. 32,000 dump truck loads, all of which have to pass though and pollute our neighborhoods.                                                                                                                     By contrast, the Community Full Preservation Alternative generates approx. 9,000 dump truck loads, one quarter as many!                                                                                                                      After the demolition the Developer has to then deliver all the new materials required to rebuild what they demolished plus 11 new buildings.                                                                      How many large truck loads, concrete truck loads, etc. will this require?                                      The Community Alternative only builds 4 new buildings so like the GHG and the debris/soil removals the Community Full Preservation Alternative requires far fewer, probably about one third, or less, as many delivery loads. A quick look at the turning radii of the trucks, ie. SU-30 Circulation Exhibit and WB-40 Circulation Exhibit clearly demonstrates that all the deliveries during destruction, demolition, excavation, construction and long term operations pose significant threats to traffic safety, pedestrian safety, congestion and pollution.


In fact, as WB-40 shows large trucks cannot safely navigate 5 of the 6 major intersections surrounding the site. There are no plans to mitigate this profound situation which will essentially exist from the beginning of the project ad infinitum. Planning and the Developers have simply washed their hands of the problem a la Pontius Pilate.


 


The Community Full Preservation Alternative will preserve most of the mature trees at 3333, some of which date back to the time of the Laurel Hill cemetery whereas the Developers Destructive Proposal will attempt to spare approx. 4.


 


The Developers Destructive Proposal surrounds 3333 with five major Loading/unloading zones for TNCs and Freight traffic. Initially the Developers promised that all the unloading would be done underground or on-site and now the site is ringed with these zones! These zones not only eliminate approx. 40 parking spaces but they will create additional traffic congestion and pollution. So we have a ring of loading zones in addition to the inevitable double parking that occurs for deliveries and drop-offs.
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
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1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
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From: 86 Dwellers <86dwellers@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, January 05, 2019 8:13 PM
To: RICH HILLIS <richhillissf@gmail.com>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
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Cc: Dito, Matthew (CPC) <Matthew.Dito@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 2018-009178CUA
 

 

86 Dwellers

P. O. Box 421949

San Francisco, CA 94142-1949

 

January 5, 2019

 

RE: 2018-009178CUA

799 Van Ness Avenue

 

Planning Commission

1660 Mission Street 4th Floor Suite 400

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


San Francisco, CA 94102

 

Dear Commissioners & Planning Staff,

 

This project in RC-4 district to ask for conditional use Authorization for an unnamed gym.

 

Within one mile of this project there already 15 public gyms and numerous housing developments with
fitness rooms.

 

The Executive committee doesn’t not see this proposal as proper use within the Van Ness Avenue
commercial corridor which has been under construction for several years.

 

We request the commission deny the conditional use authorization and ask the project sponsor to do
proper community outreach when we see no public comments in the Executive Summary we can assume
very little if any community outreach was performed.

 

Executive committee
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Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
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From: Andrea Aiello <andrea@castrocbd.org> 
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2019 3:27 PM
To: Washington, Delvin (CPC) <delvin.washington@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Rachel Swann <rachel.swann@theagencyre.com>; Gina Blancarte
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Subject: Letter of Support The Agency - 3215 16th St. # 2018-017008
 

 

Hello,
Attached please find the Castro CBD's letter of support for The Agency's CU, Planning case number is
2018-017008.
 
If you have any questions, please let me know.
Thank you,
Andrea Aiello
 Andrea Aiello   Executive Director
 Castro/Upper Market CBD
 ph: 415-500-1181
 www.castrocbd.org
 facebook.com/castrocbd
 twitter.com/visitthecastro

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INITIATES PLANS FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING BOND
Date: Tuesday, January 08, 2019 10:27:39 AM
Attachments: 1.7.19 Capital Plan Draft.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, January 07, 2019 12:38 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INITIATES PLANS FOR AFFORDABLE
HOUSING BOND
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, January 7, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED INITIATES PLANS FOR

AFFORDABLE HOUSING BOND 
A $300 million Affordable Housing Bond has been added into the City’s draft Capital Plan, 

moving up plans for an Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond
San Francisco, CA — Today Mayor London N. Breed announced she will be moving
forward an Affordable Housing Bond to build and preserve affordable housing in San
Francisco. The Affordable Housing Bond, which would be placed on an upcoming ballot, has
been added to the draft Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2019-20 through 2028-29, which lays out
the upcoming 10 year General Obligation (G.O.) Bond schedule. The prior version of the
Capital Plan, approved in 2017, did not include an Affordable Housing Bond for upcoming
elections. The updated G.O. Bond schedule has also moved up plans for an Earthquake Safety
and Emergency Response (ESER) Bond to pay for seismic retrofitting and resiliency for
critical public safety infrastructure to 2019, responding to critical seismic risks and needs in
first responder and public-facing buildings. 
The Mayor will be convening a stakeholder process to build support for both bonds, as one
can run in November 2019 and the other can run in March 2020. In the current version of the
draft Capital Plan, the Affordable Housing Bond is slated for 2020 and the ESER Bond is
slated for 2019. These dates are placeholders and can be changed in the coming months. The

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:andrew@tefarch.com
mailto:kate.black@sfgov.org
mailto:dianematsuda@hotmail.com
mailto:ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com
mailto:jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:rsejohns@yahoo.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, January 7, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED INITIATES PLANS FOR 


AFFORDABLE HOUSING BOND  
A $300 million Affordable Housing Bond has been added into the City’s draft Capital Plan,  


moving up plans for an Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond 


San Francisco, CA — Today Mayor London N. Breed announced she will be moving forward 


an Affordable Housing Bond to build and preserve affordable housing in San Francisco. The 


Affordable Housing Bond, which would be placed on an upcoming ballot, has been added to the 


draft Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2019-20 through 2028-29, which lays out the upcoming 10 


year General Obligation (G.O.) Bond schedule. The prior version of the Capital Plan, approved 


in 2017, did not include an Affordable Housing Bond for upcoming elections. The updated G.O. 


Bond schedule has also moved up plans for an Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response 


(ESER) Bond to pay for seismic retrofitting and resiliency for critical public safety infrastructure 


to 2019, responding to critical seismic risks and needs in first responder and public-facing 


buildings.   


The Mayor will be convening a stakeholder process to build support for both bonds, as one can 


run in November 2019 and the other can run in March 2020. In the current version of the draft 


Capital Plan, the Affordable Housing Bond is slated for 2020 and the ESER Bond is slated for 


2019. These dates are placeholders and can be changed in the coming months. The Mayor is 


committed to moving both bonds forward to create more affordable housing for San Francisco 


residents and ensure that all of our critical public safety infrastructure is safe and sound.  


“We need to build more housing in San Francisco, especially badly needed affordable housing to 


help keep our communities stable. This requires us to invest in solutions to build homes for 


people who need them,” said Mayor Breed. “An Affordable Housing Bond is a key part of this 


strategy, and we are working now to move this effort forward so we can invest in more housing 


production to serve the people of San Francisco. We also know that our public safety 


infrastructure must be able to withstand any upcoming earthquakes. These are both key priorities 


for our City, and we will work in the coming weeks to bring people together and determine what 


elections makes the most sense for these bonds to be successful.” 


Published every odd year, the 10-Year Capital Plan is a fiscally constrained expenditure plan that 


lays out infrastructure investments over the next decade. The City Administrator prepares the 


document with input from Citywide stakeholders, who have put forth their best ideas and most 


realistic estimates of San Francisco’s future needs. 
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The draft Capital Plan will be introduced at the next Capital Planning Committee (CPC) meeting 


on January 7, 2019. This draft version will be discussed at meetings over the next two months 


and modifications made, including changing the election dates for either bond. By March 1, 


2019, the Proposed Capital Plan will be submitted to the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor for 


approval no later than May 1, 2019, per Admin Code Section 3.20. 


 


### 


 







Mayor is committed to moving both bonds forward to create more affordable housing for San
Francisco residents and ensure that all of our critical public safety infrastructure is safe and
sound.
“We need to build more housing in San Francisco, especially badly needed affordable housing
to help keep our communities stable. This requires us to invest in solutions to build homes for
people who need them,” said Mayor Breed. “An Affordable Housing Bond is a key part of this
strategy, and we are working now to move this effort forward so we can invest in more
housing production to serve the people of San Francisco. We also know that our public safety
infrastructure must be able to withstand any upcoming earthquakes. These are both key
priorities for our City, and we will work in the coming weeks to bring people together and
determine what elections makes the most sense for these bonds to be successful.”
Published every odd year, the 10-Year Capital Plan is a fiscally constrained expenditure plan
that lays out infrastructure investments over the next decade. The City Administrator prepares
the document with input from Citywide stakeholders, who have put forth their best ideas and
most realistic estimates of San Francisco’s future needs.
 
The draft Capital Plan will be introduced at the next Capital Planning Committee (CPC)
meeting on January 7, 2019. This draft version will be discussed at meetings over the next two
months and modifications made, including changing the election dates for either bond. By
March 1, 2019, the Proposed Capital Plan will be submitted to the Board of Supervisors and
the Mayor for approval no later than May 1, 2019, per Admin Code Section 3.20.
 

###
 
 



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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); STACY, KATE

(CAT)
Subject: RE: CPC Calendars for January 10, 2019 - Addendum
Date: Monday, January 07, 2019 12:02:59 PM
Attachments: 20190110_cal.addendum.pdf

20190110_cal.addendum.docx

Commissioners – Please see attached addendum.
 
 
Thank you,
 
Christine L. Silva
Senior Planner, Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9085 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2019 12:16 PM
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>;
planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis <richhillissf@gmail.com>
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN -
SENIOR MANAGERS <CPC.SeniorManagers@sfgov.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)
<Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT) <Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>
Subject: CPC Calendars for January 10, 2019
 
Commissioners,
Happy New Year!
 
Attached are your Calendars for January 10, 2019, a relatively short one to ease you in to the new year.
 
Commissioner Richards,

Please review the previous hearing and materials for 3848 24th Street.
 
Cheers,
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
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ADDENDUM 
SAN FRANCISCO 


PLANNING COMMISSION 
 


Thursday, January 10, 2019 
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. 


Notice of Hearing 
& 


Agenda 


Commission Chambers, Room 400 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 


San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 



http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfgovtv.org/

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org





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 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 
554-7854; 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. 



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

http://www.sfgov.org/ethics

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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San Francisco Planning Commission       Thursday, January 10, 2019 


 
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. 


 
5a. 2018-007888CWP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


POLK / PACIFIC SPECIAL AREA DESIGN GUIDELINES – Adoption of an ordinance to amend 
the  Planning Code Sections 723 & 726 to reference the Polk Street and Pacific Avenue 
Neighborhood Commercial Design  Guidelines; affirming the Planning Department’s 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, 
Section 302. The Planning Commission will also consider adoption of the Polk/Pacific Special 
Area Design Guidelines at the same time the Ordinance is considered.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt 
(Proposed Continuance to January 17, 2019) 
 


Notice of Hearing & Agenda Page 3 of 3 
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ADDENDUM SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING COMMISSION

Notice of Hearing &

Agenda

Commission Chambers, Room 400 City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, January 10, 2019

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 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; 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.



San Francisco Planning Commission	      Thursday, January 10, 2019



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.



5a.	2018-007888CWP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

POLK / PACIFIC SPECIAL AREA DESIGN GUIDELINES – Adoption of an ordinance to amend the  Planning Code Sections 723 & 726 to reference the Polk Street and Pacific Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Design  Guidelines; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. The Planning Commission will also consider adoption of the Polk/Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines at the same time the Ordinance is considered. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt

(Proposed Continuance to January 17, 2019)
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); STACY, KATE

(CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for January 10, 2019
Date: Friday, January 04, 2019 12:16:42 PM
Attachments: 20190110_cal.docx

20190110_cal.pdf
Advance Calendar - 20190110.xlsx
CPC Hearing Results 2018.docx
CPC Action Items - 2018.docx

Commissioners,
Happy New Year!
 
Attached are your Calendars for January 10, 2019, a relatively short one to ease you in to the new year.
 
Commissioner Richards,

Please review the previous hearing and materials for 3848 24th Street.
 
Cheers,
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org
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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.



1a.	2018-007259CUA	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

88 MUSEUM WAY – southwest side of Museum Way; lot 0097 of Assessor’s Block 2620 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 249.77 and 303(c), to construct a two-story detached garage structure and accessory space located on the “rear” property line of a through lot, resulting in a rear yard that is less than 45% of entire lot. The structure would be located on Museum Way and the property is currently developed with a two-unit building that front on States Street. The subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential – House, Two Family) Zoning District, the Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

(Proposed Continuance to January 31, 2019)



1b.	2018-007259VAR	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

88 MUSEUM WAY – southwest side of Museum Way; lot 0097 of Assessor’s Block 2620 (District 8) – Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for rear yard setback requirements, pursuant to Planning Code Section 134.   The subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential – House, Two Family) Zoning District, the Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Proposed Continuance to January 31, 2019)



2a.	2017-001270CUA	(R. SUCRE: (415) 575-9108)

3140-3150 16TH STREET – between Albion and Valencia Streets – Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 3555 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 for the establishment of an Eating and Drinking Use, Planning Code Sections 121.2 and 762 for a Non-Residential Use equal to or greater than 3,000 sq. ft., Planning Code Section 762 for the conversion of existing ground floor Retail Use to Restaurant Use and the establishment of a Nighttime Entertainment Use, Planning Code Section 145.2 for the establishment of an Outdoor Activity Area, and Planning Code Section 186.2 for the upper-story uses of pre-existing structures in Neighborhood Commercial Districts, for the project involving the rehabilitation and adaptive re-use of a former 20,400 sq. ft. two-story Automotive Repair Use to a new Restaurant with Nighttime Entertainment Use including interior renovations, installation of new storefront systems, and the construction of a 3,735 sq. ft. rooftop deck, exit stairs, two restrooms, storage room, and two elevator penthouses for a new Outdoor Activity Area. The Project site is located within the Valencia Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial – Transit) Zoning District and 55-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 29, 2018)

(Proposed Continuance to February 14, 2019)



2b.	2017-001270VAR	(R. SUCRE: (415) 575-9108)

3140-3150 16TH STREET – between Albion and Valencia Streets – Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 3555 (District 8) – Request for a Variance to the rear yard requirement pursuant to Planning Code Section 134, and Off-Street Loading under Planning Code Section 152, for the project involving the rehabilitation and adaptive re-use of a former 20,400 sq. ft. two-story Automotive Repair Use to a new Restaurant Use including interior renovations, installation of new storefront systems, and the construction of a 3,735 sq. ft. outdoor rooftop deck, exit stairs, two restrooms, storage room, and two elevator penthouses. The Project site is located within the Valencia Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial – Transit) Zoning District and 55-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 29, 2018)

(Proposed Continuance to February 14, 2019)



3.	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). 

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 6, 2018)

(Proposed Continuance to February 14, 2019)



4.	2015-009163CUA	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

77 GEARY STREET– southeast corner of Geary Street and Grant Avenue; Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 0312 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 210.2 to establish a Non-Retail Sales and Service general office use with approximately 24,159 square feet of total space at the second and third floors of the existing building. This application seeks to abate Planning Enforcement Case No. 2015-009163ENF for unauthorized office use in the subject space. The space is currently occupied for office use by a software company (d.b.a. MuleSoft) and by an existing ground floor retailer in the building (d.b.a. Nespresso). The project is located within a C-3-R (Downtown – Retail) District, Downtown Plan Area, and 80-130-F Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

(Continued from Regular hearing on October 25, 2018)

(Proposed for Indefinite Continuance)



5.	2015-008351DRP-06	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

380 HOLLADAY AVENUE – between Holladay and Brewster; Lots 001, 004, 005, and 006 in Assessor’s Block 5577 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application Nos. 2017.02.27.0142; 2015.06.22.9589; 2015.06.22.9593; and 2015.06.22.9594 for construction of four single family houses within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 8, 2018)

WITHDRAWN



B.	CONSENT CALENDAR 



All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing



6.	2016-007467CUA	(B. HICKS (415) 575-9054)

360 WEST PORTAL AVENUE SUITE A – north side between 14th and 15th Avenues; Lot 009 in Assessor’s Block 2483 (District 14) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 729.53 to legalize an existing use as a Retail Professional Service (d.b.a. West Portal Financial Group, LLC), located within the West Portal Avenue NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 26-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



7.	2018-012050CUA	(M. CHANDLER (415) 575-9048)

927 IRVING STREET – south side between 10th and 11th Avenues; Lot 040 in Assessor’s Block 1765 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 730 to establish a 3,325 square foot Health Service Use (dba Henry Ohlhoff Outpatient) at a ground floor tenant space within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. No interior or exterior modifications are proposed under this request. This project was reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). No exterior or interior modifications are to be made under this permit. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions





C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



8.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for December 13, 2018

· Draft Minutes for December 20, 2018



9.	Commission Comments/Questions

· Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to the Commissioner(s).

· Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the Planning Commission.


D.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



10.	Director’s Announcements



11.	Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic Preservation Commission

	

E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to the end of the Agenda.



F. REGULAR CALENDAR  



The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



12.	2018-017238CWP	(M. SMALL: (415) 575-9160)

TALL BUILDINGS SAFETY STRATEGY – The Tall Buildings Safety Strategy on behalf of the Office of Resilience and Capital Planning (ORCP) is an Informational Presentation to the Planning Commission for its consideration and in support of further public discourse. In 2017, the City and County of San Francisco contracted with the Applied Technology Council (ATC) – a non-profit providing engineering resources and applications for hazard mitigation – to study the potential impact of earthquakes on San Francisco’s tall buildings. The Tall Buildings Safety Strategy documents a summary of study recommendations. Planning staffs are not currently developing or proposing any programs or recommendations in response to the report.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 



13.	2017-007943CUA	(G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8747)

3848 24TH STREET – between Vicksburg and Noe Streets, Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 3651 (District 7) – Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 728 for the legalization of an existing real estate brokerage (d.b.a. The Agency) at the ground floor of an existing three-story mixed-use building located within the 24th Street- Noe Valley Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 29, 2018) 

Note: On November 29, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to January 10, 2019 by a vote of +4 -2 (Koppel and Melgar against; Richards absent).



14.	2018-009178CUA	(M. DITO: (415) 575-9164)

2909 WEBSTER STREET – west side of Webster Street between Union and Filbert Streets; Lot 036 in Assessor’s Block 0533 (District 2). The proposal is for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 725 to establish a Formula Retail Instructional Services use (CorePower Yoga) at the ground floor of the subject property, which is located within the Union Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD), and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



15.	2018-001936CUA	(M. DITO: (415) 575-9164)

799 VAN NESS AVENUE – west side of Van Ness Avenue between Larch and Eddy Streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 0743 (District 5). The proposal is for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 178, 209.3, and 303, to establish a Gym (Retail Sales and Service) use exceeding 6,000 square feet, and for a retail use located on the second floor. No expansion of the existing three-story, approximately 40,000 square foot building is proposed. The subject property is located within a RC-4 Zoning District and 130-V 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



G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR  



The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



16.	2017-012929DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

830 OLMSTEAD STREET – north side between Colby and Dartmouth Streets; Lot 019 in Assessor’s Block 6130 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application Nos. 2017.0914.8178 for construction of; 1) a 10’ front addition at the bottom floor of the dwelling; 2) a 19’-6” front addition at the first floor; 3) an 11’ rear and 4’ side addition to the existing detached garage; 4) an 8’ wide passage way that connects  both structures at the first floor; 5) a new second floor 32’ deep above the dwelling; and 6) a new second floor 29’-6” deep above the garage 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

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 15, 2018)



17.	2018-001609DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

144 PERALTA AVENUE – north side of Peralta Avenue between York and Florida Streets; Lot 012 in Assessor’s Block 5514 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.0112.8597, proposing a rear addition to an existing single-family home on a lot developed with two separate single-family homes, within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District, the Bernal Heights Special Use 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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 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance. 
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the 
City and County exist to conduct the people's business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City 
operations are open to the people's review. 
  
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the 
Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for 
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents. 
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 
554-5163; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. 
  
Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at 
www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist 
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity.  For more information about 
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday 
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at 
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in 
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: 
Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para 
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 
規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提


出要求。 
 
TAGALOG: 
Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), 
mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  
 
RUSSIAN: 
Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством 
на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала 
слушания.  



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

http://www.sfgov.org/ethics

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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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. 


 
1a. 2018-007259CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925) 


88 MUSEUM WAY – southwest side of Museum Way; lot 0097 of Assessor’s Block 2620 
(District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 249.77 and 303(c), to construct a two-story detached garage structure and 
accessory space located on the “rear” property line of a through lot, resulting in a rear yard 
that is less than 45% of entire lot. The structure would be located on Museum Way and the 
property is currently developed with a two-unit building that front on States Street. The 
subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential – House, Two Family) Zoning District, 
the Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
(Proposed Continuance to January 31, 2019) 


 
1b. 2018-007259VAR (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925) 


88 MUSEUM WAY – southwest side of Museum Way; lot 0097 of Assessor’s Block 2620 
(District 8) – Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for rear yard setback 
requirements, pursuant to Planning Code Section 134.   The subject property is located 
within a RH-2 (Residential – House, Two Family) Zoning District, the Corona Heights Large 
Residence Special Use District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
(Proposed Continuance to January 31, 2019) 
 


2a. 2017-001270CUA (R. SUCRE: (415) 575-9108) 
3140-3150 16TH STREET – between Albion and Valencia Streets – Lot 018 in Assessor’s 
Block 3555 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning 
Code Section 303 for the establishment of an Eating and Drinking Use, Planning Code 
Sections 121.2 and 762 for a Non-Residential Use equal to or greater than 3,000 sq. ft., 
Planning Code Section 762 for the conversion of existing ground floor Retail Use to 
Restaurant Use and the establishment of a Nighttime Entertainment Use, Planning Code 
Section 145.2 for the establishment of an Outdoor Activity Area, and Planning Code 
Section 186.2 for the upper-story uses of pre-existing structures in Neighborhood 
Commercial Districts, for the project involving the rehabilitation and adaptive re-use of a 
former 20,400 sq. ft. two-story Automotive Repair Use to a new Restaurant with Nighttime 
Entertainment Use including interior renovations, installation of new storefront systems, 
and the construction of a 3,735 sq. ft. rooftop deck, exit stairs, two restrooms, storage 
room, and two elevator penthouses for a new Outdoor Activity Area. The Project site is 
located within the Valencia Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial – Transit) Zoning 
District and 55-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on November 29, 2018) 
(Proposed Continuance to February 14, 2019) 
 


2b. 2017-001270VAR (R. SUCRE: (415) 575-9108) 
3140-3150 16TH STREET – between Albion and Valencia Streets – Lot 018 in Assessor’s 
Block 3555 (District 8) – Request for a Variance to the rear yard requirement pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 134, and Off-Street Loading under Planning Code Section 152, for 
the project involving the rehabilitation and adaptive re-use of a former 20,400 sq. ft. two-
story Automotive Repair Use to a new Restaurant Use including interior renovations, 
installation of new storefront systems, and the construction of a 3,735 sq. ft. outdoor 
rooftop deck, exit stairs, two restrooms, storage room, and two elevator penthouses. The 
Project site is located within the Valencia Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial – Transit) 
Zoning District and 55-X Height and Bulk District. 
(Continued from Regular hearing on November 29, 2018) 
(Proposed Continuance to February 14, 2019) 


 
3. 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).  
(Continued from Regular hearing on December 6, 2018) 
(Proposed Continuance to February 14, 2019) 


 
4. 2015-009163CUA (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 


77 GEARY STREET– southeast corner of Geary Street and Grant Avenue; Lot 008 in 
Assessor’s Block 0312 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and 210.2 to establish a Non-Retail Sales and Service general 
office use with approximately 24,159 square feet of total space at the second and third 
floors of the existing building. This application seeks to abate Planning Enforcement Case 
No. 2015-009163ENF for unauthorized office use in the subject space. The space is 
currently occupied for office use by a software company (d.b.a. MuleSoft) and by an 
existing ground floor retailer in the building (d.b.a. Nespresso). The project is located 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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within a C-3-R (Downtown – Retail) District, Downtown Plan Area, and 80-130-F Height 
and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
(Continued from Regular hearing on October 25, 2018) 
(Proposed for Indefinite Continuance) 
 


5. 2015-008351DRP-06 (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 
380 HOLLADAY AVENUE – between Holladay and Brewster; Lots 001, 004, 005, and 006 in 
Assessor’s Block 5577 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
Application Nos. 2017.02.27.0142; 2015.06.22.9589; 2015.06.22.9593; and 
2015.06.22.9594 for construction of four single family houses within a RH-1 (Residential, 
House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
(Continued from Regular hearing on November 8, 2018) 
WITHDRAWN 
 


B. CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the 
Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There 
will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or 
staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and 
considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing 


 
6. 2016-007467CUA (B. HICKS (415) 575-9054) 


360 WEST PORTAL AVENUE SUITE A – north side between 14th and 15th Avenues; Lot 009 in 
Assessor’s Block 2483 (District 14) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and 729.53 to legalize an existing use as a Retail Professional 
Service (d.b.a. West Portal Financial Group, LLC), located within the West Portal Avenue 
NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 26-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 


 
7. 2018-012050CUA (M. CHANDLER (415) 575-9048) 


927 IRVING STREET – south side between 10th and 11th Avenues; Lot 040 in Assessor’s Block 
1765 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 303 and 730 to establish a 3,325 square foot Health Service Use (dba Henry 
Ohlhoff Outpatient) at a ground floor tenant space within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood 
Commercial Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. No interior or exterior 
modifications are proposed under this request. This project was reviewed under the 
Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). No exterior or interior 
modifications are to be made under this permit. 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 


 
 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-007467CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-012050CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


8. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for December 13, 2018 
• Draft Minutes for December 20, 2018 


 
9. Commission Comments/Questions 


• Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may 
make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to 
the Commissioner(s). 


• Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take 
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that 
could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of 
the Planning Commission. 


 
D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


 
10. Director’s Announcements 
 
11. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic 


Preservation Commission 
  


E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 


At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With 
respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the 
item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to 
three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment 
may be moved to the end of the Agenda. 


 
F. REGULAR CALENDAR   


 
The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that 
the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
12. 2018-017238CWP (M. SMALL: (415) 575-9160) 


TALL BUILDINGS SAFETY STRATEGY – The Tall Buildings Safety Strategy on behalf of the 
Office of Resilience and Capital Planning (ORCP) is an Informational Presentation to the 
Planning Commission for its consideration and in support of further public discourse. In 
2017, the City and County of San Francisco contracted with the Applied Technology 
Council (ATC) – a non-profit providing engineering resources and applications for hazard 
mitigation – to study the potential impact of earthquakes on San Francisco’s tall buildings. 
The Tall Buildings Safety Strategy documents a summary of study recommendations. 
Planning staffs are not currently developing or proposing any programs or 
recommendations in response to the report. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational  



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20181213_cal_min.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20181220_cal_min.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/Tall_Bldgs_011019.pdf
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13. 2017-007943CUA (G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8747) 


3848 24TH STREET – between Vicksburg and Noe Streets, Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 3651 
(District 7) – Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 
303 and 728 for the legalization of an existing real estate brokerage (d.b.a. The Agency) at 
the ground floor of an existing three-story mixed-use building located within the 24th 
Street- Noe Valley Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) Zoning District and 40-X Height and 
Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on November 29, 2018)  
Note: On November 29, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to 
January 10, 2019 by a vote of +4 -2 (Koppel and Melgar against; Richards absent). 
 


14. 2018-009178CUA (M. DITO: (415) 575-9164) 
2909 WEBSTER STREET – west side of Webster Street between Union and Filbert Streets; 
Lot 036 in Assessor’s Block 0533 (District 2). The proposal is for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 725 to establish a 
Formula Retail Instructional Services use (CorePower Yoga) at the ground floor of the 
subject property, which is located within the Union Street Neighborhood Commercial 
District (NCD), and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval 
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
15. 2018-001936CUA (M. DITO: (415) 575-9164) 


799 VAN NESS AVENUE – west side of Van Ness Avenue between Larch and Eddy Streets; 
Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 0743 (District 5). The proposal is for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 178, 209.3, and 303, to establish a Gym 
(Retail Sales and Service) use exceeding 6,000 square feet, and for a retail use located on 
the second floor. No expansion of the existing three-story, approximately 40,000 square 
foot building is proposed. The subject property is located within a RC-4 Zoning District and 
130-V 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 


 
G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR   
 


The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; 
followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed 
by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be 
advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or 
their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
16. 2017-012929DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


830 OLMSTEAD STREET – north side between Colby and Dartmouth Streets; Lot 019 in 
Assessor’s Block 6130 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
Application Nos. 2017.0914.8178 for construction of; 1) a 10’ front addition at the bottom 
floor of the dwelling; 2) a 19’-6” front addition at the first floor; 3) an 11’ rear and 4’ side 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-007943CUAc1.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-009178CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-001936CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-012929DRP.pdf
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addition to the existing detached garage; 4) an 8’ wide passage way that connects  both 
structures at the first floor; 5) a new second floor 32’ deep above the dwelling; and 6) a 
new second floor 29’-6” deep above the garage 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 
(Continued from Regular hearing on November 15, 2018) 
 


17. 2018-001609DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 
144 PERALTA AVENUE – north side of Peralta Avenue between York and Florida Streets; Lot 
012 in Assessor’s Block 5514 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building 
Permit Application No. 2018.0112.8597, proposing a rear addition to an existing single-
family home on a lot developed with two separate single-family homes, within a RH-2 
(Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District, the Bernal Heights Special Use District, 
and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the 
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 
31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 


 
ADJOURNMENT  



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-001609DRP.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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Privacy Policy 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be 
made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department's website or in other 
public documents. 
 
Hearing Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year 
and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.  
 
Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.  
 When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  


Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder 
sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended. 


 
Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are 
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or 
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use 
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings). 
 
For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the 
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, 


engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request 
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the 
hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair. 


3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a 
period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 
min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the 
organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized 
presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written 
application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  
Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers. 


4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) 
minutes. 


5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) 
minutes. 


6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing. 
7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it. 
8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three 


(3) minutes. 
9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened 


by the Chair; 
11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or 


continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission. 
 
Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of 
four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any 
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members 
present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission). 
 
For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission 
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff. 



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 


3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not 
to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors. 


5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
Hearing Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be 
delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be 
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing 
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part 
of the public record for any public hearing.  
 
Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the 
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion 
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 
 
Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record. 
 
These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to 
the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.   
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission 
hearing. 
 


Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit 
Development 


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ (P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Large Project Authorization in Eastern 
Neighborhoods  


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of 
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision 
letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an 
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 
For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of 
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. 
For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about 
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 
31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed 
within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to 
CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review 
Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared 
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a 
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence 
delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or 
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in 
accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 
66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee 
shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 


 



mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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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.



				January 10, 2019 - Closed to DR's

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-007259CUAVAR 		88 Museum Way				to: 1/31		Horn

						New Construction of Detached Garage

		2017-001270CUAVAR		3140-3150 16th Street 				fr: 7/26; 10/4; 11/15; 11/29		Sucre

						PDR to restaurant with accessory outdoor activity area		to: 2/14

		 2014.0948ENX		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street 				fr: 10/25; 11/15; 11/29; 12/6		Jardines

						mixed-use building with 56 units with ground floor retail 		to: 2/14

		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 		to: Indefinite

		2015-008351DRP-02		380 Holladay Avenue				fr: 11/8		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		Withdrawn

		2016-007467CUA		360A West Portal Avenue				CONSENT		Hicks

						legalize existing use as Business or Professional Service 

				Tall Buildings Report 						Small

						Mayor's Office of Resilience & Recovery - Informational

		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)

		2017-012929DRP		830 Olmstead Street				fr: 11/15		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-001609DRP		144 PERALTA AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 17, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-015443PCAMAP   		170 Valencia Street						Butkus

						Planning Code, Zoning Map

				Polk/Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines						Winslow

						Adoption

				Economic trends and housing pipeline						Chion

						Informational

		2015-004568PRJ		10 South Van Ness 						Perry

						Informational presentation 

		2016-015997CUA		820 Post Street 						Perry

						demolition and new construction of an 8-story, 12-unit building with ground floor commercial

		2018-006127CUA		201 19th Avenue				fr: 11/29; 12/13		Weissglass

						grocery store to a restaurant 

		2018-002007CUA		145 Laurel Street				fr: 11/29; 12/13		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility 

		2018-012330CUA		447 Broadway				fr: 12/20		Chandler

						use size in excess of 3,000 square feet.

		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 - Joint w/HPC

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				January 24, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-011935CUA		2505 Third St				CONSENT		Christensen

						Restaurant and event space use (dba Magnolia Brewing)

		2018-010700CUA		4018 24th Street				CB3P		Ganetsos

						change of use from a limited restaurant to a restaurant use (DBA Wallflower) 

				Work Program, Budget, and Performance Measures 						Landis

						Informational

		2016-003351CWP		Racial & Social Equity Action Plan 						Flores

						Informational

		2013.0655CUAVAR		1513A-F York Street 				fr: 10/25; 11/29		Vu

						9 three-story buildings containing 10 dwelling units with subterranean parking 

		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) 

		2018-000813CUA		939 Ellis Street 						Jimenez

						convert office to health services 

		2016-004403CUA		2222 BROADWAY						Young

						increase the enrollment cap for Schools of the Sacred Heart (Broadway campus only) 

		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.		Koppel - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-009635CUA		432 Cortland Avenue				fr: 12/20		Flores

						demo mixed-use building, new construction (3 dwellings and 1 commercial unit)		to: 2/14

		2018-013861PCAMAP		Large Residence Special Use District				fr: 12/6		Sanchez

						D11

		2016-011101CTZ  		Great Highway 						Hicks

						SFDPW

		2018-016494PCA 		Central SoMa Plan to Include a “Community Good Jobs Employment Plan” 						Chen

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-016562PCA 		Inclusionary Housing Fee for State Density Bonus Projects 						Bintliff

						Planning Code Amendment

				Housing Strategies and Plans						Chion

						Informational

		2016-008937CWP		City College Facilities Master Plan						Francis

						Informational

		2018-007366CUA		838 Grant Avenue				fr: 12/20		Foster

						CU for Restaurant Use + hours of operation

		2018-009587CUA		3535 California Street						Ajello

						CUA to establish a Formula Retail store dba Bluemercury

		2016-010079CUAVAR		3620 Buchanan						Ajello

						Large Lot CUA

		2018-007259CUAVAR 		88 Museum Way				fr: 1/10		Horn

						New Construction of Detached Garage

		2015-008813DRP		2337 Taraval Street						Horn

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-010630DRP		1621 Diamond Street 				fr: 11/29; 12/20		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-002409DRP		1973 BROADWAY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				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

		2018-016401PCA		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2015-010013IKA		30 Otis Plaza						Caldwell

						In-Kind Agreement 

				Executive Directive on Housing (17-02) Report						Bintliff

						Informational

		2016-007303ENV		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				fr: 10/11; 11/15; 12/13		Pollak

						Appeal of PMND

		2017-001270CUAVAR		3140-3150 16th Street 				fr: 7/26; 10/4; 11/15; 11/29; 1/10		Vu

						PDR to restaurant with accessory outdoor activity area

		 2014.0948ENX		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street 				fr: 10/25; 11/15; 11/29; 12/6; 1/10		Jardines

						mixed-use building with 56 units with ground floor retail 

		2017-009635CUA		432 Cortland Avenue				fr: 12/20; 1/31		Flores

						demo mixed-use building, new construction (3 dwellings and 1 commercial unit)

		2018-014721CUA 		1685 Haight St						Dito

						Cannabis Retailer/Dispensary

		2018-007049CUA		3378 Sacramento St						Ajello

						CUA for Health Service Use

		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

		2018-016400PCA 		Arts Activities and Nighttime Entertainment Uses in Historic Buildings						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-017028PCA 		Controls on Residential Demolition, Merger, Conversion, and Alterations 						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-005411CRV		Roof Deck Policy 						May

						Adoption

		2015-012049GEN		Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines and Transportation Network Company Update						Wietgrefe

						Informational

		2017-009224CUA		601 Van Ness Avenue				fr: 6/28; 9/13; 10/18; 12/20		Woods

						CUA to remove movie theatre (Opera Plaza Cinema)

		2017-013537CUA		233 San Carlos Street 						Durandet

						demo a single family residence and construction two new residences

		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

		2017-016520CUA		828 Arkansas Street				fr: 12/13		Christensen

						Demolition of existing single-family home and construction of new two-unit building

		2018-007204CUAVAR		754 35th Ave						Ajello

						CUA for 3-unit density in RH-2 district

		2018-003324CUAVAR		2779 Folsom Street 						Jardines

						density limit of 1 per 1,500 square feet lot area

		2018-013122CUA		2966 24th Street 						Samonsky

						removal of an unauthorized group housing and conversion to commercial use

				March 7, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-017028PCA 		Controls on Residential Demolition, Merger, Conversion, and Alterations 						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-001681DRP		120 VARENNES ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009964DRP		526-530 LOMBARD ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				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

		2017-014420DRP		2552 BAKER ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-006123DRP-02		279 BELLA VISTA WAY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 28, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				April 4, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2014.0012E		Better Market Street  						Thomas

						DEIR

		2018-013413CUA		1001 Van Ness Avenue						Woods

						demo & new mixed-use building for a senior residential care facility and retail

		2017-013473DRP		115 BELGRAVE AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-001541DRP		2963 22ND ST						Winslow
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CPC Hearing Results 2018

To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20364

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0636

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



December 20, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-011935CUA

		2505 Third Street

		Christensen

		Continued to January 24, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-009635CUA

		432 Cortland Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued to February 21, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Continued to January 17, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-010630DRP

		1621 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 6, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20358

		2018-008389CUA

		88 King Street

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Modernizing Long Range Data Analysis

		Edmondson

		None - Informational

		



		M-20359

		2016-015675CUA

		2990 24th Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions limiting the number of antennas to nine for Alternative No. 2

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20360

		2016-004905ENX

		1052-1060 Folsom Street & 190-194 Russ Street

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -3 (Moore, Richards, Melgar against)



		M-20361

		2016-004905CUA

		1052-1060 Folsom Street & 190-194 Russ Street

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -3 (Moore, Richards, Melgar against)



		M-20362

		2016-004905SHD

		1052-1060 Folsom Street & 190-194 Russ Street

		Vu

		Adopted Findings

		+4 -3 (Moore, Richards, Melgar against)



		

		2016-004905VAR

		1052-1060 Folsom Street & 190-194 Russ Street

		Vu

		ZA Closed the PH and took the matter under advisement

		



		M-20363

		2018-012420CUA

		1169 Market Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Encouraging OEWD to forge a First Source Hiring contract that focuses on local neighborhood based hiring practices; and

2. An update memo to the Commission one year from the date of opening.

		+7 -0



		DRA-0633

		2016-015887DRP

		2025 15th Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and conditioned that the proposal include:

1. Installation of privacy measures;

2. Reducing the deck to allow for planter installation outside of the railing; and

3. Adding an ADU as indicated in plans dated December 18, 2018.

		+7 -0



		DRA-0634

		2018-008820DRP

		440 Molimo Drive

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as proposed

		+7 -0



		DRA-0635

		2017-010924DRP

		10 Aladdin Terrace

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as proposed

		+7 -0







December 13, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-011216DRP

		277 Judson Avenue

		Kwiatkowska

		Continued to January 24, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-007303ENV

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Pollak

		Continued to February 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-016520CUA

		828 Arkansas Street

		Christensen

		Continued to February 28, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-006212CUA

		145 Laurel Street

		Lindsay

		Continued to January 17, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20354

		2015-006327CUA

		3225 Lincoln Way

		Tran

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 29, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-013551CWP

		Excelsior & Outer Mission Neighborhood Strategy

		Exline

		None – Informational

		



		

		1996.0016CWP

		Commerce And Industry Inventory 2017

		Qi

		None – Informational

		



		

		2015-014028ENV

		3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project

		Zushi

		Reviewed and Commented; Extended the Comment period 15-days to January 8, 2019 at 5:00 pm

		+5 -1 (Koppel against; Johnson absent)



		

		2018-006127CUA

		201 19th Avenue

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to February 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20355

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions as Amended to include:

1. All items submitted by the Sponsor in Exhibit I;

2. Neighborhood Liaison;

3. One year look back;

4. Quarterly inspections unannounced;

5. No dogs outside before 7 am and after 7 pm, subject to change by Department Staff;

6. Implement a sound consulting engineer best practices;

7. Staff to consult with DBI and DPH;

8. Staff to attend a meeting with neighbors and Sponsor; and

9. Memo to CPC with final conditions.

		+4 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Johnson absent)



		M-20356

		2018-008372CUA

		1123-1127 Folsom Street

		Flores

		Disapproved

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		M-20357

		2017-016050CUA

		49 Hopkins Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as Amended:

1. Work with Preservation Staff to reconstruct the building to its original footprint and massing, implementing the original method and materials, according to the Secretary of Interior Standards; and

2. Install an interpretive plaque that identifies the building as a replica replacement, per the CPC.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		DRA-0631

		2017-009996DRP

		434-436 20th Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+4 -1 (Koppel against; Fong, Johnson absent)



		DRA-0632

		2018-006138DRP-03

		2831 Pierce Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved per the private agreement submitted at the hearing.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-006138VAR

		2831 Pierce Street

		Winslow

		Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		







December 6, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-016050CUA

		49 Hopkins Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to December 13, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-007303PCA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Tuffy

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-007303DNXCUA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Tuffy

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to January 10, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-002409DRP

		1973 Broadway Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20349

		2018-014996PCA

		Home-SF Project Authorization [Board File No. 181046]

		Ikezoe

		Approved with Modifications

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Schuett

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20350

		2015-018150CUA

		137 Clayton Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions and Staff Recommendations

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20351

		2017-015810CUA

		830 Rhode Island Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20352

		2018-005694CUA

		3060 Fillmore Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20353

		2018-010482CUA

		3509 California Street

		Kirby

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0629

		2018-006613DRP

		610 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Took DR, Denied the BPA

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0630

		2017-011478DRP

		463 Duncan Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Conditions:

1. Provide a privacy screen on the east side of the second floor roof deck; and

2. Reduce the depth of the second floor roof deck to approximately 8.5 feet.

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)







November 29, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-010630DRP

		1621 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Continued to December 20, 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 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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CPC Action Items

To:	Planning Commission

From:	Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:	Action Items

Date:	November 5, 2018

	

		Request Date:

		Requested by:

		Action:

		 Staff Assigned:

		

Format:

		Scheduled:

		Completed:

		

Notes:



		

		

		Housing

		Rodgers

		Hearing

		

		

		Informational



		Jul 26, 2018

		Richards

		Family Housing

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Definition



		Apr 19, 2018

		Richards

		Rental Registry

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		



		Mar 1, 2018

		Fong

		SRO Inventory

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		



		Jan 7, 2016

		Moore

		Micro-units

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Department evaluation (ex. 1321 Mission St.)



		June 18, 2015

		Hillis

		Family Sized Units and Occupancy

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		How many “Family” sized units, 2 bdrm and above are occupied by families?



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Priority No. 7

		CPC

		Live/Work Compliance

		TBD

		Hearing

		

		

		



		June 11, 2015

		Richards

		Live/Work Compliance

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		How many of the lofts have business licenses?



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Institutions

		TBD

		Hearing

		

		

		



		Priority No. 6

		CPC

		Educational Institution forecasting

		TBD

		Hearing

		

		

		Specifically, project approvals and population growth



		Sep 8, 2016

		Moore

		Small Institutions

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Growth projections – cumulative effect



		Mar 31, 2016

		Richards

		Student Housing 

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		IMP Data



		Priority No. 8

		CPC

		IMP Origins 

		TBD

		Hearing

		

		

		And, how they should be used to plan the City



		April 23, 2015

		Moore

		IMP Origins

		TBD

		Memo

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Sept 19, 2018

		Richards

		HPC Joint

		TBD

		Hearing

		Feb 7, 2018

		

		Demo, Preservation Element



		Nov 30, 2017

		Richards

		Preservation Element

		Frye

		TBD

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Aug 30, 2018

		Melgar

		Local Hiring in Central SOMA

		MOEWD

		TBD

		

		

		



		Aug 30, 2018

		Richards

		SF Water Supply

		SFPUC

		TBD

		

		

		



		Mar 1, 2018

		Moore

		Gas Stations Map Update

		Sider

		Memo

		

		

		



		Nov 30, 2017

		Moore

		Gas Stations & Laundromats

		Sider

		Memo

		

		

		



		Mar 1, 2018

		Richards

		Joint w/BoA

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		



		Dec 4, 2014

		Richards

		Development Fines

		TBD

		Memo

		

		

		



		Apr 13, 2017

		Richards 

		Ground Floor Retail Corridors

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Information Presentation/Futurist



		Mar 23, 2017

		Moore

		Census Update

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		



		Mar 16, 2017

		Richards

		Closed Session – PDA

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Recent Court Ruling on Personal devices and the Public Records Act



		Dec 1, 2016

		Richards

		NC20 – NC30-NC40

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		



		Mar 17, 2016

		Richards

		Tenderloin Projects

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Income Distribution data



		March 26, 2015

		Richards

		Small Business Joint Hearing

		TBD

		Hearing

		

		

		Invite SmallBiz Commission, Executive Director for an Informational.



		Jan 8, 2015

		Moore

		Residential Guidelines for neighborhood densification

		J.Joslin

		Meeting

		

		

		



		Dec 11, 2014

		Richards

		Residential Design Guidelines

		J.Joslin

		Meeting

		

		

		



		Priority No. 9

		CPC

		Auto Ownership rates and its current vs future impact on parking

		Exline

		Hearing

		

		

		Adaptive re-use of parking structures. Cheryl Brinkman, SFMTA. Parking, driverless cars, etc…



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		COMPLETED ACTION ITEMS



		Dec 4, 2014

		Richards

		Eating & Drinking Establishment Percentages

		TBD

		Memo/ 

Meeting

		

		

		



		Aug 30, 2018

		Hillis

		ADU Report

		Boudreaux

		Hearing

		Jun 7, 2018

		Jun 7, 2018

		



		Dec 14, 2017

		Richards

		Joint w/DBI

		TBD

		TBD

		4/12/18

		4/12/18

		Demolition Definitiion; Mtg w/Officers scheduled for 1/30/18



		May 11, 2017

		CPC

		Section 317 (RET)

		Bendix

		Hearing

		6/1/17

		12/7/17

		Continued Indefinitely



		Priority No. 5

		CPC

		MCD Interim Controls

		Sider

		Hearing

		6/8/17

		10/19/17

		Approved Legislation



		Dec 1, 2016

		Richards

		MCD Taskforce Update

		TBD

		TBD

		6/8/17

		10/19/17

		



		Dec 17, 2015

		Richards

		MCD Interim Controls

		TBD

		TBD

		6/8/17

		10/19/17

		



		May 19, 2016

		Johnson

		Child Care Facilities

		Nickolopoulos

		Legislation

		5/18/17

		5/18/17

		May 19, 2016



		July 16, 2015

		Richards

		Citywide ADU

		TBD

		TBD

		

		5/4/17

		Adopted Legislation



		Jan 14, 2016

		Richards

		Accessory Dwelling Units in the Castro

		TBD

		TBD

		

		5/4/17

		



		May 11, 2017

		Moore

		Architectural Controls on ADU’s

		TBD

		TBD

		

		5/4/17

		



		Sep 22, 2016

		Richards

		Rent Control Board Statement

		K.Conner

		Hearing

		4/13/17

		

		CPC Officer’s Briefing with Robert Collins - Hearing



		Priority No. 1

		CPC

		Affordable Housing Compliance

		K.Conner

		Hearing

		2/23/17

		2/23/17

		



		Priority No. 2

		CPC

		Enforcement & Fines Update

		C.Haw

		Hearing

		2/23/17

		2/23/17

		Fines and enforcement No.’s



		April 2, 2015

		Moore

		Enforcement Update

		C.Haw

		Hearing

		2/23/17

		2/23/17

		



		Sep 22, 2016

		Richards

		Controller’s Report Informational

		TBD

		TBD

		10/27/16

		10/27/16

		



		Sept 25, 2014

		Richards

		Eastern Neighborhoods Update

		G.Kelley

		Hearing

		10/1/16

		10/1/16

		



		Priority No. 3

		CPC

		EN Implementation & Monitoring Report

		G.Kelley

		Hearing

		7/22/16

		7/22/16

		



		Priority No. 4

		CPC

		SFMTA Joint Hearing

		M. Espinosa

		Hearing

		7/21/16

		7/21/16

		June 6th meeting with CPC and SFMTA Board Officers (and Johnson)



		March 12, 2015

		Antonini

		Harding Theater Update

		S.Vellve

		Memo

		11/19/16

		11/19/16

		Scheduled for: New residential construction, renovation of Harding Theatre, change of use to Place of Entertainment.



		April 23, 2015

		Richards

		AAU Properties Strategy

		C.Haw

		Hearing

		10/1/16

		10/1/16

		



		April 23, 2015

		Moore

		AAU Hearing Dates

		C.Haw

		Hearing

		10/1/16

		10/1/16

		



		Nov 13, 2014

		Johnson

		SFMTA Joint Hearing

		TBD

		Potential Hearing

		7/21/16

		7/21/16

		Schedule meeting with Commission Officers, invite Com. Johnson. Scheduled for June 6th.



		Nov 13, 2014

		Johnson

		SFMTA Joint Hearing

		TBD

		Potential Hearing

		7/21/16

		7/21/16

		Schedule meeting with Commission Officers, invite Com. Johnson. Scheduled for June 6th.



		Dec 3, 2015

		Richards

		Short-Term Rental Update

		K.Guy

		Hearing

		7/14/16

		7/14/16

		



		May 7, 2015

		Richards

		Mission 2020 Plan

		TBD

		Hearing

		1/21/16

		Ongoing

		



		Jan 8, 2015

		Richards

		Policy Vision

		G.Kelley

		Hearing

		1/8/16

		1/15/16

5/14/16

		Two of five sessions completed.



		Dec 4, 2014

		Moore

		Parklets Informational Update

		R.Abad

		Hearing

		2/12/16

		2/12/16

		



		Oct 2, 2014

		Commission

		Mayor’s Office Housing Initiative Work Streams

		K.Conner

		Hearing

		11/20/15

		11/20/15

		



		Sept 18, 2014

		Moore

		Cultural Heritage Assets Informational Presentation (SF Heritage)

		T.Frye

		



Hearing

		11/6/15

		11/6/15

		



		Sept 15, 2014

		Richards/

Johnson

		CEQA Training

		S.Jones

		

Meeting

		9/30/15

10/1/15

		9/30/15

10/1/15

		



		Dec 11, 2014

		Richards

		Driveway Policy Discussion

		TBD

		Memo/

Hearing

		

		Nov 19, 2014 – Memo;

Feb 26, 2015 - Hearing 

		Driveway Location Policy; Living Alley Network Informational Presentation.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON N. BREED RELEASES FIVE-YEAR FISCAL PLAN FOR THE CITY

AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Date: Friday, January 04, 2019 10:25:45 AM
Attachments: 1.4.19 Five-Year Financial Plan.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2019 9:52 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON N. BREED RELEASES FIVE-YEAR FISCAL PLAN FOR
THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 4, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON N. BREED RELEASES FIVE-YEAR FISCAL

PLAN FOR THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
While revenue growth is projected to continue, steps must be taken to address structural

deficits in future years
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the release of San
Francisco’s Five-Year Financial Plan for Fiscal Years (FYs) 2019-20 through 2023-24. The
Financial Plan projects that while the City will experience continued strong, but slowing,
growth in tax revenues over the next five years, the cost of City services will outpace growth
in tax revenues, resulting in ongoing structural deficits.
If the City does not take corrective action, the projected gap between revenues and
expenditures will increase from a deficit of $107 million in FY 2019-20 to approximately
$644 million by FY 2023-24. The City’s budget deficit for the upcoming two fiscal years, FY
2019-20 and FY 2020-21, is projected to be approximately $271 million.
 “We need to make sensible choices in the short-term because while we continue to enjoy
good economic times and strong revenue growth, we know that we cannot expect that to
continue forever,” said Mayor Breed. “I am committed to making sure we are helping the
residents of our City who have the greatest needs, and that we are spending City funds
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Friday, January 4, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON N. BREED RELEASES FIVE-YEAR FISCAL 


PLAN FOR THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
While revenue growth is projected to continue, steps must be taken to address structural deficits 


in future years 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the release of San Francisco’s 


Five-Year Financial Plan for Fiscal Years (FYs) 2019-20 through 2023-24. The Financial Plan 


projects that while the City will experience continued strong, but slowing, growth in tax revenues 


over the next five years, the cost of City services will outpace growth in tax revenues, resulting 


in ongoing structural deficits.  


If the City does not take corrective action, the projected gap between revenues and expenditures 


will increase from a deficit of $107 million in FY 2019-20 to approximately $644 million by FY 


2023-24. The City’s budget deficit for the upcoming two fiscal years, FY 2019-20 and FY 2020-


21, is projected to be approximately $271 million.  


 “We need to make sensible choices in the short-term because while we continue to enjoy good 


economic times and strong revenue growth, we know that we cannot expect that to continue 


forever,” said Mayor Breed. “I am committed to making sure we are helping the residents of our 


City who have the greatest needs, and that we are spending City funds effectively and 


efficiently.” 


In recent years, strong revenue growth has enabled the City to overcome budget deficits while 


also restoring and increasing important services to the public. Looking forward, however, the 


City cannot rely on continued revenue growth at the levels experienced in recent years. To 


ensure stability, the Financial Plan proposes a package of fiscal strategies aimed at slowing 


projected expenditure growth, including managing employee wage and benefit costs, as well as 


limiting non-personnel cost growth, and capital and debt restructuring. These fiscal strategies, if 


implemented, would still allow the City’s expenditures to grow by 16 percent over the next five 


years.  


 


The Financial Plan does not assume excess Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) 


revenue in the forecast, though it was recently recognized as a windfall in the current budget 


year, due to the unpredictable nature of the funding source. 


 


While the Financial Plan does not assume an economic downturn or any loss of state and federal 


revenue, the report does note that the United States is experiencing the second longest period of 


economic expansion since World War II, rendering the likelihood of a slowdown or decline in 
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revenue growth increasingly likely over the next five years. Should an economic slowdown or 


loss in state or federal revenue occur, the fiscal strategies outlined in the Financial Plan would 


not be sufficient to close the large gaps between revenues and expenditures. The Financial Plan 


includes an assessment of the potential impact of an economic downturn on the City’s five-year 


outlook. In a recession scenario, the City would need to utilize economic reserves and make 


expenditure reductions to balance the budget.    


 


Since the last economic recession, significant efforts and policy changes have been made to 


improve the City’s financial standing and better guard against the next financial downturn. 


Despite these efforts, the City is facing a persistent structural deficit, largely due to increases in 


employee costs, increases to voter mandated baselines and set-asides, and growing required 


contributions to support existing entitlement programs.  


The Financial Plan projects that available General Fund revenue sources will increase by $759 


million, or 14%, over the next five years. In comparison, total expenditures are projected to grow 


by $1.4 billion, or 25%, over the same time period, including: $598 million in employee salary, 


pension, and benefit cost growth (43 percent of total expenditure growth); $401 million in 


citywide operating cost increases (28 percent of total expenditure growth); $239 million in 


baseline and reserve growth (17 percent of total expenditure growth); and, $165 million in other 


departmental operating cost increases (12 percent of total expenditure growth).  


The Five-Year Financial Plan is required under Proposition A, a charter amendment approved by 


voters in November 2009. The City Charter requires the plan to forecast expenditures and 


revenues during the five-year period, propose actions to balance revenues and expenditures 


during each year of the plan, and discuss strategic goals for City departments. The Financial Plan 


is co-authored by the Mayor’s Office, the Controller’s Office, and the Board of Supervisors’ 


Budget and Legislative Analyst. 


The Mayor must submit a balanced budget to the Board of Supervisors by June 1. 


 


 


### 


 







effectively and efficiently.”
In recent years, strong revenue growth has enabled the City to overcome budget deficits while
also restoring and increasing important services to the public. Looking forward, however, the
City cannot rely on continued revenue growth at the levels experienced in recent years. To
ensure stability, the Financial Plan proposes a package of fiscal strategies aimed at slowing
projected expenditure growth, including managing employee wage and benefit costs, as well
as limiting non-personnel cost growth, and capital and debt restructuring. These fiscal
strategies, if implemented, would still allow the City’s expenditures to grow by 16 percent
over the next five years.
 
The Financial Plan does not assume excess Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF)
revenue in the forecast, though it was recently recognized as a windfall in the current budget
year, due to the unpredictable nature of the funding source.
 
While the Financial Plan does not assume an economic downturn or any loss of state and
federal revenue, the report does note that the United States is experiencing the second longest
period of economic expansion since World War II, rendering the likelihood of a slowdown or
decline in revenue growth increasingly likely over the next five years. Should an economic
slowdown or loss in state or federal revenue occur, the fiscal strategies outlined in the
Financial Plan would not be sufficient to close the large gaps between revenues and
expenditures. The Financial Plan includes an assessment of the potential impact of an
economic downturn on the City’s five-year outlook. In a recession scenario, the City would
need to utilize economic reserves and make expenditure reductions to balance the budget.   
 
Since the last economic recession, significant efforts and policy changes have been made to
improve the City’s financial standing and better guard against the next financial downturn.
Despite these efforts, the City is facing a persistent structural deficit, largely due to increases
in employee costs, increases to voter mandated baselines and set-asides, and growing required
contributions to support existing entitlement programs.
The Financial Plan projects that available General Fund revenue sources will increase by $759
million, or 14%, over the next five years. In comparison, total expenditures are projected to
grow by $1.4 billion, or 25%, over the same time period, including: $598 million in employee
salary, pension, and benefit cost growth (43 percent of total expenditure growth); $401 million
in citywide operating cost increases (28 percent of total expenditure growth); $239 million in
baseline and reserve growth (17 percent of total expenditure growth); and, $165 million in
other departmental operating cost increases (12 percent of total expenditure growth).
The Five-Year Financial Plan is required under Proposition A, a charter amendment approved
by voters in November 2009. The City Charter requires the plan to forecast expenditures and
revenues during the five-year period, propose actions to balance revenues and expenditures
during each year of the plan, and discuss strategic goals for City departments. The Financial
Plan is co-authored by the Mayor’s Office, the Controller’s Office, and the Board of
Supervisors’ Budget and Legislative Analyst.
The Mayor must submit a balanced budget to the Board of Supervisors by June 1.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SPEAKER NANCY PELOSI
Date: Thursday, January 03, 2019 11:00:26 AM
Attachments: 1.3.18 Speaker Pelosi.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2019 10:59 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SPEAKER NANCY PELOSI
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 3, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
                                                                       
                                                           

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SPEAKER NANCY PELOSI

                                                           
“I want to congratulate Speaker Nancy Pelosi on her return to leadership in Washington D.C.
today. She is a fierce and dedicated leader who represents the best of San Francisco and our
country, and I know she will continue to push for real Democratic values like protecting
working people, making healthcare more affordable, and advancing the rights of all
Americans. San Francisco stands proudly behind Speaker Pelosi as she retakes the gavel and
leads Congress into this year and beyond.”                                              
                                                           

###
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Thursday, January 3, 2019 


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


      


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SPEAKER NANCY PELOSI 
      


“I want to congratulate Speaker Nancy Pelosi on her return to leadership in Washington D.C. 


today. She is a fierce and dedicated leader who represents the best of San Francisco and our 


country, and I know she will continue to push for real Democratic values like protecting working 


people, making healthcare more affordable, and advancing the rights of all Americans. San 


Francisco stands proudly behind Speaker Pelosi as she retakes the gavel and leads Congress into 


this year and beyond.”    
      


### 
      


   


 


 







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

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, CITY DEPARTMENTS, AND COMMUNITY LEADERS

CELEBRATE COMPLETION OF MOSCONE EXPANSION PROJECT
Date: Thursday, January 03, 2019 10:39:28 AM
Attachments: 1.3.19 Moscone Expansion Project.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2019 10:33 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, CITY DEPARTMENTS, AND COMMUNITY
LEADERS CELEBRATE COMPLETION OF MOSCONE EXPANSION PROJECT
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 3, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED, CITY DEPARTMENTS, AND

COMMUNITY LEADERS CELEBRATE COMPLETION OF
MOSCONE EXPANSION PROJECT

$551 million expansion provides increased capacity and public amenities, will help San
Francisco’s tourism and hospitality industries meet growing demand

 
San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed today joined elected officials, City
departments, tourism and hospitality industry leaders, and community representatives to
celebrate the completion of the $551 million Moscone Expansion Project.
 
The project adds more than 305,000 square feet of functional area in addition to a host of new
public benefits and amenities. With the completion of the project, the new Moscone Center
will better meet growing demand for convention and tourism space and increase tax revenue
for the City.
 
“The new Moscone Center is a world-class facility for a world-class city,” said Mayor London
Breed. “With the completion of this expansion, San Francisco is taking a major step to support
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, January 3, 2019 


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


  


  


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED, CITY DEPARTMENTS, AND 


COMMUNITY LEADERS CELEBRATE COMPLETION OF 


MOSCONE EXPANSION PROJECT 
$551 million expansion provides increased capacity and public amenities, will help San 


Francisco’s tourism and hospitality industries meet growing demand  
 


San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed today joined elected officials, City departments, 


tourism and hospitality industry leaders, and community representatives to celebrate the 


completion of the $551 million Moscone Expansion Project. 


 


The project adds more than 305,000 square feet of functional area in addition to a host of new 


public benefits and amenities. With the completion of the project, the new Moscone Center will 


better meet growing demand for convention and tourism space and increase tax revenue for the 


City. 


 


“The new Moscone Center is a world-class facility for a world-class city,” said Mayor London 


Breed. “With the completion of this expansion, San Francisco is taking a major step to support 


and expand our tourism industry, while also serving residents in the surrounding area. This state-


of-the-art facility exemplifies our commitment to sustainability, creates new flexible-use 


convention and tourism spaces, and supports the neighborhood with a host of new design and 


open-space improvements.” 


 


The Moscone Center has hosted some of the most important conventions and product 


announcements in recent memory, providing the space and amenities for businesses and 


organizations from the United States and beyond to celebrate their achievements and anticipate 


the future. Some of these include Salesforce’s annual Dreamforce conference, Oracle’s annual 


Oracle OpenWorld convention, the Game Developers Conference, and groundbreaking medical 


conferences. 


 


Convention activities help drive general hotel tax revenues for the City, which were anticipated 


to provide approximately $375 million of General Fund revenues in Fiscal Year 2018-19 budget. 


The expansion is also anticipated to create nearly 1,000 permanent jobs in San Francisco. 


 


“The expansion of Moscone Center will have a lasting and positive impact on San Francisco’s 


economy,” said City Administrator Naomi Kelly. “In addition to the tax revenue and permanent 


jobs created, the expansion will provide new public spaces and pedestrian enhancements, 


weaving the Moscone Center into the surrounding neighborhood.”  
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The project implemented a number of urban design, streetscape and pedestrian safety changes 


that were designed to improve Moscone Center’s connection to the surrounding Yerba Buena 


neighborhood. The changes include wider sidewalks, open-air plazas, four additional public art 


installations, and enhanced landscaping and family-friendly play spaces to create a safer and 


more inviting neighborhood for residents and visitors. The San Francisco Public Works project 


team managed the Final Environmental Impact Report, development of design, secured all site 


permits, worked closely with multiple community groups to collect input on the proposed project 


design, and provided project management and construction management services.   


 


“This project meets the demands of a 21st-century San Francisco with a design that is both 


functional and beautiful and adds to the vibrancy of the surrounding neighborhood,” said Public 


Works Director Mohammed Nuru. “Our partnerships with the hospitality sector and community 


groups to turn the Moscone expansion from idea to reality exemplifies San Francisco as a can-do 


city.” 


 


The new Moscone Center is designed to meet LEED Platinum certification, and has the lowest 


carbon footprint per delegate of any major convention center in North America. It also has the 


largest rooftop solar panel array in San Francisco, which will provide the center with 


approximately 20 percent of its power. In addition, 15 million gallons of water will be recovered 


annually for reuse in landscaping, street cleaning and toilet flushing, and recycling and 


composting are included throughout the facility. 


 


“San Francisco understands that we must be responsible and forward-thinking when it comes to 


water use,” said San Francisco Public Utilities Commission General Manager Harlan L. Kelly, 


Jr. “The expanded Moscone Convention Center, which will save as much as 15 million gallons 


of water a year through its new water reuse system, is a perfect example of that innovative 


spirit.”  


 


With funding generated by the capital project, the San Francisco Arts Commission 


commissioned light artist Leo Villareal for the enclosed pedestrian bridge across Howard Street; 


Sarah Sze for the Park Bridge, spanning Howard Street; Christine Corday for a large outdoor 


sculpture on the north side of Howard Street; and Brendan Monroe for a large-scale mural on the 


Paseo Gallery wall. All artists were selected through a competitive public process and approved 


by the San Francisco Arts Commission. The Arts Commission also reinstalled works already in 


the Moscone collection, including the beloved Three Dancing Figures by Keith Haring. 


 


The Moscone Expansion project follows a number of smaller renovations to the facility. In 2008, 


the City entered into a public-private partnership agreement with San Francisco Travel and the 


newly established San Francisco Tourism Improvement District (TID) to undertake a $56 million 


facelift of the existing Moscone interiors, including improving bathrooms, wayfinding, carpeting, 


movable walls, digital displays and other interior aesthetics. Following the completion of the 


initial renovations, the City explored future uses of the space. As a result, in 2012 and 2013, the 


Office of Economic and Workforce Development led negotiations to establish the public-private 


Moscone Expansion District (MED) partnership to fund the new $551 million renovation and 
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expansion. The expansion project was funded through a combination of MED hotel revenue 


assessment and the City’s General Fund.  


 


“The collaborative effort of this public private partnership is delivering substantial public 


benefits to the Yerba Buena neighborhood, creating hundreds of jobs and driving economic 


activity in a sustainable, responsible way,” said Joaquín Torres, Director of the Office of 


Economic and Workforce Development. “Expanding the economic potential of this historic 


facility strengthens San Francisco’s status as a cultural destination now and into the future.” 


 


“It is important that San Francisco stay competitive with expanded and upgraded convention 


facilities. This project has achieved that,” said Joe D’Alessandro, President and CEO of the San 


Francisco Travel Association. “Our two main goals have been to create contiguous space and 


flexibility for the Moscone Center.  Now we have a brand-new center with state-of-the-art 


everything.”  


 


Mayor Breed announced the rededication of the Moscone Center campus in honor of Mayor 


George Moscone, and the dedication of the South Lobby in honor of the late Mayor Edwin M. 


Lee, which includes a plaque recognizing the Mayor Edwin M. Lee South Lobby.  


 


 


### 







and expand our tourism industry, while also serving residents in the surrounding area. This
state-of-the-art facility exemplifies our commitment to sustainability, creates new flexible-use
convention and tourism spaces, and supports the neighborhood with a host of new design and
open-space improvements.”
 
The Moscone Center has hosted some of the most important conventions and product
announcements in recent memory, providing the space and amenities for businesses and
organizations from the United States and beyond to celebrate their achievements and
anticipate the future. Some of these include Salesforce’s annual Dreamforce conference,
Oracle’s annual Oracle OpenWorld convention, the Game Developers Conference, and
groundbreaking medical conferences.
 
Convention activities help drive general hotel tax revenues for the City, which were
anticipated to provide approximately $375 million of General Fund revenues in Fiscal Year
2018-19 budget. The expansion is also anticipated to create nearly 1,000 permanent jobs in
San Francisco.
 
“The expansion of Moscone Center will have a lasting and positive impact on San Francisco’s
economy,” said City Administrator Naomi Kelly. “In addition to the tax revenue and
permanent jobs created, the expansion will provide new public spaces and pedestrian
enhancements, weaving the Moscone Center into the surrounding neighborhood.”
 
The project implemented a number of urban design, streetscape and pedestrian safety changes
that were designed to improve Moscone Center’s connection to the surrounding Yerba Buena
neighborhood. The changes include wider sidewalks, open-air plazas, four additional public
art installations, and enhanced landscaping and family-friendly play spaces to create a safer
and more inviting neighborhood for residents and visitors. The San Francisco Public Works
project team managed the Final Environmental Impact Report, development of design, secured
all site permits, worked closely with multiple community groups to collect input on the
proposed project design, and provided project management and construction management
services. 
 
“This project meets the demands of a 21st-century San Francisco with a design that is both
functional and beautiful and adds to the vibrancy of the surrounding neighborhood,” said
Public Works Director Mohammed Nuru. “Our partnerships with the hospitality sector and
community groups to turn the Moscone expansion from idea to reality exemplifies San
Francisco as a can-do city.”
 
The new Moscone Center is designed to meet LEED Platinum certification, and has the lowest
carbon footprint per delegate of any major convention center in North America. It also has the
largest rooftop solar panel array in San Francisco, which will provide the center with
approximately 20 percent of its power. In addition, 15 million gallons of water will be
recovered annually for reuse in landscaping, street cleaning and toilet flushing, and recycling
and composting are included throughout the facility.
 
“San Francisco understands that we must be responsible and forward-thinking when it comes
to water use,” said San Francisco Public Utilities Commission General Manager Harlan L.
Kelly, Jr. “The expanded Moscone Convention Center, which will save as much as 15 million
gallons of water a year through its new water reuse system, is a perfect example of that
innovative spirit.”
 



With funding generated by the capital project, the San Francisco Arts Commission
commissioned light artist Leo Villareal for the enclosed pedestrian bridge across Howard
Street; Sarah Sze for the Park Bridge, spanning Howard Street; Christine Corday for a large
outdoor sculpture on the north side of Howard Street; and Brendan Monroe for a large-scale
mural on the Paseo Gallery wall. All artists were selected through a competitive public process
and approved by the San Francisco Arts Commission. The Arts Commission also reinstalled
works already in the Moscone collection, including the beloved Three Dancing Figures by
Keith Haring.
 
The Moscone Expansion project follows a number of smaller renovations to the facility. In
2008, the City entered into a public-private partnership agreement with San Francisco Travel
and the newly established San Francisco Tourism Improvement District (TID) to undertake a
$56 million facelift of the existing Moscone interiors, including improving bathrooms,
wayfinding, carpeting, movable walls, digital displays and other interior aesthetics. Following
the completion of the initial renovations, the City explored future uses of the space. As a
result, in 2012 and 2013, the Office of Economic and Workforce Development led
negotiations to establish the public-private Moscone Expansion District (MED) partnership to
fund the new $551 million renovation and expansion. The expansion project was funded
through a combination of MED hotel revenue assessment and the City’s General Fund.
 
“The collaborative effort of this public private partnership is delivering substantial public
benefits to the Yerba Buena neighborhood, creating hundreds of jobs and driving economic
activity in a sustainable, responsible way,” said Joaquín Torres, Director of the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development. “Expanding the economic potential of this historic
facility strengthens San Francisco’s status as a cultural destination now and into the future.”
 
“It is important that San Francisco stay competitive with expanded and upgraded convention
facilities. This project has achieved that,” said Joe D’Alessandro, President and CEO of the
San Francisco Travel Association. “Our two main goals have been to create contiguous space
and flexibility for the Moscone Center.  Now we have a brand-new center with state-of-the-art
everything.”
 
Mayor Breed announced the rededication of the Moscone Center campus in honor of Mayor
George Moscone, and the dedication of the South Lobby in honor of the late Mayor Edwin M.
Lee, which includes a plaque recognizing the Mayor Edwin M. Lee South Lobby.
 
 

###
 
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 3333 California Street- Support for Neighborhood Alternative Plan
Date: Thursday, January 03, 2019 10:30:13 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Barbara Brenner <a2zbrenner@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2019 10:28 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>; Zushi, Kei (CPC) <kei.zushi@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine
(BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>
Cc: Richard Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com>
Subject: 3333 California Street- Support for Neighborhood Alternative Plan
 

 

To whom it may concern:

I am writing in opposition to the developer’s plan for 3333 California Street. The proposal is
objectionable for several reasons:

Architecture is not in line with existing neighborhood character.

Retail stores and offices will bring in too much additional traffic and are unnecessary. Existing
local stores are more than sufficient for the needs of the neighborhood.

Parking is currently extremely difficult. The developer originally stated loading zones would
be on-site or underground however that plan was scrapped. On-street loading zones would
eliminate 40 additional street parking spaces.

15-year construction timeline is excessive and unnecessary and as costs spiral invites the sale
of an up-zoned property.

THE NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTIAL ALTERNATIVE SATISFIES THE NEED FOR
ADDITIONAL HOUSING IN SAN FRANCISCO BUT WITH SIGNIFICANTLY LESS
DAMAGE TO THE ENVIRONMENT WHILE MAINTAINING THE CHARACTER OF

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


THE NEIGHBORHOOD.

Sincerely,

Barbara and Jim Brenner

homeowners-1809 Lyon Street, San Francisco

 

 



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

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED UNVEILS NEW STREETLIGHTING IN THE TENDERLOIN
Date: Thursday, January 03, 2019 8:45:02 AM
Attachments: 1.2.19 Tenderloin Street Lighting.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2019 5:37 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED UNVEILS NEW STREETLIGHTING IN THE
TENDERLOIN
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 2, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED UNVEILS NEW STREETLIGHTING

IN THE TENDERLOIN
97 newly installed street lights will increase visibility and pedestrian safety in the

neighborhood
 

San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed today joined community leaders to unveil
newly installed streetlights in the Tenderloin District, which will better serve the
neighborhood and help increase public safety as part of Mayor Breed’s commitment to
improving the area.
 
The new streetlights were funded as part of the California Pacific Medical Center (CPMC)
Cathedral Hill Hospital Development Agreement in 2013, with $4.25 million provided by
CPMC for 97 streetlights in the Tenderloin community.
 
“Since taking office, I have been out regularly in the Tenderloin talking to residents and
merchants about how we can bring meaningful change and improve public safety for people
who live and work in the community,” said Mayor Breed. “The increased lighting we are
unveiling today is an important project that residents have asked for, and today we are
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Wednesday, January 2, 2019 


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


  


  


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED UNVEILS NEW STREETLIGHTING 


IN THE TENDERLOIN 
97 newly installed street lights will increase visibility and pedestrian safety in the neighborhood 


 


San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed today joined community leaders to unveil newly 


installed streetlights in the Tenderloin District, which will better serve the neighborhood and help 


increase public safety as part of Mayor Breed’s commitment to improving the area. 


 


The new streetlights were funded as part of the California Pacific Medical Center (CPMC) 


Cathedral Hill Hospital Development Agreement in 2013, with $4.25 million provided by CPMC 


for 97 streetlights in the Tenderloin community. 


 


“Since taking office, I have been out regularly in the Tenderloin talking to residents and 


merchants about how we can bring meaningful change and improve public safety for people who 


live and work in the community,” said Mayor Breed. “The increased lighting we are unveiling 


today is an important project that residents have asked for, and today we are delivering.”  


 


As part of $9 million in funding for public improvements provided under the CPMC 


Development Agreement, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) was provided 


a community benefit grant of $4.25 million. With these funds, 97 new streetlights have been 


installed in the Tenderloin community between McAllister and O’Farrell Streets on Larkin, 


Hyde, Leavenworth, and Jones Streets, as well as on Eddy Street between Larkin and Mason 


Streets. 


 


“A community with more streetlights is a safer, healthier and more-connected place for 


everyone,” said SFPUC General Manager Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. “We are proud to work alongside 


Mayor Breed and our public and private partners to bring new light and vitality to the 


Tenderloin.” 


 


The design of the lights is intended to match the historic style poles along Taylor Street and 


Golden Gate Avenue. Additionally, by including two lights on each pole, one which lights the 


street and one which lights the sidewalk, these new improvements will enhance the pedestrian 


experience in the Tenderloin. 


 


“As a not-for-profit organization, Sutter Health believes in giving back. Sutter Health’s CPMC 


recognizes that public safety and neighborhood investments are a key component of our 


community’s health,” said Hamila Kownacki, Chief Operating Officer of CPMC/Sutter Health. 


“We are proud to work with the City and County of San Francisco to fund enhanced lighting in 
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the Tenderloin neighborhood so residents can feel safer at night. We look forward to joining this 


community as a neighbor when our Van Ness Campus opens in March of this year.” 


 


“I began working with former Mayor Lee to increase the number of streetlights in the Tenderloin 


in 2011,” said Randy Shaw, Director of the Tenderloin Housing Clinic. “We are thrilled that this 


critical neighborhood safety project has finally been completed.”  


 


“As a resident of the Tenderloin neighborhood, I find it of utmost importance to increase the 


lighting on our streets. I am a woman who works cleaning offices at night and appreciate this 


effort, and it that should be duplicated throughout the neighborhood since there are still many 


very dark streets and this makes it dangerous and a vulnerable place for residents. We hope this 


continues in 2019 and that all the Tenderloin is illuminated to improve neighborhood safety and 


comfort,” said Tenderloin resident Johana Ramirez.  


 


“I’ve been here 24 years, since 1994. It has been dark. In my experience, when it’s bright, there’s 


no people doing drug activities. It makes a big difference,” said Alex Alhaj, owner Empire 


Market. 
 


“I have lived in Tenderloin for more than 40 years. These new historic pedestrian lights are very 


attractive addition to our neighborhood and makes a huge difference in the night. I feel this is a 


good first step in returning our neighborhood to a place that we can be proud to be part of,” said 


Tenderloin resident Larry Gothberg. 


 


 


 


### 







delivering.”
 
As part of $9 million in funding for public improvements provided under the CPMC
Development Agreement, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) was
provided a community benefit grant of $4.25 million. With these funds, 97 new streetlights
have been installed in the Tenderloin community between McAllister and O’Farrell Streets on
Larkin, Hyde, Leavenworth, and Jones Streets, as well as on Eddy Street between Larkin and
Mason Streets.
 
“A community with more streetlights is a safer, healthier and more-connected place for
everyone,” said SFPUC General Manager Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. “We are proud to work
alongside Mayor Breed and our public and private partners to bring new light and vitality to
the Tenderloin.”
 
The design of the lights is intended to match the historic style poles along Taylor Street and
Golden Gate Avenue. Additionally, by including two lights on each pole, one which lights the
street and one which lights the sidewalk, these new improvements will enhance the pedestrian
experience in the Tenderloin.
 
“As a not-for-profit organization, Sutter Health believes in giving back. Sutter Health’s CPMC
recognizes that public safety and neighborhood investments are a key component of our
community’s health,” said Hamila Kownacki, Chief Operating Officer of CPMC/Sutter
Health. “We are proud to work with the City and County of San Francisco to fund enhanced
lighting in the Tenderloin neighborhood so residents can feel safer at night. We look forward
to joining this community as a neighbor when our Van Ness Campus opens in March of this
year.”
 
“I began working with former Mayor Lee to increase the number of streetlights in the
Tenderloin in 2011,” said Randy Shaw, Director of the Tenderloin Housing Clinic. “We are
thrilled that this critical neighborhood safety project has finally been completed.”
 
“As a resident of the Tenderloin neighborhood, I find it of utmost importance to increase the
lighting on our streets. I am a woman who works cleaning offices at night and appreciate this
effort, and it that should be duplicated throughout the neighborhood since there are still many
very dark streets and this makes it dangerous and a vulnerable place for residents. We hope
this continues in 2019 and that all the Tenderloin is illuminated to improve neighborhood
safety and comfort,” said Tenderloin resident Johana Ramirez.
 
“I’ve been here 24 years, since 1994. It has been dark. In my experience, when it’s bright,
there’s no people doing drug activities. It makes a big difference,” said Alex Alhaj, owner
Empire Market.
 
“I have lived in Tenderloin for more than 40 years. These new historic pedestrian lights are
very attractive addition to our neighborhood and makes a huge difference in the night. I feel
this is a good first step in returning our neighborhood to a place that we can be proud to be
part of,” said Tenderloin resident Larry Gothberg.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Lindsay, Ashley (CPC)
Subject: FW: Bring more reliable cell service to the Mission District
Date: Wednesday, January 02, 2019 10:46:15 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Eric Nicely <Eric.Nicely.139936513@p2a.co> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 01, 2019 3:19 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Bring more reliable cell service to the Mission District
 

 

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,

I am writing to urge you to help us bring more reliable cell service to the Mission District and nearby
neighborhoods by adding a cell site to 2990 24th Street.

Everyone uses broadband. Many of us depend on our mobile devices to take care of things at work
or at home, every day. This type of service is especially important in San Francisco. We rely heavily
on mobile technology more and more to do what we need to every day, and to stay connected for
learning, health care, public safety, and so much more.

As a resident of San Francisco, I ask that you do what you can to bring better service to our area as
quickly as possible, and support our efforts in the Mission District and across San Francisco.

Sincerely, 

Eric Nicely 
3783 20th St
San Francisco, CA 94110 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Lindsay, Ashley (CPC)
Subject: FW: Bring more reliable cell service to the Mission District
Date: Friday, December 28, 2018 9:38:54 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Kathy Langsam <Kathy.Langsam.108423930@p2a.co> 
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 10:48 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Bring more reliable cell service to the Mission District
 

 

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,

I am writing to urge you to help us bring more reliable cell service to the Mission District and nearby
neighborhoods by adding a cell site to 2990 24th Street.

Everyone uses broadband. Many of us depend on our mobile devices to take care of things at work
or at home, every day. This type of service is especially important in San Francisco. We rely heavily
on mobile technology more and more to do what we need to every day, and to stay connected for
learning, health care, public safety, and so much more.

As a resident of San Francisco, I ask that you do what you can to bring better service to our area as
quickly as possible, and support our efforts in the Mission District and across San Francisco.

Sincerely, 

Kathy Langsam 
650 Delancey St
San Francisco, CA 94107 

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


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

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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Lindsay, Ashley (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case No. 2015-014028ENV; Project Title: 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project Zoning
Date: Friday, December 28, 2018 9:38:08 AM
Attachments: 3333CALSF Draft EIR 12-2-2018 Response.docx

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Marie McNulty <mmcnulty@outlook.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 24, 2018 4:00 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: laurelheights2016@gmail
Subject: Case No. 2015-014028ENV; Project Title: 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project Zoning
 

 

 
Please see my attached letter supporting the Neighborhood Full Preservation Alternative Plan,
regarding the above referenced project.

 

Thank you.

 

Marie McNulty

3169 California Street, #2D

San Francisco, CA  94115
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December 18, 2018



City Of San Francisco – Planning Commission

Commission Chambers, Room 400, City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 



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:



The developer has not addressed the historic significance of this property.

 

I support the Neighborhood Full Preservation Alternative because:



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



2. 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.  People regularly use the green space on the site for recreational purposes and that space is very important to the community.



3. It would not have retail that would compete with the merchants at Laurel Village Shopping Center.  By using all the space for housing, some units would be large enough for middle-income families.



4. It would be built in approximately three years rather than the seven to fifteen years the project applicant is proposing.



5. The new Draft EIR Full Preservation Residential Alternative has 24 less residential units than the project.  I 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.  The applicant should explain the exact type of replacement windows proposed and why the proposed new rooftop addition would distinguish it from the original building yet be compatible with Midcentury Modern design principles.
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6. The proposed project is an unattractive mass of nondescript buildings crammed onto the site with concrete pathways.



7. 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 for your attention to this matter.





Most sincerely,



Marie McNulty

3169 California Street, #2D

San Francisco, CA  94115



cc:   LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com





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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Paired housing and Office space
Date: Monday, December 24, 2018 10:08:41 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: pwebber928@aol.com <pwebber928@aol.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 24, 2018 9:56 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>; Hepner, Lee (BOS)
<lee.hepner@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS)
<katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; 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>; dennis.richareds@sfgov.org; johnrahaim@sfgov.org; Rodgers,
AnMarie (CPC) <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Paired housing and Office space
 

 

 
Dear Readers,    In response to the Chronicle editorial of regarding CASA of December 22, 2019, I am
forwarding a proposal, described below, regarding paired housing .  It in essence provides that a local
agency (such as a city or county) must pair housing and office space in order to build more than a
specified number of housing units ( or a specified number of square feet of office space).  The pairing
may be across local boundaries so long as there is available public transportation between them with
riding times of 15 minutes or less at frequencies during peak hours of ten minutes or less. There are
exceptions for senior or 100% affordable housing and there must be a specified percentage of the
housing units which are affordable.  
     While all may agree that housing is inadequate around the Bay Area, the public solutions such as
CASA and SB 50 do NOT reflect the realities of how our growth has developed.  Historically, before the
tech boom, growth of office space  occurred primarily in the three major hubs of San Francisco, Oakland
and San Jose, with  suburbs e.g.  parts of Marin, Contra Costa and Alameda Counties contributing 
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housing for office workers working in the three major hubs. as did parts of the city of the workspace
venue. 
     A significant break in that pattern started when Bank of America, Standard Oil and Fireman's Fund
Insurance Company moved substantial numbers of employees to newly built campuses on cheap land in
northern Marin County or Contra Costa County along the I-680 corridor. The rapidly developing  "tech"
industry,  followed later along and  around the 101 and I-280  corridors.  What did not occur in the tech
industry, particularly after the Great Recession to any significant degree. was the building of housing in
the South Bay to house the employees of companies residing there.  Much of that housing has been
supplied by the three major cities, a clear  reversal of the earlier historical patterns.   
     The municipal impetus for promoting the  building of office space vs. housing is the "simplicity" of
levying and collecting property taxes on  larger parcels. a lesser need for infrastructure associated with
residents, particularly families. and the  belief that office/commercial space would produce greater net tax
revenues. This caused housing prices in the South Bay to sky rocket.
      Employees of South Bay companies, many of whom were quite well compensated, could only find
"affordable" housing in three major hubs and, it is said, also enjoyed living in the big cities,  so their
employers accommodated them by providing caravans of huge buses plowing the freeways between the
more /affordable/desirable major city "nesting" venues and the working venues and back, running up the
housing costs in the major cities as well. This has placed an unfair burden on the major cities both in
terms of infrastructure demands and limiting or eliminating housing for scores of middle income (or lower) 
local workers, to say nothing of the carbon emissions being released from vehicles plowing the freeways,
many of which are huge buses or cars with few occupants.
     Policy wise, at least in the Bay Area, one can no longer think of what are now small (er) communities
as the "suburbs" if they want to promote any kind of growth.  Their growth must be driven by both housing
and work venues, not just one or the other.  Neither SB 50 or CASA really addresses these issues, but
rather reflect the desire of the "burbs" to continue as "burbs" with larger multifamily housing developments
left to farther away communities with cheap(er) land the big cities to provide at ever increasing costs,
rents and  prices.  If SB 50 or CASA gets around to reflecting this proposal, there will be time enough to
get into the "weeds" of those proposals, especially the financing proposals.  But a good critique of  CASA
appears in the comments of Berkeley Mayor Jesse Arreguin published in the  December 14, 2018 issue
of the Berkeley Daily Planet. 
     Some will view this  proposal as slowing growth, but that will occur only if  a community which wants
office growth doesn't provide housing as well or vice versa. If it can't provide the pairing of nesting and
working venues, then it shouldn't be able to  foist one or the off else where. In that regard, in executing a
proposal such as this, there first should be a process employed to bring up to notional parity  the housing
and office space in a community, either of which has been developed in,say, the last five or so years. 
     My comments below about pairing were written before SB 50 was published or MTC had taken up
CASA, but the issues regarding pairing have not changed substantively.  
 
Thank you.
 
Paul Webber
A North Beach Resident  
       
     
 

 
 
 
                                                           Proposal on Pairing Housing and Office Space
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: pwebber928 <pwebber928@aol.com>
To: vallie.brown <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; malia.cohen <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; sandra.fewer

mailto:pwebber928@aol.com
mailto:vallie.brown@sfgov.org
mailto:malia.cohen@sfgov.org


<sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; jane.kim <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; mandelmanstaff
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; aaron.peskin <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; sunny.angulo
<sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>; lee.a.hepner <lee.a.hepner@gmail.com>; hillary.ronen
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; ahsha.safai <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; catherine.stefani
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; norman.yee <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; richhillissf
<richhillissf@gmail.com>; myrna.melgar <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; milicent.johnson
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; joel.koppel <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; kathrin.moore
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; dennis.richards <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; john.rahaim
<john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; commissions.secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; gswooding
<gswooding@gmail.com>; gumby5 <gumby5@att.net>; frfbeagle <frfbeagle@gmail.com>; maurice1950
<maurice1950@comcast.net>; ozzierohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Mon, Dec 3, 2018 9:26 am
Subject: Paired housing and Office space

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.
       
  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. I 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 I nor what many other San Franciscans want.  So here is
one possibility. I 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 on lines running during peak hours at ten minute or more frequent intervals .  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
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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  I would support it as I haven't
seen it. ;  I 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN

(CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for December 27, 2018 and January 3, 2019
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 12:08:08 PM
Attachments: CPC Hearing Results 2018.docx

winterbreak_cancellation.docx
winterbreak_cancellation.pdf
Advance Calendar - 20181227.xlsx

Commissioners,
Attached are you Calendars for December 27, 2018 and January 3, 2019.
 
Again, congratulations on all your efforts this year!
 
Happy Holidays to you and yours,
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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CPC Hearing Results 2018

To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20364

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0636

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



December 20, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-011935CUA

		2505 Third Street

		Christensen

		Continued to January 24, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-009635CUA

		432 Cortland Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued to February 21, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Continued to January 17, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		2017-010630DRP

		1621 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 6, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20358

		2018-008389CUA

		88 King Street

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Modernizing Long Range Data Analysis

		Edmondson

		None - Informational

		



		M-20359

		2016-015675CUA

		2990 24th Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions limiting the number of antennas to nine for Alternative No. 2

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20360

		2016-004905ENX

		1052-1060 Folsom Street & 190-194 Russ Street

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -3 (Moore, Richards, Melgar against)



		M-20361

		2016-004905CUA

		1052-1060 Folsom Street & 190-194 Russ Street

		Vu

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -3 (Moore, Richards, Melgar against)



		M-20362

		2016-004905SHD

		1052-1060 Folsom Street & 190-194 Russ Street

		Vu

		Adopted Findings

		+4 -3 (Moore, Richards, Melgar against)



		

		2016-004905VAR

		1052-1060 Folsom Street & 190-194 Russ Street

		Vu

		ZA Closed the PH and took the matter under advisement

		



		M-20363

		2018-012420CUA

		1169 Market Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Encouraging OEWD to forge a First Source Hiring contract that focuses on local neighborhood based hiring practices; and

2. An update memo to the Commission one year from the date of opening.

		+7 -0



		DRA-0633

		2016-015887DRP

		2025 15th Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and conditioned that the proposal include:

1. Installation of privacy measures;

2. Reducing the deck to allow for planter installation outside of the railing; and

3. Adding an ADU as indicated in plans dated December 18, 2018.

		+7 -0



		DRA-0634

		2018-008820DRP

		440 Molimo Drive

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as proposed

		+7 -0



		DRA-0635

		2017-010924DRP

		10 Aladdin Terrace

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as proposed

		+7 -0







December 13, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-011216DRP

		277 Judson Avenue

		Kwiatkowska

		Continued to January 24, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-007303ENV

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Pollak

		Continued to February 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-016520CUA

		828 Arkansas Street

		Christensen

		Continued to February 28, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-006212CUA

		145 Laurel Street

		Lindsay

		Continued to January 17, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20354

		2015-006327CUA

		3225 Lincoln Way

		Tran

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 29, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-013551CWP

		Excelsior & Outer Mission Neighborhood Strategy

		Exline

		None – Informational

		



		

		1996.0016CWP

		Commerce And Industry Inventory 2017

		Qi

		None – Informational

		



		

		2015-014028ENV

		3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project

		Zushi

		Reviewed and Commented; Extended the Comment period 15-days to January 8, 2019 at 5:00 pm

		+5 -1 (Koppel against; Johnson absent)



		

		2018-006127CUA

		201 19th Avenue

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to February 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20355

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions as Amended to include:

1. All items submitted by the Sponsor in Exhibit I;

2. Neighborhood Liaison;

3. One year look back;

4. Quarterly inspections unannounced;

5. No dogs outside before 7 am and after 7 pm, subject to change by Department Staff;

6. Implement a sound consulting engineer best practices;

7. Staff to consult with DBI and DPH;

8. Staff to attend a meeting with neighbors and Sponsor; and

9. Memo to CPC with final conditions.

		+4 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Johnson absent)



		M-20356

		2018-008372CUA

		1123-1127 Folsom Street

		Flores

		Disapproved

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		M-20357

		2017-016050CUA

		49 Hopkins Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as Amended:

1. Work with Preservation Staff to reconstruct the building to its original footprint and massing, implementing the original method and materials, according to the Secretary of Interior Standards; and

2. Install an interpretive plaque that identifies the building as a replica replacement, per the CPC.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		DRA-0631

		2017-009996DRP

		434-436 20th Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+4 -1 (Koppel against; Fong, Johnson absent)



		DRA-0632

		2018-006138DRP-03

		2831 Pierce Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved per the private agreement submitted at the hearing.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-006138VAR

		2831 Pierce Street

		Winslow

		Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		







December 6, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-016050CUA

		49 Hopkins Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to December 13, 2018

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-007303PCA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Tuffy

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-007303DNXCUA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Tuffy

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to January 10, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-002409DRP

		1973 Broadway Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20349

		2018-014996PCA

		Home-SF Project Authorization [Board File No. 181046]

		Ikezoe

		Approved with Modifications

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Schuett

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20350

		2015-018150CUA

		137 Clayton Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions and Staff Recommendations

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20351

		2017-015810CUA

		830 Rhode Island Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20352

		2018-005694CUA

		3060 Fillmore Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20353

		2018-010482CUA

		3509 California Street

		Kirby

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0629

		2018-006613DRP

		610 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Took DR, Denied the BPA

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0630

		2017-011478DRP

		463 Duncan Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Conditions:

1. Provide a privacy screen on the east side of the second floor roof deck; and

2. Reduce the depth of the second floor roof deck to approximately 8.5 feet.

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)







November 29, 2018 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-010630DRP

		1621 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Continued to December 20, 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 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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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING COMMISSION 





NOTICE

OF 

CANCELLATION











Thursday, 

December 27, 2018 and January 3, 2019



Regular Meetings



NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Thursday, December 27, 2018 and January 3, 2019 San Francisco Planning Commission Regular Meetings have been canceled. The next Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled for Thursday, January 10, 2019.



Commissioners:

Rich Hillis, President

Myrna Melgar, Vice President

Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel, 

Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin



Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422







Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.
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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 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

		2015-008351DRP-02		380 Holladay Avenue				fr: 11/8		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		Withdrawn

		2016-007467CUA		360A West Portal Avenue				CONSENT		Hicks

						legalize existing use as Business or Professional Service 

				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

		 2014.0948ENX		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street 				fr: 10/25; 11/15; 11/29; 12/6		Jardines

						mixed-use building with 56 units with ground floor retail 

		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

		2017-012929DRP		830 Olmstead Street				fr: 11/15		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-001609DRP		144 PERALTA AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 17, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-015443PCAMAP   		170 Valencia Street						Butkus

						Planning Code, Zoning Map

				Economic trends and housing pipeline						Chion

						Informational

		2015-004568PRJ		10 South Van Ness 						Perry

						Informational presentation 

		2016-015997CUA		820 Post Street 						Perry

						demolition and new construction of an 8-story, 12-unit building with ground floor commercial

		2018-006127CUA		201 19th Avenue				fr: 11/29; 12/13		Weissglass

						grocery store to a restaurant 

		2018-002007CUA		145 Laurel Street				fr: 11/29; 12/13		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility 

		2018-012330CUA		447 Broadway				fr: 12/20		Chandler

						use size in excess of 3,000 square feet.

		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 - Joint w/HPC

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				January 24, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-011935CUA		2505 Third St				CONSENT		Christensen

						Restaurant and event space use (dba Magnolia Brewing)

		2018-010700CUA		4018 24th Street				CB3P		Ganetsos

						change of use from a limited restaurant to a restaurant use (DBA Wallflower) 

				Work Program, Budget, and Performance Measures 						Landis

						Informational

		2016-003351CWP		Racial & Social Equity Action Plan 						Flores

						Informational

		2007.0168CUA-02		Hunters View HOPE SF						Snyder

						minor amendments to the Conditions of Approval and related D4D

		2013.0655CUA		1513A-F York Street 				fr: 10/25; 11/29		Vu

						9 three-story buildings containing 10 dwelling units with subterranean parking 

		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) 

		2018-000813CUA		939 Ellis Street 						Jimenez

						convert office to health services 

		2016-004403CUA		2222 BROADWAY						Young

						increase the enrollment cap for Schools of the Sacred Heart (Broadway campus only) 

		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.		Koppel - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-013861PCAMAP		Large Residence Special Use District				fr: 12/6		Sanchez

						D11

		2016-011101CTZ  		Great Highway 						Hicks

						SFDPW

		2018-016494PCA 		Central SoMa Plan to Include a “Community Good Jobs Employment Plan” 						Chen

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-016562PCA 		Inclusionary Housing Fee for State Density Bonus Projects 						Bintliff

						Planning Code Amendment

				Housing Strategies and Plans						Chion

						Informational

		2016-008937CWP		City College Facilities Master Plan						Francis

						Informational

		2018-007366CUA		838 Grant Avenue				fr: 12/20		Foster

						CU for Restaurant Use + hours of operation

		2017-009635CUA		432 Cortland Avenue				fr: 12/20		Flores

						demo mixed-use building, new construction (3 dwellings and 1 commercial unit)

		2018-009587CUA		3535 California Street						Ajello

						CUA to establish a Formula Retail store dba Bluemercury

		2016-010079CUAVAR		3620 Buchanan						Ajello

						Large Lot CUA

		2017-010630DRP		1621 Diamond Street 				fr: 11/29; 12/20		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-002409DRP		1973 BROADWAY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				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

		2018-016401PCA		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2015-010013IKA		30 Otis Plaza						Caldwell

						In-Kind Agreement 

				Executive Directive on Housing (17-02) Report						Bintliff

						Informational

		2016-007303ENV		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				fr: 10/11; 11/15; 12/13		Pollak

						Appeal of PMND

		2018-014721CUA 		1685 Haight St						Dito

						Cannabis Retailer/Dispensary

		2018-013122CUA		2966 24th Street 						Samonsky

						removal of an unauthorized group housing and conversion to commercial use

		2018-007049CUA		3378 Sacramento St						Ajello

						CUA for Health Service Use

		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

		2018-016400PCA 		Arts Activities and Nighttime Entertainment Uses in Historic Buildings						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-017028PCA 		Controls on Residential Demolition, Merger, Conversion, and Alterations 						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-005411CRV		Roof Deck Policy 						May

						Adoption

		2015-012049GEN		Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines and Transportation Network Company Update						Wietgrefe

						Informational

		2017-009224CUA		601 Van Ness Avenue				fr: 6/28; 9/13; 10/18; 12/20		Woods

						CUA to remove movie theatre (Opera Plaza Cinema)

		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

		2017-016520CUA		828 Arkansas Street				fr: 12/13		Christensen

						Demolition of existing single-family home and construction of new two-unit building

		2018-007204CUAVAR		754 35th Ave						Ajello

						CUA for 3-unit density in RH-2 district

		2018-003324CUAVAR		2779 Folsom Street 						Jardines

						density limit of 1 per 1,500 square feet lot area

				March 7, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-017028PCA 		Controls on Residential Demolition, Merger, Conversion, and Alterations 						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-001681DRP		120 VARENNES ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009964DRP		526-530 LOMBARD ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 14, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-014420DRP		2552 BAKER ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-006123DRP-02		279 BELLA VISTA WAY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				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

		2018-013413CUA		1001 Van Ness Avenue						Woods

						demo & new mixed-use building for a senior residential care facility and retail

		2017-013473DRP		115 BELGRAVE AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 28, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2014.0012E		Better Market Street  						Thomas

						DEIR

				April 4, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				April 11, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				April 18, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				April 25, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Adina, Seema (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods at Trinity Plaza Project
Date: Friday, December 21, 2018 9:24:01 AM
Attachments: Letter In Support of Whole Foods Project.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: Victor M. Marquez <victormarquezesq@aol.com> 
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 12:19 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Whole Foods at Trinity Plaza Project
 

 

Jonas, 
 
Please see attached letter.
 
Best, 
 
Victor

 
 
Victor M. Marquez, Esq., Chair, ABA SOGI Commission
The Marquez Law Group                
649 Mission Street, 5th Floor                        
San Francisco, 94105
(415) 848-8971 office
(415)  314-7831 cell
 
 

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







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

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES DETAILED PROPOSAL TO FUND

AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND PROGRAMS FOR HOMELESSNESS, SHELTER, AND BEHAVIORAL HEALTH
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2018 12:04:32 PM
Attachments: 12.20.18 Windfall Housing and Homelessness Funding.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 11:48 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES DETAILED PROPOSAL TO
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BEHAVIORAL HEALTH
Mayor Breed seeks to spend recently announced windfall on programs that address the City’s

pressing issues
 
San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today unveiled a detailed proposal to direct the
$181 million in available funding from the City’s recently announced windfall to programs for
homelessness, affordable housing, behavioral health, and street cleanliness.
 
The Mayor’s proposal would support the creation of over 900 new units of affordable housing,
preserve and improve over 1,000 units of existing affordable housing, fund the expansion of
300 new spaces in homeless shelters and Navigation Centers, and open 86 behavioral health
and substance abuse hospital beds. 
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*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES DETAILED 


PROPOSAL TO FUND AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND 


PROGRAMS FOR HOMELESSNESS, SHELTER, AND 


BEHAVIORAL HEALTH 
Mayor Breed seeks to spend recently announced windfall on programs that address the City’s 


pressing issues 


 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today unveiled a detailed proposal to direct the 


$181 million in available funding from the City’s recently announced windfall to programs for 


homelessness, affordable housing, behavioral health, and street cleanliness. 


 


The Mayor’s proposal would support the creation of over 900 new units of affordable housing, 


preserve and improve over 1,000 units of existing affordable housing, fund the expansion of 300 


new spaces in homeless shelters and Navigation Centers, and open 86 behavioral health and 


substance abuse hospital beds.   


 


“Opportunities like this are rare, which is why it is so important that we make responsible 


investments that will make an immediate impact in helping our homeless population into shelter, 


creating new affordable housing for our low-income residents, and keeping our streets clean,” 


said Mayor Breed. “The voters have been very clear that this is their top priority. The majority of 


the total windfall money is already being distributed to important programs like transportation 


and schools. I think we should take advantage of this chance to address the housing and 


homelessness crisis we see every day.” 


 


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. This funding would provide $42 million to fund the 


construction of a homeless housing site and $14 million for the acquisition of one or more future 


100% affordable housing sites. Approximately $20 million would fund the expansion of the 


Small Sites Program, which helps residents avoid displacement by removing properties from the 


speculative market and converting them to permanently affordable housing. The Sunnydale and 


Potrero public housing sites would receive $9 million in capital upgrades, and the remaining $6 


million would fund the predevelopment of other affordable housing projects. All of the 


affordable housing investments are one-time expenses. 
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The legislation would direct the other $90.5 million to fund homelessness, behavioral health, and 


street cleanliness programs for a four-year time period. A total of approximately $56 million 


would be directed to temporary shelter and treatment programs:  


 $11 million going to expand existing Navigation Centers by over 100 beds;  


 $9 million going to open 14 additional beds at San Francisco Healing Center at St. 


Mary’s Hospital;  


 $10 million to open 72 new substance use recovery beds; and  


 $27 million to support 200 new beds in a Shelter Access For Everyone (SAFE) 


emergency homeless shelter, which will incorporate elements of San Francisco’s 


Navigation Center model in larger settings.  


 


In addition to shelters, $30 million will be allocated to add approximately 300 units of permanent 


supportive housing for formerly homeless individuals. In order to further address street 


cleanliness, $4 million will be allocated to the expansion of high need neighborhood cleaning 


and the expansion of the Pit Stop Program, which provides staffed public restrooms. This 


funding will support programming and operations for four years, which is intended to serve as a 


bridge until more sustainable funding sources can be secured. 


 


A total of approximately $234 million of the $415 million windfall will be allocated to specific 


programs and reserves. This includes $38 million for the San Francisco Municipal 


Transportation Agency, $35 million for San Francisco Unified School District, $19 million for 


children and family programming, $9 million for the Public Library, and $2 million for street 


tree maintenance.  


 


There is no guarantee that the windfall being recognized will continue in future years, which is 


why Mayor Breed is prioritizing one-time expenses or programs that can serve as a bridge to 


more sustainable funding. 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. 


 


“We are in the middle of a mental health and addiction crisis in our country, our city, and on our 


streets,” said Dr. Vitka Eisen, President of CEO of HealthRIGHT 360. “We must address this 


crisis by providing those most in need with the health services that they need and the housing 


options that they deserve. We must help get people off the street and into a healthier, more 
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prosperous, and more fulfilling future. The investments proposed today make it clear that the 


Mayor understands the priorities of our residents, and I want to thank her for making such a 


promising investment in the health of our city.” 


 


“We have the opportunity to make real and transformative investments with these resources in 


addressing our housing and homelessness crisis,” said Tomiquia Moss, Chief Executive Officer 


of Hamilton Families. “By prioritizing funding for affordable housing projects which serve 


formerly homeless individuals and families, expanding shelter options for those experiencing 


homelessness, and increasing behavioral health services Mayor Breed’s proposal will help us 


serve those most in need in our City.” 


 


“San Francisco is in desperate need of more housing and specifically supportive housing for the 


most vulnerable members of our city, including seniors and people with disabilities,” said Gail 


Gillman, CEO of Community Housing Partnership. “Mayor Breed’s proposal would not only 


help those currently experiencing homelessness by opening up new beds in Navigation Centers 


and shelters, it would also create new opportunities for individuals ready to move into permanent 


housing as well.” 


 


“San Francisco has a large affordable housing debt that has become a crisis,” said Jamestown 


Community Center Executive Director and Planning Commission Vice President Myrna 


Melgar. “We owe this debt to our working class families, our African American and Latino 


citizens who have been displaced, our seniors, our tenants, the homeless and above all we owe it 


to our children. When you get a one-time windfall and you owe, you don't go out and buy 


something new, or even use it for your regular expenses - you use it to pay your debt. Our debt as 


a City to the next generation will get a sizable payment because of Mayor Breed's investment for 


which I am grateful, as it is long overdue.” 


 


“Every unit of housing is a solution to homelessness, and using these unexpected funds to 


support those amongst us who are most in need is the right thing to do,” said Beth Stokes, 


Executive Director of Episcopal Community Services. “Making significant investments in new 


housing units while also increasing our capacity to provide shelter for people while that housing 


is built, will go a long way in meeting our shared goal of ending chronic homelessness in San 


Francisco.” 


 


“This funding will make a real difference in the lives of hundreds of families living in our 


neighborhoods,” added recent Fisk University graduate and Sunnydale resident Breonna 


Frierson. “For too long we have been cut off from safe and decent housing, and from real 


opportunity. This investment that Mayor Breed is willing to make into our neighborhoods finally 


allows Sunnydale and Potrero Hill to be a part of the rest of San Francisco. Thank you Mayor 


Breed for giving the community hope and for trying to invest in what often feels like the 


forgotten.” 


### 







 
“Opportunities like this are rare, which is why it is so important that we make responsible
investments that will make an immediate impact in helping our homeless population into
shelter, creating new affordable housing for our low-income residents, and keeping our streets
clean,” said Mayor Breed. “The voters have been very clear that this is their top priority. The
majority of the total windfall money is already being distributed to important programs like
transportation and schools. I think we should take advantage of this chance to address the
housing and homelessness crisis we see every day.”
 
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. This funding would provide $42 million to fund the
construction of a homeless housing site and $14 million for the acquisition of one or more
future 100% affordable housing sites. Approximately $20 million would fund the expansion of
the Small Sites Program, which helps residents avoid displacement by removing properties
from the speculative market and converting them to permanently affordable housing. The
Sunnydale and Potrero public housing sites would receive $9 million in capital upgrades, and
the remaining $6 million would fund the predevelopment of other affordable housing projects.
All of the affordable housing investments are one-time expenses.
 
The legislation would direct the other $90.5 million to fund homelessness, behavioral health,
and street cleanliness programs for a four-year time period. A total of approximately $56
million would be directed to temporary shelter and treatment programs:

$11 million going to expand existing Navigation Centers by over 100 beds;
$9 million going to open 14 additional beds at San Francisco Healing Center at St.
Mary’s Hospital;
$10 million to open 72 new substance use recovery beds; and
$27 million to support 200 new beds in a Shelter Access For Everyone (SAFE)
emergency homeless shelter, which will incorporate elements of San Francisco’s
Navigation Center model in larger settings.
 

In addition to shelters, $30 million will be allocated to add approximately 300 units of
permanent supportive housing for formerly homeless individuals. In order to further address
street cleanliness, $4 million will be allocated to the expansion of high need neighborhood
cleaning and the expansion of the Pit Stop Program, which provides staffed public restrooms.
This funding will support programming and operations for four years, which is intended to
serve as a bridge until more sustainable funding sources can be secured.
 
A total of approximately $234 million of the $415 million windfall will be allocated to
specific programs and reserves. This includes $38 million for the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency, $35 million for San Francisco Unified School District, $19 million for
children and family programming, $9 million for the Public Library, and $2 million for street
tree maintenance.
 
There is no guarantee that the windfall being recognized will continue in future years, which is
why Mayor Breed is prioritizing one-time expenses or programs that can serve as a bridge to
more sustainable funding. 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.
 
“We are in the middle of a mental health and addiction crisis in our country, our city, and on
our streets,” said Dr. Vitka Eisen, President of CEO of HealthRIGHT 360. “We must address
this crisis by providing those most in need with the health services that they need and the
housing options that they deserve. We must help get people off the street and into a healthier,
more prosperous, and more fulfilling future. The investments proposed today make it clear
that the Mayor understands the priorities of our residents, and I want to thank her for making
such a promising investment in the health of our city.”
 
“We have the opportunity to make real and transformative investments with these resources in
addressing our housing and homelessness crisis,” said Tomiquia Moss, Chief Executive
Officer of Hamilton Families. “By prioritizing funding for affordable housing projects which
serve formerly homeless individuals and families, expanding shelter options for those
experiencing homelessness, and increasing behavioral health services Mayor Breed’s proposal
will help us serve those most in need in our City.”
 
“San Francisco is in desperate need of more housing and specifically supportive housing for
the most vulnerable members of our city, including seniors and people with disabilities,” said
Gail Gillman, CEO of Community Housing Partnership. “Mayor Breed’s proposal would not
only help those currently experiencing homelessness by opening up new beds in Navigation
Centers and shelters, it would also create new opportunities for individuals ready to move into
permanent housing as well.”
 
“San Francisco has a large affordable housing debt that has become a crisis,” said Jamestown
Community Center Executive Director and Planning Commission Vice President Myrna
Melgar. “We owe this debt to our working class families, our African American and Latino
citizens who have been displaced, our seniors, our tenants, the homeless and above all we owe
it to our children. When you get a one-time windfall and you owe, you don't go out and buy
something new, or even use it for your regular expenses - you use it to pay your debt. Our debt
as a City to the next generation will get a sizable payment because of Mayor Breed's
investment for which I am grateful, as it is long overdue.”
 
“Every unit of housing is a solution to homelessness, and using these unexpected funds to
support those amongst us who are most in need is the right thing to do,” said Beth Stokes,
Executive Director of Episcopal Community Services. “Making significant investments in
new housing units while also increasing our capacity to provide shelter for people while that
housing is built, will go a long way in meeting our shared goal of ending chronic
homelessness in San Francisco.”
 



“This funding will make a real difference in the lives of hundreds of families living in our
neighborhoods,” added recent Fisk University graduate and Sunnydale resident Breonna
Frierson. “For too long we have been cut off from safe and decent housing, and from real
opportunity. This investment that Mayor Breed is willing to make into our neighborhoods
finally allows Sunnydale and Potrero Hill to be a part of the rest of San Francisco. Thank you
Mayor Breed for giving the community hope and for trying to invest in what often feels like
the forgotten.”
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San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today unveiled a detailed proposal to direct the
$181 million in available funding from the City’s recently announced windfall to programs for
homelessness, affordable housing, behavioral health, and street cleanliness.
 
The Mayor’s proposal would support the creation of over 900 new units of affordable housing,
preserve and improve over 1,000 units of existing affordable housing, fund the expansion of
300 new spaces in homeless shelters and Navigation Centers, and open 86 behavioral health
and substance abuse hospital beds. 
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*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES DETAILED 


PROPOSAL TO FUND AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND 


PROGRAMS FOR HOMELESSNESS, SHELTER, AND 


BEHAVIORAL HEALTH 
Mayor Breed seeks to spend recently announced windfall on programs that address the City’s 


pressing issues 


 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today unveiled a detailed proposal to direct the 


$181 million in available funding from the City’s recently announced windfall to programs for 


homelessness, affordable housing, behavioral health, and street cleanliness. 


 


The Mayor’s proposal would support the creation of over 900 new units of affordable housing, 


preserve and improve over 1,000 units of existing affordable housing, fund the expansion of 300 


new spaces in homeless shelters and Navigation Centers, and open 86 behavioral health and 


substance abuse hospital beds.   


 


“Opportunities like this are rare, which is why it is so important that we make responsible 


investments that will make an immediate impact in helping our homeless population into shelter, 


creating new affordable housing for our low-income residents, and keeping our streets clean,” 


said Mayor Breed. “The voters have been very clear that this is their top priority. The majority of 


the total windfall money is already being distributed to important programs like transportation 


and schools. I think we should take advantage of this chance to address the housing and 


homelessness crisis we see every day.” 


 


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. This funding would provide $42 million to fund the 


construction of a homeless housing site and $14 million for the acquisition of one or more future 


100% affordable housing sites. Approximately $20 million would fund the expansion of the 


Small Sites Program, which helps residents avoid displacement by removing properties from the 


speculative market and converting them to permanently affordable housing. The Sunnydale and 


Potrero public housing sites would receive $9 million in capital upgrades, and the remaining $6 


million would fund the predevelopment of other affordable housing projects. All of the 


affordable housing investments are one-time expenses. 
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The legislation would direct the other $90.5 million to fund homelessness, behavioral health, and 


street cleanliness programs for a four-year time period. A total of approximately $56 million 


would be directed to temporary shelter and treatment programs:  


 $11 million going to expand existing Navigation Centers by over 100 beds;  


 $9 million going to open 14 additional beds at San Francisco Healing Center at St. 


Mary’s Hospital;  


 $10 million to open 72 new substance use recovery beds; and  


 $27 million to support 200 new beds in a Shelter Access For Everyone (SAFE) 


emergency homeless shelter, which will incorporate elements of San Francisco’s 


Navigation Center model in larger settings.  


 


In addition to shelters, $30 million will be allocated to add approximately 300 units of permanent 


supportive housing for formerly homeless individuals. In order to further address street 


cleanliness, $4 million will be allocated to the expansion of high need neighborhood cleaning 


and the expansion of the Pit Stop Program, which provides staffed public restrooms. This 


funding will support programming and operations for four years, which is intended to serve as a 


bridge until more sustainable funding sources can be secured. 


 


A total of approximately $234 million of the $415 million windfall will be allocated to specific 


programs and reserves. This includes $38 million for the San Francisco Municipal 


Transportation Agency, $35 million for San Francisco Unified School District, $19 million for 


children and family programming, $9 million for the Public Library, and $2 million for street 


tree maintenance.  


 


There is no guarantee that the windfall being recognized will continue in future years, which is 


why Mayor Breed is prioritizing one-time expenses or programs that can serve as a bridge to 


more sustainable funding. 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. 


 


“We are in the middle of a mental health and addiction crisis in our country, our city, and on our 


streets,” said Dr. Vitka Eisen, President of CEO of HealthRIGHT 360. “We must address this 


crisis by providing those most in need with the health services that they need and the housing 


options that they deserve. We must help get people off the street and into a healthier, more 
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prosperous, and more fulfilling future. The investments proposed today make it clear that the 


Mayor understands the priorities of our residents, and I want to thank her for making such a 


promising investment in the health of our city.” 


 


“We have the opportunity to make real and transformative investments with these resources in 


addressing our housing and homelessness crisis,” said Tomiquia Moss, Chief Executive Officer 


of Hamilton Families. “By prioritizing funding for affordable housing projects which serve 


formerly homeless individuals and families, expanding shelter options for those experiencing 


homelessness, and increasing behavioral health services Mayor Breed’s proposal will help us 


serve those most in need in our City.” 


 


“San Francisco is in desperate need of more housing and specifically supportive housing for the 


most vulnerable members of our city, including seniors and people with disabilities,” said Gail 


Gillman, CEO of Community Housing Partnership. “Mayor Breed’s proposal would not only 


help those currently experiencing homelessness by opening up new beds in Navigation Centers 


and shelters, it would also create new opportunities for individuals ready to move into permanent 


housing as well.” 


 


“San Francisco has a large affordable housing debt that has become a crisis,” said Jamestown 


Community Center Executive Director and Planning Commission Vice President Myrna 


Melgar. “We owe this debt to our working class families, our African American and Latino 


citizens who have been displaced, our seniors, our tenants, the homeless and above all we owe it 


to our children. When you get a one-time windfall and you owe, you don't go out and buy 


something new, or even use it for your regular expenses - you use it to pay your debt. Our debt as 


a City to the next generation will get a sizable payment because of Mayor Breed's investment for 


which I am grateful, as it is long overdue.” 


 


“Every unit of housing is a solution to homelessness, and using these unexpected funds to 


support those amongst us who are most in need is the right thing to do,” said Beth Stokes, 


Executive Director of Episcopal Community Services. “Making significant investments in new 


housing units while also increasing our capacity to provide shelter for people while that housing 


is built, will go a long way in meeting our shared goal of ending chronic homelessness in San 


Francisco.” 


 


“This funding will make a real difference in the lives of hundreds of families living in our 


neighborhoods,” added recent Fisk University graduate and Sunnydale resident Breonna 


Frierson. “For too long we have been cut off from safe and decent housing, and from real 


opportunity. This investment that Mayor Breed is willing to make into our neighborhoods finally 


allows Sunnydale and Potrero Hill to be a part of the rest of San Francisco. Thank you Mayor 


Breed for giving the community hope and for trying to invest in what often feels like the 


forgotten.” 
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“Opportunities like this are rare, which is why it is so important that we make responsible
investments that will make an immediate impact in helping our homeless population into
shelter, creating new affordable housing for our low-income residents, and keeping our streets
clean,” said Mayor Breed. “The voters have been very clear that this is their top priority. The
majority of the total windfall money is already being distributed to important programs like
transportation and schools. I think we should take advantage of this chance to address the
housing and homelessness crisis we see every day.”
 
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. This funding would provide $42 million to fund the
construction of a homeless housing site and $14 million for the acquisition of one or more
future 100% affordable housing sites. Approximately $20 million would fund the expansion of
the Small Sites Program, which helps residents avoid displacement by removing properties
from the speculative market and converting them to permanently affordable housing. The
Sunnydale and Potrero public housing sites would receive $9 million in capital upgrades, and
the remaining $6 million would fund the predevelopment of other affordable housing projects.
All of the affordable housing investments are one-time expenses.
 
The legislation would direct the other $90.5 million to fund homelessness, behavioral health,
and street cleanliness programs for a four-year time period. A total of approximately $56
million would be directed to temporary shelter and treatment programs:

$11 million going to expand existing Navigation Centers by over 100 beds;
$9 million going to open 14 additional beds at San Francisco Healing Center at St.
Mary’s Hospital;
$10 million to open 72 new substance use recovery beds; and
$27 million to support 200 new beds in a Shelter Access For Everyone (SAFE)
emergency homeless shelter, which will incorporate elements of San Francisco’s
Navigation Center model in larger settings.
 

In addition to shelters, $30 million will be allocated to add approximately 300 units of
permanent supportive housing for formerly homeless individuals. In order to further address
street cleanliness, $4 million will be allocated to the expansion of high need neighborhood
cleaning and the expansion of the Pit Stop Program, which provides staffed public restrooms.
This funding will support programming and operations for four years, which is intended to
serve as a bridge until more sustainable funding sources can be secured.
 
A total of approximately $234 million of the $415 million windfall will be allocated to
specific programs and reserves. This includes $38 million for the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency, $35 million for San Francisco Unified School District, $19 million for
children and family programming, $9 million for the Public Library, and $2 million for street
tree maintenance.
 
There is no guarantee that the windfall being recognized will continue in future years, which is
why Mayor Breed is prioritizing one-time expenses or programs that can serve as a bridge to
more sustainable funding. 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.
 
“We are in the middle of a mental health and addiction crisis in our country, our city, and on
our streets,” said Dr. Vitka Eisen, President of CEO of HealthRIGHT 360. “We must address
this crisis by providing those most in need with the health services that they need and the
housing options that they deserve. We must help get people off the street and into a healthier,
more prosperous, and more fulfilling future. The investments proposed today make it clear
that the Mayor understands the priorities of our residents, and I want to thank her for making
such a promising investment in the health of our city.”
 
“We have the opportunity to make real and transformative investments with these resources in
addressing our housing and homelessness crisis,” said Tomiquia Moss, Chief Executive
Officer of Hamilton Families. “By prioritizing funding for affordable housing projects which
serve formerly homeless individuals and families, expanding shelter options for those
experiencing homelessness, and increasing behavioral health services Mayor Breed’s proposal
will help us serve those most in need in our City.”
 
“San Francisco is in desperate need of more housing and specifically supportive housing for
the most vulnerable members of our city, including seniors and people with disabilities,” said
Gail Gillman, CEO of Community Housing Partnership. “Mayor Breed’s proposal would not
only help those currently experiencing homelessness by opening up new beds in Navigation
Centers and shelters, it would also create new opportunities for individuals ready to move into
permanent housing as well.”
 
“San Francisco has a large affordable housing debt that has become a crisis,” said Jamestown
Community Center Executive Director and Planning Commission Vice President Myrna
Melgar. “We owe this debt to our working class families, our African American and Latino
citizens who have been displaced, our seniors, our tenants, the homeless and above all we owe
it to our children. When you get a one-time windfall and you owe, you don't go out and buy
something new, or even use it for your regular expenses - you use it to pay your debt. Our debt
as a City to the next generation will get a sizable payment because of Mayor Breed's
investment for which I am grateful, as it is long overdue.”
 
“Every unit of housing is a solution to homelessness, and using these unexpected funds to
support those amongst us who are most in need is the right thing to do,” said Beth Stokes,
Executive Director of Episcopal Community Services. “Making significant investments in
new housing units while also increasing our capacity to provide shelter for people while that
housing is built, will go a long way in meeting our shared goal of ending chronic
homelessness in San Francisco.”
 



“This funding will make a real difference in the lives of hundreds of families living in our
neighborhoods,” added recent Fisk University graduate and Sunnydale resident Breonna
Frierson. “For too long we have been cut off from safe and decent housing, and from real
opportunity. This investment that Mayor Breed is willing to make into our neighborhoods
finally allows Sunnydale and Potrero Hill to be a part of the rest of San Francisco. Thank you
Mayor Breed for giving the community hope and for trying to invest in what often feels like
the forgotten.”

###
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December 12, 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

JAN 1 0 2019
CITY &BOUNTY OF S.F.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CPC/HPC

Project Tide: 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 LHI'

Dear Planning Commissioners:

This letter is in follow-up to my letter dated December 4, 2018 which was submitted to the Commission
via email prior to the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission meeting on December 5, 2018.

Last week, the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission expressed strong support for reviewing
an alternative development plan that would not destroy the historic resource of the building by cutting it
in half along with the removal of the surrounding landscaping including trees; referred to as the character
of the defined feature of the site.

The Commissioners expressed their strong assessment of the interconnection between the building and
the landscaping as the impartant resource and vital to the neighborhood. They believe that this project
needs the neighborhood and the developer to come together to create awin-win for all parties as the only
way it can be measured as a success. The Commission stated they wished they could have reviewed the
Community Full Preservation Alternative Plan which was discussed but not available for review by the
S.F. Historic Preservation Commission at the December 5~ meeting. T'he Commissioners expressed their
willingness to insure the integrity of the Historic elements are maintained and to get a second look at
what will be the "final" alternative development plan supported by the community and the developer
when sent back to them from the Planning Commission.

Also, the developer did not tell the community about the historic significance of the site. It was
revealed during last week's hearing by UCSF's former architect that they were made aware of this back
in 2010. T'he neighborhood learned that last year and had the building and landscaping listed on the
California fte~ister of Historical Places because they were designed to complement each other in an
integrated composition. So, the landscaping is also a historical resource on this site and has been used for
recreation by the public since built.

Under the community alternative, the main building would be converted into housing units rather than
demolishing the smaller wing and cut through half of it. There would be, in addition to the residential
units on California Street, a new Mayfair residential building. The existing cafe and childcare center
would remain, and the existing pathway through the building that opens onto the Terrace and onto
Masonic, would remain eliminating the need for additional public pass-through access to be
constructed.



It should be noted that the DEIR Full Preservation Alternative C shows 26 fewer housing units than the
Project and 44,306 square feet of retail, which we already thought was planned to be converted to

housing to match the number of housing units in the proposed project.

The Community has already shown that it supports reasonable and sustainable levels of housing as seen
with the CPMC project with 270 units, the Lucky Penny with 95 units. And, now, 3333 California with

558 units.

We urge you to extend the comment period on the Draft EIR in order to evaluate this Community Full

Preservation Alternative Plan and compared it to the DEIR Full Preservation Alternative C with the

same level of detail as the alternatives in the DEIR because it will be less impactful on the surrounding

neighborhoods and will not destroy the historic resource of the building and the surrounding

landscaping. The CommunitX Full Preservation Alternative Plan will give the City of San Francisco fine
housing it desires for the site in 3-5 years and builds 4 new buildings versus 14 new buildings in 7 to 15
years as proposed by the developer.

The developer proposes to destroy the historically significant characteristics of the site and create
nondescript buildings crowded onto the site. They look to changing the zoning to allow retail which was

banned in Planning Commission Resolution 4109 to avoid adverse impacts to Laurel Village and
Sacramento Street.

We feel that this site deserves respect and that any decision made on how it's redeveloped is important

enough to not rush but get right. With that in mind, I would hope that the historical cemetery plaque be
returned to the site and a historical plaque with the designers and historical significance of the Uuilduig

and the landscaping be memorialized on the site as well since the building and landscaping are listed on
the California Register of Historical Places.

Thank you in advance for your time and serious consideration of the Community Full Preservation

Alternative Plan.

I strong urge the Planning Commission to grant a 15-day extension of the Due Date for Comments
on this DEIR. It is a lengthy and complex document.

Thank you.

Victoria Underwood

510 Presidio Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94115

V ictoria. underwoodQatt.net

cc:

LaurelHeights2016Qgmail.com



December 4, 2018

City Of San Francisco - Plaiuung Commission

Commission Chambers,
Room 400, city Hall,

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Commissions. secretaryQsfgov.org

Re: Case No. 2015-014028ENV

~t~~ENV~D

JAN t d 2019
CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CPC/HPC

Project Tifle: 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/ Agenh Laurel Heights Partners LHP

Dear Planning Commissioners:

This letter is indirect 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 Plann;ng Department's website address in order to download the Draft EIR document assessment
3. T'he 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 khe 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 co~~sh~uction period is 7 to 15
ears•

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.

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 ar 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

To m



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 currenfly, 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,

1Vluni 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.

"I'he 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.

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 euisting 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 direcfly across the street from the Project on California Street between Laurel and Walnut (£or

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 pazking, etc. T'he 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 lrnow that the existing zoning

limits heights greater than 40 feet at Euclid and Masonic and no retail is permitted.

To m



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. T'he 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 eacisting 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 direcfly 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 fine immediate need for additional housing within the timeline of three to five years; not 15
years.

Applicants 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.underwoodC~att.net

cc:
LaurelHei~;hts2016C~3gmail.com

To m
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January 4, 2019

City Of San Francisco -Planning Commission

Commission Chambers,

Room 400, City Hall,

1 Dr. Cazlton B. Goodlett Place,

San Francisco, CA 94102-4b89

Commissions. secretarypQsfgov. org

richhil lissfQgmail.com

Mvrna.mel  ~arQsf~ov.org

plaruungC~rodneyfong.com

Millicent johnsonQsfgov.arg

Katherin.moore~sfgov.or~

Dennis.richards~s~ov.or~

Re: Case No. 2015-014028ENV

~ECE#VED

JAN 1 0 2019
CITY &COUNTY OF S.F

PLANNING DEPAFiTMEN"f
CPC/HPC

Project Tifle: 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 follow-up to my letters dated December 4, 2018 and December 12, 2018. Since I never
received a confirmation receipt back from your email system that you even received them, I am including
them again along with this transmittal letter (via hard copy).

I attended the Planning Commission Meeting on December 13, 2018 where DEIR comments were heard
by the Commission relative to the redevelopment plans for 3333 California Street. After hearing some of
the statements made by all, I offer these additional comments.

Thank you for voting for the fifteen-day extension so our plan could be submitted to you for review.
Most of us are lay people and there are no classes to help us get through the on-slot of information
contained in the report or to help us with understanding the full impact of what is being presented; much
less its accuracy. By granting the extension, many of my neighbors who traveled to see their families
during this national break have had the welcomed additional time needed to get through the DEIR
materials.

We have been working hard, donating our time and money over the last four or five years because we
believe what will eventually get built on the site is extremely important for our Community; not only for
the future but for those of us living here now.

The Community has been portrayed as opposing additional housing but that has not been the case. The
community has supported the CPMC project with 270 residential units, the Lucky Penny site with 95
units, and now 3333 California Street with 558 units. There are also additional housing units getting built
in the neighborhood, but they don't get the attention these locations get because of the number of
housing units are much smaller but all need to be counted and recognized for their impact on the
community at large. Over 1,000 residential units in a half mile radius is a lot of development.



I know for npys~~~ L~' ~ ~see a common-sense approach to building as we look to the future. Why

destroy, renBV~ Sr~re m~, az~rdous conditions when you dori t need to. With that in mind, "The

Community Full Presentation Residential Alternative" for 3333 California Street as it is now called,

would do the following:

a) Preserve the Historic characteristics of the building and landscaping.

b) It would limit construction to the California Street side of the property and to Mayfair

c) It will match the surrounding architectural design in character and style consistent with those

residential condominiums direcfly across the street on California.

d) It will allow for the retention of far more of the mature trees and landscaping

e) It will provide for 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units without rezoning and revoking

Resolution 4109, the agreement that runs with the site between the City and the surrounding

neighbors.
~ It builds the housing units in three years
g) It will keep the impact of construction on the community and environmental risks to a minimum.

h) It will preserve the present childcare center and play area and the communii~s access to the

e~dsting green areas bordering the site on four sides.

i) It will protect the small, family-owned businesses in Laurel Village, Sacramento Street, Presidio

Avenue which are the very fabric of the neighborhood. They are already under immense
pressure.

What it won't do:

j) It won't bring excessive, unnecessary, and unwanted traffic and congestion, noise, pollution to

the neighborhoods this site touches by turning it into amini-city and destination

k) It won't bring unneeded retail/office/commercial spaces as the developer has insisted upon

1) It won't add unneeded height to a building when we already have six floors to look at on

Presidio Avenue.
m) It won t take 15 yeazs to built and decimate the community and surrounding streets.

n) It won't be an opportunity to sell a new entitlement on an up-zoned property.

I live on the southeast corner of Presidio Avenue at California Street which provides me with views from

Presidio Avenue and California south to Pine and Masonic Avenue up towards Euclid as well as up

California towazds Walnut. T`he traffic in these two intersections on any given day much less any

commute is overwhelming NOW. Add tech shuttle buses, express buses on California and Pine and a

Fire Depaztrnent Emergency Response calls from Fire Station 10 and it's over the top.

What the developer has proposed for these two intersections is beyond all comprehension. I was glad

when one of your colleague Commissioner, Kathrin Moore, described the runup Pine and on Masonic

similar to driving on the freeway and that's NOW. Finally, a reality check from someone other than a

resident who lives here who experiences it every day. And, as I've stated now in at least five letters,

adding ingress and egress driveways, deletion of the right most lane on to Masonic from Presidio and

adding loading zones and driveways on Masonic and Euclid, a crosswalk on Presidio Avenue and

bicycles and you have not only a huge traffic mess but an impasse zone and parking lot and a dangerous

mess. None of this was addressed in the DEIR.

The traffic noise along with blasting music and honking is unbelievably loud now. As I've mentioned in

my prior letter addressing the DEIR, I have addressed the issue of the traffic and what affect the

developer's project would do to not only the surrounding streets but our entire neighborhood as traffic

unloads onto other side streets in order to alleviate their frustration T'he westbound traffic on California

between Presidio Avenue and Walnut can be a nightmare as cars line up on Walnut Street, around the



corner and east on the California and from there all the way down to Presidio Avenue. An example of
poor design approval and its effect on daily traffic.

T'he DEIR doesn't reflect the potential conditions that would result if the developers plan is approved. I
leave the auto counts, green-house gas measurements, poIlution counts and other technical facts and
calculations to the consultants from donations we've made to help us through this.

There are so many downsides to the developef s proposals and I now choose light and positive energy
instead. None of the "issues' are issues under our Community Full Presentation Plan. Whether it be too
many ingress-egress driveways cutting into traffic on Masonic, Euclid, Presidio Avenue, eliminating the
right most lane at Presidio Avenue, introduction of retail on city blocks with almost no pedestrians
because ids basically a freeway, the loss of parking and the addition of loading zones that people and
mini-buses will have to back into on this "freeway" maze. The tremendous loss of quality of our lives at
the advancement of noise, pollution, environment impact, loss of green spaces and trees. All of it,
unnecessary and hardly a positive step forward.

When considering the future, please dori t forget the neighborhoods that currenfly thrive and exist
around this site. Repurposing isri t a bad thing when the impact is less overall. Everyone says we need
more housing and that they think ids a great idea. But when I say back to them, "So you wouldn't mind
558-744 housing units being built across the street from where you live over the course of 15 years? The
reply is always the same, "Oh, no I wouldn't like that at all!" We are trying to find something that works
and doesri t burden the people who already live in direct proximity and work in nearby small businesses.
What is really happening when you drill down past the minutia is taking asingle-user site and
repurposing it to accept multi-users. Nothing in that description implies destruction. We believe our
plan accomplishes that and it has Community support.

The Commission is faced with making a decision on whether to go with the "Community Full
Preservation Plan" or to go with some version of the developer's "Destructive Plan". We think our plan
makes the most sense for all the right reasons. We believe that our plan can be approved without further
studies and delays in construction to bring the needed housing on line.

Thank you for your time and serious consideration of our Community Full Preservation Plan.

Victoria Underwood

510 Presidio Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94115

Victoria.underwoodQatt.net

cc:

LaurelHeights2016Qgmail.com

kei.zushi(a.sfgov.org
Catherine.StefaniCc~sfgov.orq
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Re: 2018-006212CUA

For Planning Commission Meeting scheduled January 17, 2018:

Proposed project at 145 Laurel Street, San Francisco, CA 94118

To whom it may concern, I am unavailable to attend the scheduled meeting. However, I would greatly
appreciate if my public writing comments (see attached) are conveyed to the members of the Planning
Commission.

Thank you much

Jon

RECEIVED

~A~ - ~► 2019
CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CPCMPC





Dear Commissioners,

Thank you for taking the time to consider alternative designs for the proposed project at 145 Laurel
Street, 2018-006212CUA. I have been an AT&T wireless subscriber, and I understand the importance of
i mproving indoor signals.

However, I have concerns whether the proposed project follows WTS guidelines. For example, in San
Francisco's Wireless Planning Advisory Bulletin #3, under Height Limits on page 13, it states "in height
districts of 65 feet or less: 1) faux vent pipes and screen walls (e.g. faux mechanical elevator or stairwell
penthouses) may rise 10 feet above the specific height district". It also states that "There are no
variances available to exceed height limits".Given the existing building's height is 67 feet and 4 inches,
any proposed enclosures placed on the roof in a 40-X, RH1 district would rise above the 40 feet height
limit plus 10 feet addition.

If the proposed project is determined to eligible for a Conditional Use Authorization despite the above
restrictions, I humbly ask that the Planning Commission consider a design that is less bulky and would
follow the spirit of the above height limits. As you know, the site of the proposed project is in a 40-X
Height and Bulk District. The building's towers the neighborhood at 67 feet and 4 inches; it can even be
seen from Grandview Park. While the proposed project does not extend beyond the building's current
penthouse height, the building has a very large footprint in a neighborhood consisting mostly of smaller
houses. The addition of four large enclosures, each up to 10 feet tall above the visible roof line seen
from the street, would add to that footprint. If one were to transpose those enclosures onto a
neighboring house, one would be effectively adding aone-story tall extension to a residence for the
purposes of housing WTS antennas.

Thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns,

Jon

RECEIVED

JAN - 4 2019
CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CPC/HPC
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