From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Record # 2016-004403 CUA ENV: Increased Enrollment for schools at 2222 Broadway - please help the
neighbors by requiring more information

Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 2:37:43 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Emily Scott <esp2288@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 2:35 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; McKellar, Jennifer (CPC)
<jennifer.mckellar@sfgov.org>; Young, Sharon (CPC) <sharon.m.young@sfgov.org>

Cc: tj.mcguire@yahoo.com

Subject: Record # 2016-004403 CUA ENV: Increased Enrollment for schools at 2222 Broadway -
please help the neighbors by requiring more information

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

Good afternoon Commissions Office Staff, Commissioners, Ms. McKellar, Ms. Young,

| have sent emails to you yesterday re. the Proposal for Increased Enrollment for Convent and Stuart
Hall. This email is an addendum to those - for your convenience, | have included yesterday's emails
(see below).

Ms. McKellar sent me the February 8, 2018 traffic report. There are many issues that are spelled out
in this memo. Some - but not all:

e The school claims that double parking in the evening causes problems which is why they are
asking to extend the time to 6 PM (currently 4PM). The memo clearly states, " While school
staff were present to facilitate passenger loading during the mid-afternoon period, delays
were still common in matching children to the appropriate vehicle; additionally, some
guardians would not circle the block if their child was not present, and there were lower levels
of compliance of vehicles in moving to the front of the loading zone, creating inefficiencies in

use of the white curb area. However, minimal double-parking activity was observed in the
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travel lane next to the school’s loading zone, and parents and guardians generally used the
demarcated queuing area in the rightmost travel lane on Broadway. As such, passenger
loading behavior, including double parking, was not observed to substantially delay
through traffic on Broadway, although northbound traffic on Buchanan Street was
occasionally delayed by vehicles seeking to enter the westbound."

e The school encourages parents to circle - this increases CO2 levels and trafﬂc throughout the
neighborhood. The memo states, "Increasing enforcement of pi

parents to circle if their child is not yet at the curb, and further encouraging vehicles to
move to the front of the loading zone before loading)"

¢ Increased traffic - the memo states that the number of additional cars as well as number of
cars in search of parking, " The Proposed Project would increase enrollment from 850 to
1,050 students and increase staff/faculty from 200 to 205. Roughly 85% of all student trips to
and from the school are currently by car. Using the same mode split, it is estimated that the
Proposed Project would add new vehicle trips in each period (233 in the AM peak hour,
160 in the mid-afternoon peak hour, and 29 in the PM peak hour). The Proposed Project
would generate additional parking demand of around 11 spaces, which cannot be fully
accommodated on site or on on-street parking along the project frontage. It is anticipated
that some drivers may search out alternative parking within reasonable distance of the
project site (although outside of the parking study area), while others frustrated by the

shortage of available parking may shift to transit or other modes. In addition, during the PM
peak period, the Schools of the Sacred Heart Circulation Memo February 8, 2018 Page 57 of

57 project has applied for an extension inactive hours of its primary loading zone, which
would result in a net reduction of parking supply of 12 spaces from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m

e The school's memo to parents illustrates "A Dozen Ways to Disrupt Traffic Flow" - which
includes parking on Fillmore. But the school does not make this a procedure so their policy of
infractions doesn't apply to the issue of people waiting in the cars throughout the
neighborhood.

Other new information is as follows:

1. | spoke with the President of the Pacific Heights Residents Association. Mr. McGuire is unsure
if a notice was sent to the PHRA office. He is sure that the Association has not been
approached by the Schools to discuss their plan. As | have asked why the schools won't sit
down with the key stakeholders of the neighborhood to discuss the issues. If they want to be
good neighbors - and they claim they do - | would offer that discussing the issues with us
would be a good way to start.

2. | was told that very few people have raised objections. | would suggest that if the assumption
is that people don't have them, it is a false assumption. This is akin to believing that people
don't have opinions about politics and laws because they don't vote.

3. Yesterday afternoon, | posted something on Next Door - and received notes from a few
people. Again, if | could do that, the schools could have done that as well. The notes included
everything | have mentioned as well as the problems of getting in and out of our own
driveways.

4. Increasing the length and time duration of the white zone will not alleviate the situation of



people dropping off/picking up on any other block. It WILL add to the problems for the
neighbors - minimizing, even more, our ability to find street parking.

5. The CO2 issue of idling cars AND more cars circling blocks to find parking.

6. The corner of Broadway and Fillmore is a busy corner. There are buses that turn on that
block. Due to the businesses on both the south side and north side of Fillmore, there is a lot
of traffic on this corner. Further, the issue is exacerbated by the steep hill of Fillmore before
the intersection of Broadway. Due to the steepness, cars, stop in the crosswalk as that is the
first opportunity for flat ground.

7. We have asked for additional help at this corner. Last year, the school said the city will only
provide 1 crossing guard. If the school can hire another guard for the Broadway/Webster
intersection, why would they not consider hiring one for this busy corner? Alternatively, they
could have volunteers - something that used to happen with public schools (back in the day).

8. Their plan does not address the issue of drop offs/pick ups throughout the vicinity of the
school. What are the consequences to the parent/guardian if they continue to do this?

9. They have reduced the number of events. The events are nowhere near an issue as the twice-
daily issues we face.

10. Veronica Bell - the school's PR representative and | communicated via email. In this
email, she writes, "The school is in constant communication with parents and
caregivers regarding the requirements for school drop-off. When we see behavior
that negatively impacts the neighborhood or creates an unsafe situation for our
students, we address it. We will continue to remind parents that they cannot drop
students off outside of the designated areas. In order to further mitigate this, we have
expanded the drop-off zone." Clearly, the reminders are not doing anything to
mitigate the issue. Again - what consequences are there? Why isn't this a rule of the
schools?

11. Ms. Bell also writes We have expanded the length of the drop off zone. By
expanding the length, we mitigated the problem of cars blocking the street while they
waited to get into the zone. We have proposed to expand the hours of the white
zone. This provides parents who are picking up late a place to pull in so they don’t
double park or utilize a drive-way. This was done to mitigate some of the impacts you
reference regarding drop-off/pick-up outside of official zones and hours. We need our
parking spaces. Hindering neighbors from finding parking when they return home
from work is creating an additional problem. The school is attempting to mitigate their
issue while adding an issue to the neighborhood.

What is it that we are asking for?
We are asking for a conversation that truly addresses our issues - not a public relations event. This
has not happened.

Emily Scott, ES

2288 Broadway St. #6
San Francisco, CA 94115
(p) 415. 609. 1900


tel:(415)%20609-1900

My email from yesterday:

Dear Ms. McKellar, Ms. Young, and the Planning Commissioners,

| am President of the Homeowners Association of 2288 Broadway. Our
building is Northwest of the schools at 2222 Broadway and we are the
only other building on the Northside of the 2200 Block of Broadway.

We do not have an objection of the almost 20% increase of students
that the schools are requesting per se. What we do object and have yet
to be shown any plans whatsoever, is the increased traffic issues - both
cars and pedestrians.

The school administration says they want to be good neighbors yet we
have not had the experience of this happening.

Last year, the school had a neighborhood meeting to introduce their
expansion plan. In that meeting, many of the neighbors (including me)
raised the issue of significant traffic issues:

1. Parents dropping off/picking up children throughout the
neighborhood - blocking driveways, creating traffic problems.
They do not adhere to the guidelines of what they are
supposed to do in the drop-off/pick up (although, | have never
actually seen the guidelines) _

2. There is only one traffic controller on the corner of Broadway
and Fillmore. The other corner - Broadway and Webster has at
least 2, sometimes more. When we inquired about this at the
meeting, the headmistress said it was not their fault, it was the
city. The suggestion that they hire someone to help and/or
have volunteers to help went nowhere.

3. | was told to send photos of cars that were doing this. | have
sent more than a dozen photos to Geoff De Santis (as
instructed) and there has not been any change or decrease in
the problem.

4. The sidewalks are almost impossible to navigate when at the
opening and closing times.

What the school did say was that they were curtailing the number of
outside events at night and on the weekends. The outside events are
not nearly as problematic as the daily issues when school is in session.

We have yet to see any plans.

| have read all the documents re. this case and | have found some
discrepancies:

1. The school does NOT employ a school security guard at the



corner of Broadway and Fillmore. There is only one guard and
| was told by the school administration that she is provided by
the city of San Francisco. (NOTE: After | sent this email |
realized | made an error and sent an email stating that fact).

2. The school says it keeps a log of offenders. Yet, | was told that
my photos do nothing as there is no actual prohibition from
dropping off/picking up outside of their designated area.

3. The school says it has shared their plans with the
neighborhood. We have never seen anything - in spite of my
attending last year's meeting, constant contact with Geoff
DeSantis, and the fact that we are literally next door.

4. The notice on the school says it plans to hire an additional 5
staff at the most, BUT in the application for School Drop-Off
and Pick-up Management Plan - it states an additional 10-12
people.

In addition - the request to increase the primary loading zone to 6 pm
would create an additional hardship on the neighborhood. It is already
very difficult to find street parking due to the many apartment buildings
with inadequate garage spaces. The number of people coming home
from work before 6 pm looking for parking is already high. The increase
to 6 pm would create further problems including limited parking,
increased air pollution from driving more in the neighborhood to find
parking, etc.

Before their plan is approved by the San Francisco Planning
Commission, please help the entire neighborhood and demand a plan to
alleviate the above issues.

Respectfully - Emily Scott

2288 Broadway St.
SF, CA 94115

esp2288@gmail.com
415-609-1900
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Joint Hearing memo and information
Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 2:37:31 PM
Attachments: JointHearinaqMemo001242019.pdf

For tomorrow’s Joint.

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 2:27 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>

Cc: Frye, Tim (CPC) <tim.frye@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa
(CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; RUIZ-ESQUIDE, ANDREA (CAT) <Andrea.Ruiz-Esquide @sfcityatty.org>
Subject: Joint Hearing memo and information

Attached is the joint hearing memo and attached information.

Thank you,
Allison

Allison Vanderslice, MA

CEQA Cultural Resources Team Manager, Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 415.575.9075 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT MEMO

1650 Mission St.
January 22, 2019 Sute 400
TO: Members of the Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning gi”gzr?gg'?;f;g
Commission
Reception:
FROM: Tim Frye, Historic Preservation Officer, (415) 575-6822 415.558.6378
Allison Vanderslice, CEQA Cultural Resources Team Manager (415) 575-9075 g,
415.558.6409
RE: Joint Hearing Background Information m‘rm% -
Special Projects Update - Cultural Heritage Element, Historic Design 415.558.6377

Guidelines Document, and the Citywide Survey

At your request there are two items scheduled for the joint Historic Preservation Commission and
Planning Commission hearing on January 24, 2019. To begin, Department staff will provide a short
presentation on the current CEQA review process for known and potential cultural resources. Secondly,
Department staff will present on a special topic design guidelines document titled, Designing for Context
with Retained Elements, which was previously referred to as the Facade Retention Guidelines at past HPC
hearings. We understand the Commissioners may also broadly discuss how the Historic Preservation
Commission and the Planning Commission can communicate more effectively. Department staff will be
present to answer questions, as necessary.

Due to the limited time afforded the topics under discussion, the Department is providing a brief update
on several special projects that may also be of interest to both Commissions. Should any of the projects be
scheduled for a future joint hearing, the Department will prepare for a more in-depth discussion as
requested.

Cultural Heritage Element

In FY2018-19, Department staff has worked to refine a working draft of the Heritage Conservation Element,
focusing largely on the development of policies related to the identification, protection, and management
of living heritage and to the integration of conservation principals with the City’s approach to housing
production and sustainable design. At this project phase, the 2018-19 draft will remain a working
document while the Department engages fellow agencies and stakeholders in a dialogue on guiding
principles and key concepts to inform future development of the Element.

Given the current public discourse about safeguarding living cultural heritage, the Department is
proposing to spend FY2019-20 in a public engagement effort to evaluate the efficacy of the 2018-19 draft
policies and to inform a strategy to complete the Element document. The project will conclude with a report
that summarizes stakeholder feedback and makes recommendations for a revised working draft and a
2020-21 Element work program and schedule.

Stakeholder contact will be primarily achieved through interviews and small focus groups. The intent is to
enable conversations that are sufficiently intimate to encourage collaboration and clear input. Utilizing the
next year as an opportunity to re-examine the scope of the Heritage Conservation Element also allows the
Department to observe living heritage management in practice by monitoring the Cultural District

Memo





January 22,2019
Joint Hearing Background Information

Special Projects Update - Cultural Heritage Element, Historic Design Guidelines Document,
and the Citywide Survey

program’s inaugural year. Similarly, the time will allow for an evaluation of the Legacy Business program.
Lastly, this scoping phase will coincide with the Department’s and the City’s ongoing Racial and Social
Equity initiative, ensuring that the Heritage Conservation Element reflects and elevates the social justice
goals of the City.

Historic Design Guidelines Document

In FY2018-19, the Department engaged in an initial round of public outreach over the last several months
to inform the development of a working draft of the Historic Design Guidelines (HDGs) Document. To that
end, Department staff noticed all neighborhood groups of Department of the Department’s availability to
discuss the project. Of the groups noticed, two neighborhood groups requested a meeting in 2018. The
Department also hosted a well-attended public open house which involved a short presentation and
discussion with attendees on the purpose and intent of the guidelines. Attendees were also encouraged to
provide feedback as to what subject areas the guidelines the cover. Valuable feedback was gained
throughout this process and will help to inform the topics covered as well as approaches recommended
within the document. Based on this initial feedback, the Department is preparing a working document for
the public to review. The next major goal will be to release a working draft in the Spring 2019, followed by
re-engagement of the public and stakeholders to inform revisions to the draft. Both the Historic
Preservation and the Planning Commission will ultimately be required to adopt a final version of the
HDGs.

Citywide Survey
In FY2018-19, the Survey Team has been developing a draft survey methodology to address:

¢ survey phasing plans for field work and survey adoption

e survey outreach, including Survey Advisory Committee of the HPC
e data collection and research methodology

e evaluative criteria and integrity thresholds

e historic themes and contexts

We anticipate presenting this methodology to the HPC for review in Winter 2019.

In addition, the Survey Team, with support from the Getty Conservation Institute (GCI) and Farallon
Geographic Systems (Farallon), have installed Arches software and configured it for data collection per the
draft survey methodology. During summer 2018, survey staff and interns conducted a pilot survey of the
Haight-Ashbury neighborhood to test Arches software and survey methodology. The Pilot survey collected
field data on approximately 700 properties and included a summary report with recommendations for
Arches and the survey methodology. Survey staff and interns are currently addressing these
recommendations and are coordinating with GCI and Farallon to update the Arches software by early 2019.
We will also be beta testing a mobile data collection application, developed by GCI and Farallon for Arches,
that is anticipated to be released in February 2019.

The Survey Team has also focused on preparing and reviewing community - or consultant - prepared
Historic Context Statements documenting physical development as well as social and cultural history.
These social and cultural histories provide evaluative frameworks for properties throughout the City. Staff
have been cataloging and mapping the surveys and context statements to identify themes and contexts as

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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Special Projects Update - Cultural Heritage Element, Historic Design Guidelines Document,
and the Citywide Survey

well as geographies that need to be addressed as part of the Citywide Survey. We anticipate completing
and bringing forward several context statements for adoption in 2019, including African American Citywide
Historic Context Statement and Nuestra Historia San Francisco Latino Historic Context Statement.

Attachments:
CEQA Historical Resources Process Handouts
DRAFT Designing for Context with Retained Elements, Special Topic Design Guidelines

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Historical resource analysis typically includes
one or more of the following steps in the
following order, depending on the historical
resource status of the property, the project
scope of work (i.e., demolition, major alteration,
or minor alteration), and the level of CEQA
review required for the proposed project:

e Determination of whether the proposed
project is a minor alteration that meets the
Categorical Exemption Determination
Proposed Work (see attached: Step 4);

e Determination of historical resource status
of the subject property;

e Evaluation of the proposed project’s
potential to impact historical resources;

e Identification of potential mitigation
measures to reduce any significant
impacts to historical resources;

e Development of preservation alternatives
that reduce impacts to historical resources
when significant impacts cannot be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels;
and

e When preservation alternatives are
required, preparation and presentation of
a Preservation Alternatives memorandum
to the Historic Preservation Committee
(HPC).

For informational purposes, the Planning
Department has organized San Francisco
properties into one of three categories:
Category A, Category B and Category C.
Please note that a property’s location in any
particular category is not a definitive
assessment of its historic status. For instance,
as more information is gathered, a property that
is currently in Categories B or C can be moved
to Category A.

properties are considered
historical resources under CEQA and include
properties that are either

1. listed on or formally determined to be
eligible for the California Register of
Historical Resources (California Register)
or the National Register of Historic Places;

CEQA Historical Resources Process (Informational)
Joint Hearing Background Information

2. listed on an adopted local register [Articles
10/11]; or

3. have been determined to appear eligible for
the California Register [through adopted
survey evaluations or staff review in
HRER/PTR].

properties are properties that could
be eligible for historical resource status due to
their age (built 45 or more years ago) or other
criteria (such as local informational surveys), and
require further preservation review.

properties are properties that have
either (1) been determined ineligible for historic
resource status; or (2) were built less than 45
years ago and the City has no information that
would qualify them as a historical resource.

San Francisco Preservation Bulletin #16
provides a series of tables (see attached) with
additional information about each of these
categories and about how past surveys, either
formal or informal, contribute to a property’s
categorization. Please note that Bulletin #16 has
not been updated since 2008.

e Historic Resource Determination
Supplemental Application

e Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Part | —
Determination of Historic Resource

e HRE Part Il (Category A properties) —
Analysis of Impacts

e Preservation Alternatives memorandum

e Historic Resource Evaluation Response
(HRER) Part |

e Historic Resource Evaluation Response
(HRER) Part II

e Preservation Team Review (PTR) form
(Shortened version of the HRER)
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For the steps listed below, Environmental
Planning (EP) preservation staff may work in
collaboration with the EP environmental
coordinator, a department-approved historic
preservation consultant, and a general
environmental consultant (prime) as needed.

1.

EP coordinator reviews the project scope
and the historical resource category and
determines if historical review is needed.
EP coordinator consults with EP
preservation staff if there are any questions
on the project scope or the historical
resources category.

If evaluation of the property is needed, EP
preservation staff reviews and determines if
the property is a historical resource.
Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) report
prepared by a qualified consultant or the
Historic Resource Determination informs
this determination. EP preservation staff
records their determination in Historic
Resources Evaluation Response (HRER)
Part | or Preservation Team Review (PTR)
form.

EP preservation staff determines, as
applicable, whether the proposed project
would impact (1) the historical resource
status of the subject property; (2) the
historical resource status of the historic
district in which the property is located; (3)
the historical resources status of adjacent
properties.

If the proposed project would result in a
significant impact on a historical resource,
the EP preservation planner identifies
potential mitigation measures to reduce
these impacts.

If the significant impact on the historical
resource cannot be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level, the proposed project
requires an EIR and the development of
preservation alternatives. The EP
preservation planner and EP coordinator
work with the department-approved
consultant and project team to prepare a
Preservation Alternatives memorandum.

CEQA Historical Resources Process (Informational)
Joint Hearing Background Information

6.

10.

11.
12.

Preservation alternatives are presented to
the HPC for review and comment.
Preservation alternatives may be revised
based on HPC comments.

Preservation alternatives are analyzed in the
Draft EIR.

Draft EIR is brought to HPC for review and
comment during the Draft EIR public
comment period. Comment letter from HPC
on the EIR is sent to the ERO and distributed
to the Planning Commission (CPC).

Draft EIR is brought to CPC during the public
comment period.

Responses to Comments document is
prepared and must include response to HPC
comment(s).

Final EIR is certified by CPC.

If no HPC approval action is required for the
project entitlements, CPC can make CEQA
Findings and consider project approval,
including adopting a statement of overriding
considerations. Otherwise, project must be
heard at HPC before CPC or at a joint
hearing.
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

Case No. Permit No.

[] Addition/ [[] pemoilition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

&

0@

@Q

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

*Note:

If neither class applies, an Envi valuation Application is required.*

O

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interiomand exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change of
use under 10,000 sq. ft.

O

Class 3 - New Construc p to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one
building; commerci@l/o ctures; utility extensions

O

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or
water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Class

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121






STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

O

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces %tial units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/z@ safety (hazards)

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/ ion greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Arch d’ gical Sensitive Area)

or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? @

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site in I%ﬂ)ubdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to E@p > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Topography) h

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any o |ng' (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing bUI|dI |nt (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of

soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_Arci A Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is

checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does t t involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outsid sting building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil, (3) new construction?{efer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard

Zones) If box is checked, a geqtechnical report is required.

Seismic: Liquefacti es the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than,1; g. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50

cubic yards or mor soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) Wybox is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an
Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional):
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

[l

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

[l

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

O

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’'s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations. 4

Cuts, and/or
gn Guidelines.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages ahd

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediate

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential
6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immed

adjacent public right-of-way.
@ djacent public
right-of-way.

OO0 (0o |d|ojd

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption @)ublic notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. r©

4

[l

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately a blic right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor le thetop story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that i @t an 50% larger than that of the original

building; and does not cause the removal of archit ignificant roofing features.

u

Note:

Project Planner must check box below befgre ing.

[l

Ll

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.
Project does not conform to the s@nrk. GO TO STEP 5.

O

Project involves four or more work{escriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

L

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS -‘ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRQJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

O

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

4. Fagade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

O|O|[@;o|.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.
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7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (specify or add comments):

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation
|:| |:| Reclassify to Category A |:| Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated (attach HRER) $
b. Other (specify): Q
Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Plann ST check one box below.

O

Further environmental review required. Based on the informatio ided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO

O

Project can proceed with categorical exemption revie he&yproject has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categoric tion review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

<

Preservation Planner Signature:

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEN

PTION DETERMINATION

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT'RLANNER

O

Further environmental r
(check all that ap

[] step 2 - CEQAmpacts

|:| Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review
STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

equired. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant
effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter
31of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)

Categorical Exemptions--Letter or Certificate /

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

2014-000729GEN

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action %proval Action

Modified Project Description:

0@

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES S NTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the mo% roject:

[ | Resultin expansion of the building env ‘513 defined in the Planning Code;

Result in the change of use th require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

Result in demolition as delﬁi under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

O |0 d

Is any information ins nted that was not known and could not have been known
at the time of thegriginakdetermination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify he exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:
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SAN FRANCISCO
PRESERVATION BULLETIN NO. 16

City and County of San Francisco Planning Department
CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Resources

The California Environmental Quality Act! and the Guidelines for Implementing CEQA (State
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5) give direction and guidance for evaluation of properties for
purposes of CEQA as well as the preparation of Categorical Exemptions, Negative Declarations and
Environmental Impact Reports (see Appendix A for pertinent sections of the law). This section
defines in general terms what types of property would be considered an “historical resource;” such
a resource may include historic buildings, structures, districts, objects or sites. The table below
categorizes properties by their particular listing in historic registers and surveys that pertain to the
City and County of San Francisco. Continuing consultation by Major Environmental Analysis
(MEA) staff with the Planning Department’s Preservation Coordinator and the Neighborhood
Planning Team’s Preservation Technical Specialists during the entire planning and environmental
review process is vital.

“Cultural Resources” in the CEQA Checklist include historical, architectural, archeological and
paleontological elements as defined resources. These procedures, however, deal only with the
historical structures, sites and architectural elements under environmental review and do not
address archeological or paleontological resources. It should be noted that if a property is
determined not to be an historical resource using Step 1 of this guidance, an environmental
evaluation and documentation based on other aspects of the proposed project that have the potential
for significant impacts to the environment, such as transportation or air quality, may still be
required.

For the purposes of these procedures the term “historical resource” is used when the property meets
the terms of the definitions in Section 21084.1 of the CEQA Statute and Section 15064.5 of the CEQA
Guidelines. “Historical Resources” include properties listed in or formally determined eligible for
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or listed in an adopted local historic
register. The term “local historic register” or “local register of historical resources” means a list of
resources that are officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local
government pursuant to resolution or ordinance. “Historical Resources” also includes resources
identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting certain criteria. Additionally,
properties, which are not listed but are otherwise determined to be historically significant, based on
substantial evidence, would also be considered “historical resources.” The Planning Department
will consider any information submitted by members of the public, or analysis by Planning
Department experts, when determining whether an otherwise unlisted property may be an
historical resource.

1 The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Sections 21000-21178) is the foundation of environmental
policy and law in the state of California. It encourages the protection of all aspects of the environment (including historic resources -
Section 21084.1) by requiring agencies to prepare informational documents on the environmental effects of a proposed action before
carrying out any discretionary activities.
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Under CEQA, evaluation of the potential for proposed projects to impact “historical resources” is a
two-step process: the first is to determine whether the property is an “historical resource” as defined
in Section 15064.5(a)(3) of CEQA; and, if it is an “historical resource,” the second is to evaluate
whether the action or project proposed by the sponsor would cause a “substantial adverse change”
to the “historical resource.” The responses to these questions will have a bearing not only on the
type of environmental documentation that will be necessary but also how the property will be
analyzed.

STEP 1 —Is the Property an “Historical Resource” Under CEQA?

The first step for an environmental evaluation is to determine whether the potential property fits the
definition of an “historical resource” as defined in the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines. The table
below gives direction for making this determination and is divided into three major categories based
on their evaluation and inclusion of specified registers or surveys:

Category A — Historical Resources

Category A.l1 - Resources listed on or formally determined to be eligible for the California
Register. These properties will be evaluated as historical resources for purposes of CEQA.
Only the removal of the property's status as listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historic Resources by the California Historic Resources Commission
will preclude evaluation of the property as an historical resource under CEQA. See page 3 for
further discussion.

Category A.2 — Resources listed on adopted local registers, and properties that have been
determined to appear or may become eligible, for the California Register. These properties
will be evaluated as historical resources for purposes of CEQA. Only a preponderance of the
evidence demonstrating that the resource is not historically or culturally significant will
preclude evaluation of the property as an historical resource. In the case of Category A.2
resources included in an adopted survey or local register, generally the “preponderance of the
evidence” must consist of evidence that the appropriate decision-maker has determined that the
resource should no longer be included in the adopted survey or register. Where there is
substantiated and uncontroverted evidence of an error in professional judgment, of a clear
mistake or that the property has been destroyed, this may also be considered a “preponderance
of the evidence that the property is not an historical resource.? See page 4 for further discussion.

Category B - Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review. Properties that do not
meet the criteria for listing in Categories A.1 or A.2, but for which the City has information
indicating that further consultation and review will be required for evaluation whether a
property is an historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. See page 5 for further discussion.

2 For those A.2 resources which are not on an adopted local register or survey, the “preponderance of the evidence” must consist of
evidence that the property (1) no longer possesses those qualities which might have made it eligible for the California Register, or (2)
additional information shows that the property could never meet the California Register’s criteria, or (3) and error in professional
judgment shows that the property could not meet the California Register Criteria.
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Category C - Properties Determined Not To Be Historical Resources or Properties For
Which The City Has No Information indicating that the Property is an Historical Resource.

Properties that have been affirmatively determined not to be historical resources, properties less
than 50 years of age, and properties for which the City has no information indicating that the
property qualifies as an historical resource. See page 7 for further discussion.

A property may be listed in more than one register or survey and may be included in more than one
of the “historical resource” categories in the table below. For purposes of determining the
property's treatment as a potential "historical resource," the property's highest category ranking
shall prevail (with Category A being the highest and Category C being the lowest).

Category A — Historical Resources

Category A.1 — Resources listed on or formally eligible for the California Register3 4

National Register of
Historic Places
(NRSC 1 or 2)

Either listed or formally determined eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places (National Register). These structures would
appear in a list from the California Historic Resources Inventory
System (CHRIS) database as having a National Register Status Code
(NRSC) of 1 or 2, and are therefore automatically listed in the California
Register. Interiors of National Register properties with a NRSC of 1
and 2 are “historical resources” if the nomination form calls out the
interior as a character-defining feature of the resource. All National
Historic Landmarks are listed in the National Register.

California Register of
Historical Resources®

By definition anything listed in the California Register of Historical
Resources (California Register) or formally determined eligible for
listing in the California Register is an "historical resource" for purposes
of CEQA. Interiors of California Register properties are “historical
resources” if the nomination form calls out the interior as a character-
defining feature of the resource. Note: All properties on the California
Register are listed in the CHRIS database maintained by the Office of
Historic Preservation (OHP).

Dogpatch Survey
(NRSC 1 or 2)

All resources listed in this survey with NRSC of 1 or 2 are separately
designated as such in the California Register and are “historical
resources.”

Central Waterfront
Survey

All resources listed in this survey with NRSC of 1 or 2 are separately
designated as such in the California Register and are “historical

3 See definition of Category A.1 above.

4 Effective August 2003, in order to simplify and clarify the identification, evaluation, and understanding of California’s historic resources
and better promote their recognition and preservation, the (former) National Register status codes were revised to reflect the application
of California Register and local criteria and the name was changed to “California Historical Resource Status Codes.”

5 The California Register automatically includes California Historic Landmarks number 770 and higher, and all properties formally listed
in, or determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRSC of 1 or 2). The California Register may also include
Points of Historic Interest that have been reviewed and recommended for listing by the California Historical Resources Commission, as
well as other individual resources, districts, etc. that are nominated and determined to be significant by the California Historical
Resources Commission. Records of San Francisco resources on the National and California Resisters are kept in the CHRIS database at the
Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State University (707) 664-2494.
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(NRSC 1 or 2)

resources.”

North Beach Survey
(NRSC 1 or 2)

This survey was approved by Board of Supervisors in August 1999 by
Resolution No. 772-99. It is, therefore, an adopted local register under
CEQA.

Category A.2 — Adopted local registers, and properties that have been determined to appear
eligible, or which may become eligible for the California Register®

National Register of
Historic Places
(NRSC 3, 4, or b)

Properties listed in the CHRIS database as having an NRSC of 3 —
"Appears eligible," 4 — "May become eligible for listing in the National
Register'” or 5 — not eligible for the National Register but of “local
interest” are presumed to be “historical resources.”

California Register of
Historical Resources?

Properties rated with a California Historical Resource Status Code
(CHRSC) of 3 or 5 are presumed “historical resources.” As of August
15, 2003, the OHP has reclassified NRSC 4s as CHRSC 7Ns or 7N1s.
Therefore, NRSC 4s, which predate this change, are presumed
“historical resources.”

Article 10 of the Planning
Code

Article 10 contains an adopted local register of historic resources.
Individual landmarks and designated historic districts are identified as
significant and are presumed to be "historical resources." In historic
districts, properties with ratings of Contributory and Contributory -
Altered are also presumed to be historic resources. Properties
designated as non-contributory and non-compatible are not of
themselves presumed to be historic resources. Any construction within
an historic district will be evaluated to determine its effect on the
historic district as the “historical resource.” Interiors of Article 10
buildings are also “historical resources” if the designating ordinance
identifies the interior as a feature that should be preserved.

Article 11 of the Planning
Code
(Category L II, IIT and IV
Buildings)

Article 11 contains an adopted local register of historic resources in the
C-3 (Downtown) district. Under Article 11, Category I and II Buildings
are buildings that are “judged to be Buildings of Individual
Importance” Category IIl and IV buildings are called out as
“Contributory Buildings,” both are presumed to be “historical
resources.” Article 11 contains designated conservation districts, which
are also presumed significant. Any construction within a conservation
district will be evaluated to determine its effect on the district as the
“historical resource.” Interiors of Article 11 buildings are also
“historical resources” if the designating ordinance calls out the interior
as a feature that should be preserved.

6 See definition of Category A.2 on page 2.
7 Asof August 15, 2003, the OHP has reclassified NRSC 4s as CHRSC 7Ns or 7N1s. Therefore, NRSC 4s, which predate this change, are

presumed “historical resources.”
8 See Footnote 2.
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Here Today The findings of this survey were adopted by the Board of Supervisors
on May 11, 1970; Resolution No. 268-70. It is, therefore, an adopted
local register under CEQA. (Note: this designation covers the text and
appendix of the book Here Today as selected from the full survey).

Dogpatch Survey This survey was endorsed by the Planning Commission on December

(NRSC 3, 4 or 5) 13, 2001 by Motion No. 16300. It is, therefore, an adopted local register

under CEQA. All resources listed in this survey with NRSC of 3, 4° or 5
are presumed to be “historical resources.”

Central Waterfront

This survey was endorsed by the Planning Commission on June 13,

Survey 2002 by Motion No. 16431. It is, therefore, an adopted local register
(NRSC 3, 4 or 5) under CEQA. All resources listed in this survey with NRSC of 3, 41° or
5 are presumed to be “historical resources.”
North Beach Survey This survey was approved by Board of Supervisors in August 1999 by
(NRSC 3, 4, or 5) Resolution No. 772-99. It is, therefore, an adopted local register under

CEQA. All resources listed in this survey with NRSC of 3, 4! or 5 are
presumed to be “historical resources.”

Category B — Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review™

National Register
(NRSC 7) and
California Register
(CHRSC 7)

Buildings that are listed in the CHRIS database as having a
NRSC/CHRSC of 7 - "Not evaluated" or which have a temporary
designation NRSC/CHRSC of 7 while waiting for evaluation from the
State Office of Historic Preservation will need additional investigation
to determine what the underlying information/evidence is regarding its
historic status.

General Plan-referenced
Buildings

Properties identified as having historic status in the General Plan could
be considered as “historical resources” because elements of the General
Plan are considered “local registers of historical resources." Note: each
Area Plan within General Plan has varying degrees of information
regarding historic resources. Additional consultation will be required;
additional research may be needed.

Structures of Merit

Created by Section 1011 of the Planning Code, Structures of Merit must
have Planning Commission approval. These properties are recognized
structures of historical, architectural or aesthetic merit, which have not
been designated as landmarks and are not situated in designated
historic districts. Additional consultation will be required; additional
information may be needed.

9 See Footnote 6.
10 Ibid.
11 Tbid.

12 See definition of Category B on page 2.
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1976 Architectural Survey

The properties marked “AS” in the block books and in the Parcel
Information Database system were assessed for architectural merit but
other elements of historic significance might not have been considered.
An “AS” rating is an indication that the Department has additional
information on the building but not that the building is an “historical
resource” under CEQA. Additional research will be required to
determine whether a property identified solely as “AS” qualifies as an
“historical resource.”

San Francisco
Architectural Heritage
Surveys!3

San Francisco Architectural Heritage (Heritage) has completed a
number of surveys in selected areas of the City. These surveys provide
informational materials but do not qualify as adopted local registers for
purposes of CEQA. Additional research may be required to determine
whether properties included in Heritage surveys qualify as “historical
resources.” Note: many of the properties surveyed and rated by
Heritage appear in other surveys and inventories, and may be
considered by CEQA as “historical resources” on the basis of those
other evaluations.

Properties More than 50
Years Old Proposed for
Demolition or Major
Alteration'* 1

Properties more than 50 years of age and proposed for demolition or
major alteration will have additional information requested. The
additional research will be required to determine whether they meet
the California Register criteria and qualify as “historical resources” for
the purposes of CEQA.

Unreinforced Masonry

This survey is a compilation of previous studies with new information

Buildings (UMB) Survey | provided on specific properties. The determination of whether the
property is an “historical resource” needs to be made from original
source material and/or listings and surveys.

1968 Junior League Not all buildings surveyed in 1968 were selected to be included in the

Survey (used as the basis of | book Here Today; however, their survey forms can be reviewed at the

Here Today book) San Francisco Main Public Library and need to be evaluated.

Informational Surveys

Over the years, the Planning Department and other groups interested
in historic preservation have conducted a number of surveys (studies
and/or inventories). These surveys, listed in Appendix D, have not
been formally adopted or endorsed, but are another valuable source of
information when determining if a property could be an "historical
resource” under CEQA.

13 This category includes the Heritage rating “D — Of Minor /No Importance,” and the initial research needs to ascertain if the property is
in the “no importance” segment; these may very well not be historical resources under CEQA.

14 1f the proposed project includes a demolition in this category, a request for information will be sent to the project sponsor and the
response will be evaluated by the quadrant’s technical preservation specialist.

15 These CEQA review procedures have adopted the definition of “demolition” contained in Planning Code Section 1005(f) and the

definition of “major alteration” contained in Planning Code Section 1111.1.
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California Register Buildings having a NRSC/CHRSC of 6 that were surveyed before the

(CHRSC 6) year 2000.

Article 11 In Article 11, buildings that are “Category V - Unrated,” i.e., not

(Category V) designated as either Significant (Category I and II) or Contributory
(Category Il and IV).”

Category C — Properties Determined Not To Be Historical Resources/ Properties For Which
The City Has No Information Indicating That The Property is an Historical Resource®®

National Register Buildings that are listed in the CHRIS database having a NRSC/CHRSC
(NRSC 6) and California | Of 6 - “Determined ineligible” for the National Register would need
Register (CHRSC 6) credible evidence/research presented by a qualified expert to be

properties that were considered “historical resources.”

surveyed after year 2000

Summary of Table
Therefore, in looking at the table above:

Category A.1 — Properties will be evaluated as historical resources. Only the removal of the
property's status as listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historic Resources by the California Historic Resources Commission will preclude evaluation of
the property as an historical resource under CEQA.

A property listed on the California Register of Historic Resources can be removed from the
California Register. The State Historical Resources Commission is empowered to remove from
the California Register a resource that through demolition, alteration, or loss of integrity has lost
its historic qualities or potential to yield information, or that new information or analysis shows
was not eligible for the California Register at the time of its listing.

A property listed on the National Register of Historic Places can be removed from the National
Register. The Keeper of the National Register is empowered to remove from the Register a
resource that has ceased to meet the criteria for listing on the National Register through the loss
or destruction of its historic qualities, that has been shown through additional information not to
meet National Register criteria for listing, that has been shown to have been listed due to an
error in professional judgment, or that has been shown to have been listed after the commission
of prejudicial error in the nomination or listing process.!”

Category A.2 — Properties will be evaluated as historical resources. The A.2 category is
primarily composed of properties that are listed in a local register of historical resources, as
defined by Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or identified as significant (status codes 1-5)

16 See the definition of Category C on page 2.
17 Those wishing to have a property removed from the California or National Register should contact the State Office of Historic
Preservation for more information on how this may be done.
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in an historical resource survey meeting the requirements of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1(g). Only a preponderance of the evidence demonstrating that the resource is not
historically or culturally significant will preclude evaluation of the property as an historical
resource. In the case of Category A.2 resources included in an adopted survey or local register,
generally the “preponderance of the evidence” must consist of evidence that the appropriate
decision-maker has determined that the resource should no longer be included in the adopted
survey or register. Where there is substantiated and uncontroverted evidence of an error in
professional judgment, of a clear mistake, or that property has been destroyed, this may also be
considered a “preponderance of the evidence” that the property is not an historical resource.'®

Category B — After further review those properties deemed significant pursuant to the criteria in
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1 will be evaluated as historical resources. MEA will
request that the Neighborhood Planning Team's Preservation Technical Specialists review each
property in this category to determine if the property could be deemed significant pursuant to
the criteria provided in Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(c). [See attached copies of statute
and its accompanying California Regulation, Title 14, Section 4852.]

Category C — Absent additional information provided to the City, as discussed below, that a
property is significant pursuant to the criteria in Public Resources Code Section 5024.1,
properties in this category will not be evaluated as historical resources.

The Planning Department, particularly if a property falls in Category B above, may request
additional information to assist in the determination whether that property is an historical resource
for purposes of CEQA and/or to aid in the evaluation of the effects a proposed project may have on
an historical resource. A Supplemental Information Form asking for information such as previous
owners, original architect and construction history may be sent to the project sponsor. See
Appendix B for a copy of the form and the guidance “How to Document a Building.” In some cases,
the project sponsor will be required, as a part of the environmental process, to have an Historical
Resource Evaluation Report prepared by a qualified professional of architectural history (or a closely
related field such as historic preservation) after Planning Department approval of a scope of work
for the proposed project. (See Appendix C for further information on the requirements and process
for these reports.)

Context Statements

There are a number of historical context statements that have been adopted by the Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board that are not “adopted local registers,” but can be a valuable
informational source when determining whether a property is an “historical resource” under CEQA.
If there is such a statement for the property type or area in which the proposed project is located, the
environmental planner should refer to the context statement for additional historic information.

18 For those A.2 resources which are not on an adopted local register or survey, the “preponderance of the evidence” must consist of
evidence that the property (1) no longer possesses those qualities which might have made it eligible for the California Register, or (2)
additional information shows that the property could never meet the California Register’s criteria, or (3) an error in professional judgment
shows that the property could not meet the California Register criteria.
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Additional Information

As noted on page 1, the Planning Department as a part of the environmental review process or at
any other time, will accept any additional substantiated information that may be provided by
interested parties about the eligibility of a property to be identified as an “historical resource” under
CEQA, i.e., information regarding to property’s ability to meet the criteria for listing in the
California Register. For Category A.1, the property would have to be “delisted” from the National
Register or the California Register before MEA would consider the property not to be an “historical
resource.” For properties in Category A.2, the information would have to show by “a
preponderance of the evidence” that the presumed historical resource should not be considered as
an historical resource. In the case of Category A.2 resources included in an adopted survey or local
register, generally the “preponderance of the evidence” must consist of evidence that the
appropriate decision-maker has determined that the resource should no longer be included in the
adopted survey or register. Where there is substantiated and incontrovertible evidence of an error
in professional judgment, of a clear mistake, or that property has been destroyed, this may also be
considered a “preponderance of the evidence” that the property is not an historical resource.

If submitted information, after review by the Planning Department’s Preservation Technical
Specialist, is deemed sufficient, the property may be reevaluated as an “historical resource.” The
Preservation Technical Specialist shall use the MEA Summary Sheet for Historical Resource Evaluation
when completing the reevaluation process. A property may be considered “historically significant,”
and therefore an “historical resource,” if it meets the criteria for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, pursuant to 15064.5(a)(3) of the CEQA guidelines.

Interested parties who are providing historical information should submit such information to the
Planning Department — the MEA environmental planner or Environmental Review Officer if there is
an on-going environmental application or the Preservation Coordinator if there is no current
application. In any cases where there are differing opinions as to whether or not a property is an
“historical resource,” for purposes of CEQA, the Planning Department will evaluate the evidence
before it and shall make the final determination based upon such evaluation of evidence.

STEP 2 — Will the Project have a Substantial Adverse Change? (What Type of
Environmental Document?)

After determining that a property is an "historical resource" for the purposes of CEQA, the next step
is to determine if the proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an historical resource. CEQA defines a "substantial adverse change" as the physical demolition,
destruction, relocation or alteration of the historical resource or its immediate surroundings such
that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired. CEQA goes on to
define "materially impaired" as work that materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical
characteristics that convey the resource's historical significance and justify its inclusion in the
California Register of Historic Places, a local register of historical resources, or an historical resource
survey.
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If the resource has not been listed on any register or survey but nonetheless is found to be an
historical resource, the City shall determine whether a proposed project materially impairs those
physical characteristics that convey the resource's historical significance for the purposes of CEQA.
Once this determination has been made, the type of environmental documentation needed for the
proposed project can be determined. The environmental planner in consultation with the
preservation technical specialists will determine whether the project, as defined by the project
sponsor, causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of the historical resource.

It should be noted that projects involving new construction in an “Historical District,” the major

alteration or the demolition and replacement of a property that is not an historical resource but is
located within an historic district will require evaluation under CEQA to determine if the project
could have a substantial adverse change on the significance of the overall historic district.

A proposed project on an historical resource will be evaluated to determine if it qualifies for a
categorical exemption under Class 31 (CEQA Guidelines Section 15331), if the project requires the
preparation of a Negative Declaration or a Mitigated Negative Declaration, or requires the
completion of an Environmental Impact Report. Normally, a project will qualify for a categorical
exemption if the change or alternation is minor and if the implementation of the alteration will meet
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for rehabilitation of historic structures.

In order to qualify for a Class 31 exemption, the proposed work must be (1) limited to maintenance,
repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or reconstruction of an
historical resource and (2) consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment
of Historic Properties as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15331. If the proposed project
consists of other kind of work on or alteration to an historical resource, including an addition, it may
still qualify for another categorical exemption as long as it is demonstrated that there is no
substantial adverse change to the historical resource. If the proposed project does not qualify for a
categorical exemption, a negative declaration (or mitigated negative declaration) will be prepared as
long as it can be shown that there is no substantial adverse change to an historical resource, or that
any changes can be mitigated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) considers any adverse
impacts to be mitigated if the project follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties. Finally, an EIR will be prepared if it cannot be demonstrated with
certainty that there will be no substantial adverse change to the historical resource.

For example, an historical resource on the California Register of Historic Places will be evaluated to
determine if the proposed project will demolish, destroy, relocate or alter those physical
characteristics which convey the resource's historical significance and which justify its inclusion in
the California Register of Historic Places. If the proposed project will not create a substantial
adverse change, a categorical exemption or a negative declaration will be appropriate. If the
proposed project will cause a substantial adverse change, the City must determine if this impact can
or cannot be mitigated. If it can be mitigated, a mitigated negative declaration is appropriate. If it
cannot be mitigated, an Environmental Impact Report must be prepared. In making a determination
regarding the form of environmental documentation, the environmental planner will keep in mind
that the effects of the environmental factors of the proposed project other than historical may also
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determine if an EIR, a Negative Declaration or a Categorical Exemption is the appropriate
environmental document.

It should be noted that as a general rule, a significant impact is considered mitigated if the property
follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the
Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings (1995) Weeks and Grimmer; and the Department’s Residential Design Guidelines, which
contain an illustrated section, Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of Potential Historic or
Architectural Merit. Additional mitigation measures may be appropriate for a particular project and
will be considered.

All formal evaluation and determination requests from MEA staff members to the Preservation
Technical Specialists needs to be logged in by the MEA staff and sent to the Preservation
Coordinator. The Preservation Coordinator will track the progress of requests for historic
determinations or evaluations. Day-to-day project review and consultation between MEA staff and
the Preservation Technical Specialists does not need to be routed through the Preservation
Coordinator.

NOTIFICATION

Before Environmental Document is Prepared

When MEA is sending out a “Notification of a Project Receiving Environmental Review” (i.e., a
Neighborhood Notice, which is sent if a Class 32 Categorical Exemption or Negative Declaration is
being prepared) or a “Notice that an EIR is Required” regarding a proposed project that includes
demolition or reconstruction to an existing structure that is included in Categories A.1, A.2, or B
areas, the notice should be sent to the individuals and groups on the “Historic Preservation
Interested Parties” list and those who have requested notice by a Block Book Notation." Historic
Preservation Interested Parties list will be kept current and parties will be added or deleted at their

request.

After Determination of Exclusions and Categorical Exemptions

For those projects that are excluded or categorically exempt from CEQA, Chapter 31 of the City’s
Administrative Code (Section 31.08 (f)) requires notice to the public of “all such determinations
involving the following types of projects:

19 Groups or individuals interested in specific properties may receive project notices by requesting a Block Book Notation from the
Planning Department. This notation will provide for the sending of notices on all permit and environmental review applications for a
specific lot or group of lots. There is a nominal fee for this service. For an additional charge per lot, notice can be provided for permits on
all lots of an assessor’s block.
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(1) any “historical resources” as defined in CEQA, including without limitation, any buildings
and sites listed individually or located within districts listed:

(i) in Planning Code Articles 10 or 11,
(i) in City-recognized historical surveys,
(iii) on the California Register, or
(iv) on the National Register of Historic Places;

(2) any Class 31 categorical exemption (Section 15331, CEQA Guidelines);

(3) any demolition of an existing structure; or,

(4) any Class 32 categorical exemption (Section 15332, CEQA Guidelines).”

This notice is provided by posting in the offices of the Planning Department (at the Planning

Information Center counter, 1660 Mission Street) and by regular mail to any individuals or
organizations that have previously requested such notice in writing following such determination.
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Designing with
Retained Elements

Much of San Francisco consists of older buildings that provide familiar
neighborhood fabric, and which establish how neighborhoods feel,
express identity, and define their own context. Development projects
often seek to remove smaller existing buildings for financial, architectural,
and use reasons. These underbuilt or "soft" sites are commonly ripe for
new development and potential higher and better use. As individual sites
they may not present a strong case for retention; however, their collective
erosion can feel destabilizing to residents in the broader context of neigh-
borhood change. To address these challenges, the following guidelines
establish methods for deciding when and how to retain all or a portion of
an existing structure in an intentional and sensitive manner to maintain
neighborhood character.

Successful new development can reinforce and enhance the physical
patterns of neighborhood by connecting to the existing built environment
in a positive manner. Existing buildings often feel familiar and anchoring
to residents, express neighborhood harmony, and provide architectural
character and with greater quality and details than typically achievable
with today's construction methods and costs. And equally desirable,
maintaining and rehabilitating an existing building results in more
environmental benefits.

New development, however, can support better quality and more plentiful
housing, refresh or revive retail, or provide space for badly needed
institutional uses. These guidelines offer a way to achieve sustainability
objectives, such as water, embodied, energy, and new energy use,
resulting in meaningful and cohesive architecture that supports the uses
needed for the City, and to maintain neighborhood character.

These guidelines apply on sites where a project will retain
all or visual parts of an existing structure that is not or will
not continue to be a historic resource.

SPECIAL TOPIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

Guideline Origin

The Planning Department, in consultation with the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions and city stakeholders, have developed this
set of guidelines to direct project applicants and design teams to study
and explore ways to combine elements of existing structures and new
development. One goal of these guidelines is to provide greater clarity
on the notion of fagade retention, which is often mischaracterized as a
form of historic preservation. Integrating retained elements within a larger
development should not be classified as a form of historic preservation
practice. Historic preservation principles have matured and evolved over
time, and where the practice of retaining only a facade was once lauded
as a preservation success, today we are more aware of how it diminishes
history of a building, especially the social and cultural history of San
Francisco and its people. For guidance on the rehabilitation and alteration
and of historic properties, please reference the Planning Department’s
Historic Design Guidelines.

Using the Urban Design Guidelines (UDGs) as a base, these more specific
guidelines seek to avoid development where existing building elements
are retained in a superficial or inauthentic way. These guidelines instead
ask projects to define the deeper relevance of maintaining all or parts of
an existing building and to both express harmonious relationships and
articulate dynamic associations between an existing structure and its role
in a larger development.

Special Topic Guidelines

‘ | As adopted,
| | supersede base

Base Design Guidelines

Urban or Historic
Design Guidelines






Application of the Guidelines

These Design Guidelines apply in instances where visible parts of existing
buildings are incorporated into new development in all zoning districts.
They work in concert with the UDGs. Consistency with both sets of
guidelines is mandatory in the approval process. Should application of
the respective guidelines conflict, these Special Topic Design Guidelines
supersede the UDGs.

Note that application of these guidelines will not achieve conformance
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards nor do they reflect widely-
accepted preservation practice. These guidelines do not apply to
properties identified as City Landmarks under Article 10 or Significant
or Contributory Buildings under Article 11 of the Planning Code. These
guidelines also do not apply to eligible historic resources identified for
the purposes of CEQA. The Historic Design Guidelines (HDGs) should
be referenced for all proposed work to designated or eligible historic
properties.

Historic buildings referenced in the document are intended to exemplify
principles of these guidelines and are not intended to demonstrate
compliance with other standards. All examples are found in San Francisco
except as noted on introductory pages for each section.

Guideline Structure

Each guideline is described at the top of the page, followed by a sidebar
that explains the rationale for the guideline, a range of means by which
one might achieve that guideline, and illustrations that further describe

its application. The range of means describes important parameters

and methods by which a project can meet the guideline, but is not a
prescriptive list. Projects may satisfy the guideline by applying one or all
of the means or by suggesting something unique to the project that meets
the intent. The guidelines are organized to relate and elaborate with more
specificity to the relevant guideline in the Urban Design Guidelines. For
example, S1.1 of the Retained Elements Design Guidelines is related to

RETAINED ELEMENTS

S1 of the UDGs. The illustrations are existing examples in San Francisco
that exemplify the means for the guideline indicated but are not necessarily
exemplary of every guideline.

Note that the examples in the document that are in historic districts or
are historic resources are being shown to exemplify principles of these
guidelines and are not intended to demonstrate compliance with other
standards. All examples are found in San Francisco except as noted on
introductory pages for each section.

RECOMMENDED
ANALYSIS RATIONALE | | RANGE OF MEANS | | EXAMPLE

\ |

") HARMONIZE MATERIALS IN NE!
" WITHRETAINED ELEMENTS

Extend or express 4 sympathetic pattern of
structural elements and organizing geometry
that establish the overall rhythm and
proportions of the existing building.

The choice, quality, location, ahd detailing of
materials and openings can gfeatly enhance
the compatibility between new buildings

and existing structures. There/should be a
relationship rather than an exact match or one
part of the development appgaring to be an
accessory to the other.

Extend a common architectural expression
between existing and new development, such
as: frame and infill, volumetric projections,
layered volumes, compositional grids, etc. Intentionally offset or inversd elements in
the new development to pravide conceptual
consistency in the union of fhe existing and
proposed architectural conjponents.

Synchronize or extend fenestration and
material patterns and proportions in retained
elements: such as: deep punched openings.
extensive glazed curtainwall, solid/void ratios, New facades should not orjly be harmonious
align elements between both parts even when with retained elements but/offer their own
other elements are more i i integrity.

Contrast the material qualities of a new
development in specific situations to highlight
the existing element.

Analyze: Look for common window pattems and
material types on the existing structure and in the

Use a similar material in a different way to find
harmony and intentional diifference in architectural
neighborhood. expression

Using a strong contrast of material qualities
with a setback can help new development
read as an urban layer






Weighing the Options

When investigating a new development proposal on a site that includes an
existing structure that will not be retained as a historic resource, applicants
should:

1. Determine the visual contributions of an existing structure as a compo-
nent of the broader neighborhood context.

»  Does it include a public use, either currently or formally?

»  Does it function as an informal visual marker for the
neighborhood?

»  Does the existing structure help establish a pattern of similar
buildings in the neighborhood?

» Is it of physical interest? If so, does it present features, scales, or
qualities not found commonly in contemporary architecture?

2. Technically evaluate the existing structure to see if it can be feasibly
integrated.

»  What is the structural and material condition of the existing
structure?

» Wil its integration contribute important public-serving aspects in
the project?

3. Determine the fundamental site relationships, massing, spatial or
compositional ideas found in the existing architecture.

)

—_—
—

»  How much of the existing structure should be
retained to support neighborhood context and use?

»  Which critical materials, walls, volumetric elements
or details that embodies the existing structure
should be retained? .

.
i

|

|

E
.

»  Using this document, what are the potential design E————a

options, and do they find the right balance of public
benefits and project objectives?

A

SPECIAL TOPIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

4. If a new building is proposed in lieu of the existing one, evaluate its
replacement.

» Is the architecture of the replacement project as good as or
superior to the existing structure?

»  Does the replacement project represent greater physical durability
and overall long-term contribution to the neighborhood context?

»  Does the replacement project express the same level of detail,
materials, and response to distinct neighborhood conditions as the
existing one?

»  If the existing building has a formal or informal public function,
does the replacement project provide the opportunity for
distinction and usability in a similar way?

The answers to the above questions should be studied, considered, and
presented as part of pre-application meetings with neighbors, public
meetings, and Planning Department applications.






Glossary

Compatible
Able to exist or occur together without conflict.

Complement

Something that goes well with something.

This document uses this term to express how
elements can be adjacent and agreeable in
scale, proportion, composition, and type but not
identical in style or manner.

Existing element
Part of a building or landscape present on a site.

Harmonize

To be combined or go together in a pleasing
way. Like complement, this document uses this
term to describe how elements can visually

fit together, or make meaningful relationships
without being identical or duplicative.

Historicism

Reference or influence of patterns or approaches
of the past. False or cursory historicism is often
used to suggest an unwarranted or excessive
regard of the importance of past styles or a
misappropriation or replication of a historic motif
that implies it is itself historic.

Horizontal hyphen

A horizontal surface or spacer that is placed
between two parts of a building to separate or
otherwise clarify a distinction between the two.
This element is commonly used to denote an
existing structure and new development. A
horizontal hyphen may be narrow or wide and
is often expressed in a different material than
both adjacent volumes. It is often combined

with a small setback to increase its legibility as a
change in building volume.

Original features

Parts of a building or building facade that
express architectural character that were present
when the structure was first built.

Retained element

Part of a building or landscape that already is
built on a development site that is included in a
new building project on that site. This can include
a full facade, a tower or spire, a storefront,

a building volume, a mural, a wall, a roof or
roofline, or anything that is recognizably used
from a previous structure.

Reveal

In a facade, a recess or gap, often in the shape
of a "C" in section, made in cladding to indicate a
change in material, plane, or "reveal' the edge of
something else.

Solid/Void Relationship

a defined area. In architectural conversation, this t
The ratio of open space to solid plane within

a defined area. In architectural conversation,

this term most often references the amount of
openings in a front facade.

Streetwall

Combined facades of buildings generally built to
the property line facing a street or open space. A
clear streetwall helps define "the urban room" of
the public realm. A consistent streetwall that is
visually interesting and has active ground floor
uses promotes pedestrian activity.

RETAINED ELEMENTS

Subordinate

Treat or regard as of lesser importance than
something else. In the case of new development
on a site with retained elements, an addition

to retained elements should be less visually
prominent from the public realm in form, material,
and texture.

Vertical expansion or vertical addition

An expansion of the building envelop above its
present height. Typically, this means adding one
or more stories to an existing building.

Vertical hyphen

A vertical surface or spacer that is placed
between two parts of a building to separate or
otherwise clarify a distinction between the two.
This element is often used to denote an existing
structure and new development. A vertical
hyphen may be short or a full floor or more. It is
often combined with a material change and small
setback to increase its legibility as a change in
building volume.

Volume

A three-dimensional measure of space that
comprises a length, a width, and a height. In
architecture, a volume can describe a three-
dimensional portion of a building or shaped
element.

Volumetric
relating to the measurement of volume.





“‘MW‘I'.‘W}“

=
=






SITE

DESIGN

S1.1 Sustain existing features that define a neighborhood

S2.1 Establish new massing to be compatible with the context

Precedents outside of San Francisco
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m SUSTAIN EXISTING FEATURES THAT DEFINE A NEIGHBORHOOD

Buildings often present important

and distinct elements that act as
landmarks for residents and visitors.
Examples include: spires, large signage,
clocktowers, murals, gateways, unusual
rooftop elements, or other distinct

markers.

| ~

-

Analyze: Identify distinct volumes or large design
features. Diagram how they are perceived in the
neighborhood and how to maintain those vantage points.

=

»

»

»

Existing buildings often present distinct
elements that act as visual markers for
residents and visitors. Examples include:
spires, large signage, clocktowers, murals,
gateways, unusual rooftop elements, or other
distinct features.

Retain interesting roof forms and elements,
such as clocktowers, spires, architectural
features, fenestration as part of the new
building. Maintain their visually presence from
key locations and public view corridors.

Maintain existing pedestrian pathways and
gateways when possible to continue existing
pathways, edges, and boundaries in the
neighborhood and add new development

Types of important building elements that mark
neighborhoods.

SPECIAL TOPIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

where volume already exists or naturally
participates in the overall massing.

P

v

Retain partial walls only in exceptional
circumstances where existing textures,
material qualities, or architectural reference
produces a distinct neighborhood experience.

Volumetric elements can be retained or
isolated from other parts of existing structures
if they are visually distinctive.

P

P

Maintain existing murals or art installations
when recognized as important to the
neighborhood or broader community. This
can be done by either leaving them in place or
providing a new and sustainable backdrop for
their visibility. Provide additional protection for
their long-term durability and maintenance.

NEW MASSING IS SCULPTED AROUND
THE EXISTING STRUCTURE

Roof types that are more architecturally distinct (such
as gabled, mansard, or hipped, etc.) may require further
setbacks and sculpting to respond to the character of
the roof form.





@ ESTABLISH NEW MASSING TO BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE CONTEXT

Add new building mass thoughtfully » Discover the common widths, heights, and
L - proportions of existing massing to see how

to existing building volumes so that added volumes can extend or build upon

it complements the existing scale, them.

circulation, and forms on the site. » At corner sites, turn the corner with the

existing structure to maintain a reading of
existing volume.

This helps new project volumes feel
natural to the city and extend familiar

environments.

NEW MASSING FOLLOWS
THE BLOCK PATTERN OF
SMALLER FRONTAGES

4

Analyze: Diagram the site volumes. Find common Common massing proportions and logics can help
proportions, heights, widths, and open space patterns. older and newer buildings relate to one another.

»

»

»
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Look for natural or subordinate ways to place
massing on a site with an existing structure,
including underground, alongside, or behind,
not just as a vertical addition.

Break new massing in proportion with the
existing building helps synchronize new and
existing volumes together.

Look at patterns of open space on the block
or site to see how volume can complement its
use and definition.

NEW MASSING FILLS IN AN OPEN
CORNER ENHANCING THE BLOCK

r











/4\ ARCHITECTURE

A2.1 Modulate new development to support retained massing and facade edges

A2.2 Articulate a clear relationship between new development and retained elements
A3.1 Harmonize materials in new development with retained elements

AB.1 Restore existing features

A8.1 Revive and animate retained ground floor elements

Precedents outside of San Francisco
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E MODULATE NEW DEVELOPMENT TO SUPPORT
RETAINED MASSING AND FACADE EDGES

Where the existing structure location

or streetwall presence varies on a more
complex lot, the new development may
complement it by stepping back behind
important existing features and stepping
forward to fill in undesired openness.

nn

0000
L]

Analyze: Diagram the existing and potential
streetwall to find ways to express similar

widths and heights.

» Avoid enveloping an existing facade with new
development when the proposed project has
a longer frontage than the retained element.
In most cases, new development should
only be in (or near) the same plane of the
existing facade along one edge of the retained
frontage. Consider setbacks along
additional edges.

SPECIAL TOPIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

Provide breaks between retained elements
and new massing, and along long new
massing to help break down front facade
scale in alignment with typical lot widths.

P

Create entries or public open space to
highlight the breaks between existing and new
masses.

P

Add bay windows, where contextually
appropriate for the neighborhood pattern, to
help modulate a new facade.

Evaluate how much of the facade and interior should
be retained to maintain a durable use, expression, and
presence.

BREAK ADDITIONAL
NEW MASSING MASSING TO AVOID
COMPLEMENTS THE OVERWHELMING
SIZE AND SCALE OF THE RETAINED
NEARBY BUILDINGS FACADE

1y
1y
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A
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Modulating a new facade behind an existing one helps
two masses feel like a natural layering of the city.





M ARTICULATE A CLEAR RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
NEW DEVELOPMENT AND RETAINED ELEMENTS

Demonstrating a clear or intentional
relationship between new and old parts
of building helps a viewer to read the
more complex layers of a project. This
layering of information, or expression
of evolution feels natural in a city
environment.

¥

» New development should be volumetrically

distinct from retained elements. Employ

a vertical or horizontal "hyphen" to create

a sense of volume change between new
development and retained elements. Vertical
hyphens should be tall enough that they do
not visually collapse from the viewpoint of
pedestrians.

Spatial volumes defined by existing elements
and new development should be distinct.
Front facades of or interior volumes within new
development should not appear both "above"
and "behind" an existing facade.

RETAINED ELEMENTS

» For unique locations, such as abandoned
industrial sites, retention of features, such
as cobblestones, rail spurs, or existing
“ruins” should highlight and authentically
demonstrate their distinct landscape and
organic edges.

P

Contrast material type between an existing
wall and a new wall to clarify the use,
meaning, access, or construction technique
between the two projects. This is especially
useful where entry points may be added.

X

Avoid minor or architecturally-scaled setbacks
that only highlight an existing facade as a

“surface."
AVERTICAL HYPHEN

AS AFULLFLOOR

HE e |

Analyze: Diagram the existing streetwall to understand
the pattern of the urban room (defined by the surfaces
of the public right-of-way and the building frontages).

Hyphens can move with the profile of the existing

structure.

Vertical additions can contextually fit on top of new
development by crafting setbacks appropriate to
pedestrian viewpoints.

Vertical additions can contextually fit on top of new
development by crafting setbacks appropriate to
pedestrian viewpoints.

15





16

E HARMONIZE MATERIALS IN NEW DEVELOPMENT
WITH RETAINED ELEMENTS

The choice, quality, location, and
detailing of materials and openings
can greatly enhance the compatibility
between new buildings and existing
structures. They should feel like a
family rather than trying to match or
have one part look like an accessory to
the other.

I
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Analyze: Look for common window patterns and

material types on the existing structure and in the

neighborhood.

Extend or express a sympathetic pattern of
structural elements and organizing geometry
that establish the overall rhythm and
proportions of the existing building.

Extend a common architectural expression
between existing and new development, such
as: frame and infill, volumetric projections,
layered volumes, compositional grids, etc.

The choice, quality, location, and detailing of
materials and openings can greatly enhance
the compatibility between new buildings

and existing structures. There should be a
relationship rather than an exact match or one
part of the development appearing to be an
accessory to the other.

Intentionally offset or inverse elements in
the new development to provide conceptual
consistency in the union of the existing and
proposed architectural components.

Use a similar material in a different way to find
harmony and intentional difference in architectural
expression.

P

P

P

SPECIAL TOPIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

Contrast the material qualities of a new
development in specific situations to highlight
the existing element.

New facades should not only be harmonious
with retained elements but offer their own
architectural integrity.

Synchronize or extend fenestration and
material patterns and proportions in retained
elements; such as: deep punched openings,
extensive glazed curtainwall, solid/void ratios,
align elements between both parts even when
other elements are more randomized.

PLRY
R A\ 1

Using a strong contrast of material qualities
with a setback can help new development
read as an urban layer.





E RESTORE EXISTING FEATURES

Over time, many existing buildings

have been modified to accommodate
new uses and needs. When renovated

or incorporated into a new project, their
retained elements should be restored or
re-animated as they had originally been
designed further enhancing authenticity
and cohesion.

7
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»

»

»

New space behind an existing facade should
be aligned with its natural openings, floor
heights, and geometry.

Some interior spaces, such as those within
churches, warehouses, assembly halls, or
other publicly-accessible spaces, contain
details and spatial characteristics that convey
a building’s original use. Design sensitive
transitions from the retained and new building
elements to maintain this connection.

Open spaces in existing walls that were
previously window or door openings to revive
the originally intended wall transparency or
operability.

Remove later layers and repair and restore
original exterior cladding surfaces, where
possible.

Cornices are an example of an architectural feature that should be rstored, retained, or recreted. Conte_mporary
materials, such as Glass Fiber Reinforced Concrete (GFRC) or Fiber Reinforced Polyester (FRP), may be employed
as a substitute for terra cotta, cast stone, or pressed metal. Ghosting, scaring, and other visual evidence may help

explain alterations to building features and openings over time.

RETAINED ELEMENTS 17

P

Repair or restore details or character
elements, such as decorative entry or rooftop
features, to original shape and /or texture.

P

Replace decorative features that were
removed either through an authentic
reproduction. In all features that are restored
or replaced, use original or similar material
types and finishes.

P

Provide moldings, trim, or other original
features surrounding windows that have been
previously removed or altered.

P

To ensure a harmonious relationship with the
overall new development, all mechanical,
electrical, plumbing, and interior partitions
should not visually interfere with the existing
building’s character.

AN

Restoration of existing elements, such as prism
glass, can greatly contribute to the character of the
development and its relationship to neighborhood
context.
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m REVIVE AND ANIMATE RETAINED GROUND FLOOR ELEMENTS

It is common in projects that reuse
existing elements for the ground floor
to be a key part of the retained piece.
To avoid a superficial appearance, it is
important that the interior space and
use of ground floors match well to the
exterior building facade.

» Restore existing storefronts to maximize
transparency, visibility into the depth of the
commercial space, and physical access. Look
for infilled masonry frames where material was
added for easy places to restore visibility.

» Include volumetric entries to support the
original intent of storefront access and window
shopping.

Analyze: use original drawings and physical
evidence to evaluate the restoration of the
ground floor elevation and plan.

SUPPORT | OPEN PANEL AREAS OF
ORIGINAL [— THE ORIGINAL FACADE
ENTRIES | | THAT WEREFILLEDIN
|
LOOK FOR ORIGINAL
AREAS OF SIGNAGE

X

Before

s

SPECIAL TOPIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

Restore storefront openings including
materials, configuration, and finishes. The
ground floor interior should reflect the
character of the existing structure and be
distinct from any new development.

Include hierarchy in building entries so that
residential and commercial openings are
visually distinct.

Include and reference the original scale and
types of signage in new sign programs.

Explore uniform lighting strategies that
support highlighting special character
elements on the facade visible to pedestrians.
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FOR MORE INFORMATION:
Call or visit the San Francisco Planning Department

Central Reception Planning Information Center (PIC)

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 1660 Mission Street, First Floor

San Francisco CA 94103-2479 San Francisco CA 94103-2479

TEL: 415.558.6378 TEL: 415.558.6377

FAX: 415.558.6409 Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counter.

WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org No appointment is necessary.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

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

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN
(CAT)

Subject: CPC Agenda for Special Off-Site Hearing February 7, 2019

Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 1:54:38 PM

Attachments: 20190207 cal offsite.pdf

20190207 cal offsite.docx

Commissioners,
Attached is your special Agenda for February 7, 2019. Please note that his hearing will be held off-site at the
Mission High School Auditorium starting not before 4 pm and ending promptly at 8 pm.

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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Mission High School - Auditorium
3750 18t Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

Thursday, February 7, 2019
4:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
Special Off-Site Meeting

Commissioners:
Myrna Melgar, President
Joel Koppel, Vice President
Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson,
Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

Commission Secretary:
Jonas P. lonin

Hearing Materials are available at:
Website: http://www.sfplanning.org
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4t Floor, Suite 400
Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422

Commission Hearing Broadcasts:
Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org
Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78
Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26

Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the
City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City
operations are open to the people's review.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the
Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.

For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415)
554-5163; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org.

Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at
www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist

Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415)
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.

Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6,9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services,
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.

Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.

Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.

Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.

Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.

SPANISH:
Agenda para la Comisién de Planificacién. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener informacion en Espafol o solicitar un aparato para
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipacion a la audiencia.

CHINESE:
MEZE B gaife . e BT S B e R B M, FEFE415-558-6309. (LM € BRAT A 1 2 /D481 Ny 2

TAGALOG:
Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset),
mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.

RUSSIAN:

lMoBecTka AHst Kommccrm no nnaHnpoBaHuio. 3a NOMOLLbIO NepEeBOAYMKa UITN 3@ BCMIOMOraTelbHbIM CITyXOBbIM YCTPONCTBOM
Ha BpeMsi CryLlaHui obpallartechk No Homepy 415-558-6309. 3anpockl AOMKHbI AenaTbCsa MUHUMYM 3a 48 YacoB [0 Havana
crywaHus.
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, February 7, 2019

ROLL CALL:

President: Myrna Melgar
Vice-President: Joel Koppel
Commissioners: Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson,

Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

A. COMMISSION MATTERS

1.

Commission Comments/Questions

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

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

B. REGULAR

2.

ADJOURNMENT

2013.1543 (R. SUCRE: (415) 575-9108)
1979 MISSION STREET — northeast corner of 16t and Mission Streets adjacent to 16t Street
BART Station, Lot 052 in Assessor’s Block 3553; (District 9). Informational Presentation on
the proposed 1979 Mission Street Mixed-Use Project that includes demolition of two
existing commercial buildings totaling 36,756 sq. ft., and the construction of a five- to ten-
story, and up to 105-feet tall building over podium containing approximately 291,923 sq.
ft. of residential use for 331 dwelling units, 32,676 sq. ft. of ground floor retail commercial
space, and a 65,209 sq. ft. garage at the ground floor and basement level for 163 accessory
parking spaces, 162 Class | bicycle parking spaces, and loading and building service areas
accessed through a driveway on Capp Street. The Project also contains streetscape
improvements that include widening the west side Capp Street sidewalk to 12 feet
between 16th and 15th Streets, and the installation of bulb-outs at the northwest corner
of the intersection of 16t and Capp Streets, and the western side of the intersection of
Adair and Capp Streets. The project site is located in the Mission Street Neighborhood
Commercial Transit (Mission NCT) District and 105-E/55-X Height and Bulk District.
Preliminary Recommendation: None — Informational
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, February 7, 2019

Privacy Policy

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the
Commission or Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be
made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department's website or in other
public documents.

Hearing Procedures
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year

and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.

Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.
¢+ When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.
Speakers will hear two alarms. The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining. The second louder

sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.

Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.7 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).

For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc...) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:

1. Athorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects,
engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the
hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

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

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

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

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three
(3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise
exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened
by the Chair;

11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or
continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.

Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of
four (4) votes. A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members
present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).

For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:

1. Athorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff.
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2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers,
expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor.

3. Testimony by members of the publicin support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.

A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers,

expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not

to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.

DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

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

exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

N

The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under
Discretionary Review. A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.

Hearing Materials
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be

received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing. All submission packages must be
delivered t01650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part
of the public record for any public hearing.

Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.

Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.

These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.

Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103-2414. Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to
the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.

Appeals
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission
hearing.

Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body

Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals**
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit | CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors
Development

Building Permit Application (Discretionary | DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals
Review)

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

Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown | DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals
Residential Districts

Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors

* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission

Notice of Hearing & Agenda Page 50f 6




mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, February 7, 2019

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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Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org

Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78

Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26







Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.







Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review.

 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.



For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-5163; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org.

 

Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity.  For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.

 

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 



Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.



Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 



Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 



Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.



Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.



SPANISH:

Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.



CHINESE:

規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提出要求。



TAGALOG:

Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 



RUSSIAN:

Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 





ROLL CALL:		

[bookmark: _GoBack]		President:	Myrna Melgar		Vice-President:	Joel Koppel

		Commissioners:                	Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, 

			Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



A.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



1.	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.



B.	REGULAR



2.	2013.1543	(R. SUCRE: (415) 575-9108)

1979 MISSION STREET – northeast corner of 16th and Mission Streets adjacent to 16th Street BART Station, Lot 052 in Assessor’s Block 3553; (District 9). Informational Presentation on the proposed 1979 Mission Street Mixed-Use Project that includes demolition of two existing commercial buildings totaling 36,756 sq. ft., and the construction of a five- to ten-story, and up to 105-feet tall building over podium containing approximately 291,923 sq. ft. of residential use for 331 dwelling units, 32,676 sq. ft. of ground floor retail commercial space, and a 65,209 sq. ft. garage at the ground floor and basement level for 163 accessory parking spaces, 162 Class I bicycle parking spaces, and loading and building service areas accessed through a driveway on Capp Street. The Project also contains streetscape improvements that include widening the west side Capp Street sidewalk to 12 feet between 16th and 15th Streets, and the installation of bulb-outs at the northwest corner of the intersection of 16th and Capp Streets, and the western side of the intersection of Adair and Capp Streets. The project site is located in the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (Mission NCT) District and 105-E/55‐X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational



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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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: CASA Compact, Jan. 31 Hearing at Planning Commission
Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 12:32:36 PM

Attachments: LTR on CASA Compact.doc

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: tesw@aol.com <tesw@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 12:31 PM

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

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC)
<john.rahaim@sfgov.org>

Subject: CASA Compact, Jan. 31 Hearing at Planning Commission

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

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Please see the attached D5 Action letter that was sent to the MTC Commission
Members regarding the CASA Compact. We hope that you will consider our
concerns.

Dear Commissions Secretary lonin,

Please include the attached letter in the Commissioners’ packet for the Jan. 31,
2019 Planning Commission hearing on housing.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Tes Welborn
Coordinator


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

D5 Action

December 12, 2018


Metropolitan Transportation Commission
RE: CASA Compact


  - hand-delivered -


Dear Commissioners:



The CASA Technical Committe has produced a sweeping package of ideas and proposals, many of which deserve further study and possible implementation.  However, the underlying premises are fatally flawed, causing the CASA Compact recommendations to be flawed.



Flawed premises include blaming cities for failing to build housing, ignoring the role of the federal goverment's housing policies and practices,ignoring the impact of Proposition 13, ignoring the fact that local impact fees for housing and office development are vastly under-charged, over-estimating the value of transit-oriented development while under-estimating the impact on existing


affordable housing and communities of people of color, disregarding economic cycles of boom and bust as well as of climate change and disasters, and ignoring the losses of currently affordable housing.


1. Blaming cities for failing to build housing.  As is well-known, cities primarily approve housing, rather than actually build housing.  The three Bay Area cities most targeted by CASA Compact plans, San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose, over the last forty years, have approved large amounts of housing.  In fact, San Francisco over-built housing in some decades, and currently has over 40,000 approved housing units awaiting production.  

2. Ignoring the role of the federal goverment's housing policies and practices.  The Color of Law by Richard Rothstein clearly docments federal goverment's racist covenant restrictions and mortgage restrictions that have resulted in long-lasting impacts in where people live and household wealth.

3. Ignoring the impact of Proposition 13.  California used to be the envy of other states, with our superior educational system and other public services.  Now California's spending on schools rivals Mississipi's.  Our cities are starved of property tax income due to Prop 13, so they are incented to build office and retail, not housing.  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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The city of Emeryville is a case in point, relying on other cities to provide housing for its workforce.  Until the inequities of the lack of reassessment of commercial property and of neighbors in near-identical homes paying vastly different property taxes are addressed, cities will continue to have incentives to avoid approving housing the its attendant costly services.

4.  Ignoring the fact that local impact fees for housing and office development are vastly under-charged.  As an example, a local study of impact fees in San Francisco found that all development costs the city around $80 per square foot to provide fire and police protection, transportation, schools, etc.  Yet the city charges developers about $6 psf.  Could this be due to the influence of the real estate industry?

5.  Failing to take into account the role of national and international finance in housing production.  It is known that international finance seeks returns of up to 30% on development.  This cost adds thousands to the sale price or rents, and smacks of usury.  As long as private capital is the primary source of funding for housing, cities and homeowners and renters are at the mercy of these funders.

6.  Over-estimating the value of transit-oriented development while under-estimating the impact on existing affordable housing and communities of people of color. Studies on who occupies transit-oriented development have been ambiguous, and fail to show that the people who live there use the transit, and that the people who use the transit, can afford to live there.

7.  Disregarding economic cycles of boom and bust as well as of climate change and disasters.  Many cities and states have seen cycles of investment and dis-investment that they have little, if any, control over.  Examples include Detroit, and even New York, a few decades ago.  The nine Bay Area counties are not immune.  Even the business press has commented on the increasing out-migration from California.  And in addition, there are the dangers of a major earthquake and the new ravages of fires destroying towns and parts of cities.  These are not addressed in the CASA Compact.

8.  Ignoring the losses of currently affordable housing.  In San Francisco, for example, according to the recent Housing Balance Report, we lose one affordable housing unit for every two new affordable units built.  It is cheaper to protect affordable housing than to build new.  The Compact attemps to address some of the causes of these losses, but is inadequate. 



Another major issue is that the CASA Compact is designed as state pre-emptions of local control, the “we know better than you” view.  At the state level, some limits, controls, and benefits have value, but they can be manipulated by the influence of money.  


---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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For example, take the TNCs. Uber and Lyft went to the state to pre-empt the potential regulation of local cities.  As a result, cities are flooded with desperate people driving to make a few bucks to live on.  [They are also often purchasing or leasing expensive vehicles, indebting themselves for an “industry” that plans to replace them with self-driving cars in a few years.]  Local traffic problems have vastly increased, public transit is slowed, leading to more use of TNCs and less use of public transit, and so in a vicious cycle to more traffic congestion and air pollution.  This situation is augmented by workers driving to the city to work, where they used to live.



The Compact involves too many “hands,” too many intermediaries, each siphoning off a portion of the funds for housing.  Instead, consider a state or regional bank, and support local community banks in lending, and other financial sources.



The Compact is too oriented to private housing production, and private profits.  Instead, it could focus on changing the rules to favor housing providers, not finance.  Building 20-30% of all housing to be community-owned, or community land trust-owned would really change the “housing market” from “take the money and run” to providing stable, long term housing.



Other factors ignored by the Compact include the loss of Sierra snowpack in our water supply, California's regular drought cycles, rising seas' impacts on Oakland, San Francisco, and other Bay cities and counties' infrastructure, and the problems of using ground and reclaimed water, contaminated by industrial production, common household products, and fracking.



It appears that the Metropolitan Transporation Commission, having fulfilled its mission to provide the Bay Area with safe, convenient, and abundant highways and public transit, is now seeking a new mission: Housing.  How fortunate we are!


Sincerely,


Teresa M. Welborn


Coordinator


tesw@aol.com

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: CASA Compact, Jan. 31 Hearing at Planning Commission
Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 12:26:47 PM

Attachments: To MTC and ABAG Board - Delay the CASA Compact .docx

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: tesw@aol.com <tesw@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 12:25 PM

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

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC)
<john.rahaim@sfgov.org>

Subject: CASA Compact, Jan. 31 Hearing at Planning Commission

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

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Please see the attached Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council letter that was sent
to the ABAG Commission Members regarding the CASA Compact. We hope that you
will consider our concerns.

Dear Commissions Secretary lonin,

Please include the attached letter in the Commissioners’ packet for the Jan. 31,
2019 Planning Commission hearing on housing.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Tes Welborn
President


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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Tuesday, December 18, 2018 

                               

 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Mayor London Breed		    RE: To ABAG Board: Delay the CASA Compact

Planning Director John Rahaim

Supervisors Norman Yee and Rafael Mandelman



cc: Supervisor Vallie Brown

      Supervisor Jane Kim

      Nick Josefowitz, Representative



Mayor, Supervisors, Director, and Representative:

    The CASA Compact is fashioned by MTC-appointed, unelected, committees made up of reps from big businesses, real estate developers, and big cities.  Hardly any of the 101 cities in the 9-county Bay Area have been informed or engaged. Up until last week, the content and format of the CASA Compact was still changing. The decision is being rushed forward during the holidays without adequate time for review.

    The Compact sets up an adversarial model that falsely blames cities and aims to pass legislation to punish cities for not building more housing. Developers build housing, not cities.   

    While housing is needed throughout the nine county Bay Area, the CASA focus is on building infill housing in the three large cities, San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose.  This benefits developers' pockets but doesn't address the greater area needs for housing throughout the Bay Area.

    The Compact proposes a new, independent, public/private "Regional Housing Enterprise" w/taxing authority to annually collect and distribute $1.5B in new taxes and administer standardized zoning for the entire area. The Regional Housing Enterprise would divert property taxes that fund community safety, services, and infrastructure into a regional coffer.

    They call this "A 15-Year Emergency Policy Package to Confront the Housing Crisis in the San Francisco Bay Area." We call this an attempt to eliminate local control in order to expand corporate ownership of land and wealth as a means of generating even more corporate profits. We have a housing problem, and a crisis in our democracy.

    We also need to consider the carrying capacity of San Francisco:

        - How much water supply do we expect to have over the next several decades?

        - Our current transportation system is already overloaded, yet CASA gives no                                additional funds to develop MTA.

       			 	- How will global warming's raised sea level impact San Francisco?

     	- How can we protect current lower income communities, PDA districts, and open space?

- How can we solve the problem of losing an average of one affordable housing unit for      each two new-built units?

      				 - What do San Franciscans want for the future of San Francisco?

Vote NO on the CASA Compact.

Sincerely,



Teresa Welborn

President

Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO REDEVELOP FIRE STATION 13
WITH NEW HOUSING

Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 12:13:58 PM

Attachments: 1.23.19 530 Sansome.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 12:05 PM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO REDEVELOP FIRE
STATION 13 WITH NEW HOUSING

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 23, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO
REDEVELOP FIRE STATION 13 WITH NEW HOUSING

Project will create new seismically enhanced fire station and include market-rate housing that
will fund the creation of over 50 units of affordable housing

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Supervisor Aaron Peskin today
announced a public-private housing development opportunity in the Jackson Square
neighborhood. The City will be offering developers the opportunity to build market-rate
housing above a renewed and seismically enhanced Fire Station 13, located at 530 Sansome
Street. The affordable housing fees generated by the project will fund the development of over
50 units of affordable housing at 772 Pacific Avenue in Chinatown, and preserve the New
Asia Restaurant.

“Our lack of housing is hurting our residents and our city, and we need to build new homes
wherever we can, including on public land,” said Mayor Breed. “This innovative plan will
create a newly renovated fire station, build new homes for people to live in our city, and
provide funding for over 50 units of affordable housing to help our most vulnerable residents.
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 23, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO
REDEVELOP FIRE STATION 13 WITH NEW HOUSING

Project will create new seismically enhanced fire station and include market-rate housing that
will fund the creation of over 50 units of affordable housing

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Supervisor Aaron Peskin today announced
a public-private housing development opportunity in the Jackson Square neighborhood. The City
will be offering developers the opportunity to build market-rate housing above a renewed and
seismically enhanced Fire Station 13, located at 530 Sansome Street. The affordable housing fees
generated by the project will fund the development of over 50 units of affordable housing at 772
Pacific Avenue in Chinatown, and preserve the New Asia Restaurant.

“Qur lack of housing is hurting our residents and our city, and we need to build new homes
wherever we can, including on public land,” said Mayor Breed. “This innovative plan will create
a newly renovated fire station, build new homes for people to live in our city, and provide
funding for over 50 units of affordable housing to help our most vulnerable residents. Addressing
our housing crisis requires creative solutions, and we will keep looking for opportunities like this
one to build more housing here in San Francisco, especially as we move forward with our bond
to renovate fire stations, police stations, and other infrastructure throughout our city.”

The development comes as a result of a resolution introduced by Supervisor Peskin urging the
City’s Real Estate Division to issue a request for development proposals for 530 Sansome Street,
which was unanimously passed by the Board of Supervisors.

“l proposed housing for this site 15 years ago, in an effort to maximize the public benefits of our
public parcels,” said Supervisor Peskin. “When | came back into office, we were not only facing
a housing crisis but a loss of our iconic legacy businesses, and | realized that we needed creative
solutions. We've finally landed on a proposal that brings housing to the transit-rich downtown
job center, rebuilds one of the busiest fire stations in the City and funds an affordable housing
and legacy business rehab in the heart of Chinatown. I'm really quite thrilled to see this finally
move forward after so many years.”

A legislative mandate encouraging such a market-rate development allows in-lieu housing fees
and any other revenues that the project generates to fund the creation of affordable housing.
Preliminary studies indicate the 8,936-square-foot site has the potential to be redeveloped into a
19-story building, providing over 170,000 square feet of density over an existing three-level
basement. The Fire Department will require an estimated 22,000 square feet for a new fire

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





LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

station, above which approximately 99,000 saleable square feet of market-rate residential
housing can be built.

“This is an effective and innovative use of a public asset to generate capital investment in our
aging infrastructure,” said City Administrator Naomi M. Kelly, who chairs the Capital Planning
Committee and manages the Real Estate Division. “I am hopeful that this can be a model for
better utilizing public property to meet the City’s affordable housing goals.”

Public Works and the Fire Department worked together to create clear specifications for the new
Fire Station 13 to meet San Francisco’s strong standards for resiliency. An interim plan has been
created by the Fire Department to temporarily move operations from 530 Sansome during
construction that ensures full service to the downtown area.

There will be a robust review of proposals and the Fire Commission will recommend the most
responsive developer and plan. The Board of Supervisors and Mayor Breed will be required to
approve the developer selection, with development details and construction subject to the normal
entitlement process.

Hi#
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Addressing our housing crisis requires creative solutions, and we will keep looking for
opportunities like this one to build more housing here in San Francisco, especially as we move
forward with our bond to renovate fire stations, police stations, and other infrastructure
throughout our city.”

The development comes as a result of a resolution introduced by Supervisor Peskin urging the
City’s Real Estate Division to issue a request for development proposals for 530 Sansome
Street, which was unanimously passed by the Board of Supervisors.

“I proposed housing for this site 15 years ago, in an effort to maximize the public benefits of
our public parcels,” said Supervisor Peskin. “When I came back into office, we were not only
facing a housing crisis but a loss of our iconic legacy businesses, and I realized that we needed
creative solutions. We've finally landed on a proposal that brings housing to the transit-rich
downtown job center, rebuilds one of the busiest fire stations in the City and funds an
affordable housing and legacy business rehab in the heart of Chinatown. I'm really quite
thrilled to see this finally move forward after so many years.”

A legislative mandate encouraging such a market-rate development allows in-lieu housing fees
and any other revenues that the project generates to fund the creation of affordable housing.
Preliminary studies indicate the 8,936-square-foot site has the potential to be redeveloped into
a 19-story building, providing over 170,000 square feet of density over an existing three-level
basement. The Fire Department will require an estimated 22,000 square feet for a new fire
station, above which approximately 99,000 saleable square feet of market-rate residential
housing can be built.

“This is an effective and innovative use of a public asset to generate capital investment in our
aging infrastructure,” said City Administrator Naomi M. Kelly, who chairs the Capital
Planning Committee and manages the Real Estate Division. “I am hopeful that this can be a
model for better utilizing public property to meet the City’s affordable housing goals.”

Public Works and the Fire Department worked together to create clear specifications for the
new Fire Station 13 to meet San Francisco’s strong standards for resiliency. An interim plan
has been created by the Fire Department to temporarily move operations from 530 Sansome
during construction that ensures full service to the downtown area.

There will be a robust review of proposals and the Fire Commission will recommend the most
responsive developer and plan. The Board of Supervisors and Mayor Breed will be required to
approve the developer selection, with development details and construction subject to the
normal entitlement process.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Chion, Miriam (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Please OPPOSE the CASA Compact For Inclusion in Agenda Packet Jan. 31, 2019
Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 11:48:16 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: David Tipton <davidrtipton@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 11:44 AM

To: 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>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC)
<john.rahaim@sfgov.org>

Subject: Please OPPOSE the CASA Compact For Inclusion in Agenda Packet Jan. 31, 2019

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

Please INCLUDE this letter in the AGENDA PACKET for January 31, 2019 Hearing

OPPOSE the CASA Compact

San Francisco Planning Commissioners -

It is my understanding that the upcoming January 31 will concern housing issues.

We certainly have many challenges in this area. It would be great tragedy if, in trying
to move housing along, we failed
to take care of our limited existing housing. Sadly, the CASA compact would strangle
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our existing housing stock.

Please note that Elements # 1, 2 and 3 of the CASA compact would upset and
destroy current Bay Area housing.
Moreover, they have already been voted down resoundingly by the electorate.

Honest housing providers need to be able to manage their properties for the good of
all tenants and for the good of our community.

Element # 1 prevents a housing provider from dealing with the few bad apple tenants,
which is very unfair to the many good tenants.

Element # 2 prevents a housing provider from setting rents with respect to the every
increasing expenses we all feel.

The increasing costs of labor, materials, taxes and more are not trivial. An arbitrary
cap on rents would force housing providers out of business.
They simply cannot continue to offer accommodations while suffering financial loss.

Element # 3 punishes the honest housing provider, allowing an avenue for expense
extortion with no recourse. No housing provider wants to lose tenants.

This element compounds the pain and tells the housing provider to get out of the
business altogether.

As you are considering how to ease our housing shortage, please do not support the
mis-guided Elements # 1,2 and 3 of the CASA compact.

These items were resoundingly voted down as Proposition 10 both statewide and in
the Bay Area.

David R. Tipton



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: CSFN Letter to ABAG for Planning Commission
Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 11:24:34 AM
Attachments: CSFN-CASAlettertoABAG2019Jan.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: :) <gumby5@att.net>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 4:57 PM

To: 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>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC)
<john.rahaim@sfgov.org>

Subject: CSFN Letter to ABAG for Planning Commission

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

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Please see attached Jan. 16, 2019 Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
(CSFN) letter that was sent to the ABAG Commission Members re the CASA
Compact.

Dear Commissions Secretary lonin,
Please include the letter in the Commissioners’ packet for the Jan. 31, 2019 meeting.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Rose Hillson
CSFN-LUC/TC Chair
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Coalition for San Francisco
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January 16, 2019

TO:  Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Commission Members

FROM: Land Use and Transportation Committee of the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
Rose Hillson, Chair

SUBJECT: CASA Compact

The Coalition for San Francisco (CSFN) supports solutions to protect existing housing stock and
provide affordable housing in San Francisco. That being said, the CSFN is concerned with the
current version of the CASA Compact.

It was written by the Committee to House the Bay Area aka CASA Steering Committee and
subcommittees. All of these committees were creations of the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC). CASA Steering Committee and subcommittees were made up of MTC
appointees consisting mainly of representatives from big businesses, real estate developers, and
major cities.

These committees created the CASA Compact. The CASA Compact is a policy document that is
being sent directly to Sacramento to implement, without the approval of the MTC or the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and without input from the local communities it will
impact.

The Compact proposes a new, independent, public/private "Regional Housing Enterprise" with
taxing authority to annually collect and distribute $1.5B in new taxes. This authority would also
administer standardized zoning for the entire Bay Area.

The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods Land Use and Transportation Committee
recommends that ABAG oppose the CASA Compact for the following reasons:





January 16, 2019
CASA Compact
Page 2 of 2

1. The CASA Compact is undemocratic. It was written by an unelected agency with little or no
input from the communities it will impact.

2. The CASA Compact will severely diminish local control over land-use planning. It ignores the
physical geography differences, local challenges, and infrastructure constraints that shape the
way regulations are formulated in each community.

3. The CASA Compact does not adequately deal with the complex causes of the current housing
situation, which include but are not limited to an imbalance between jobs and housing,
gentrification of existing lower-income communities, and economic cycles of boom and bust,
and truly sustainable growth.

4. The CASA Compact ignores the role of national and international finance, which seeks returns
of up to 30% on development in housing production.

5. Citing cities for the failure to build housing is in error and misleading. Developers build
housing, not cities.

6. The CASA Compact under-estimates the impacts of the Compact on existing affordable housing
and communities of people of color. It does not adequately address the losses of currently
affordable housing-

7. The CASA Compact disregards the potential impacts of climate change including the regular
drought cycles, rising sea levels' impact on the Bay Area's infrastructure, and the problems of
using ground and reclaimed water.

8. The CASA Compact puts the burden of paying for services on the taxpayers and ignores the fact
that local impact fees for housing and office development are often severely under-charged.

9. Under the CASA Compact, the Regional Housing Enterprise would divert property taxes that
fund community services and infrastructure into a regional coffer with no guarantee of how
funding decisions would be made.






From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Comments To Planning Commission on Pairing of Housing and Commercial/Office Space
Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 11:23:59 AM

Attachments: Comments to PC on pairing. v.4 (1).docx

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: pwebber928@aol.com <pwebber928@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 7:29 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Comments To Planning Commission on Pairing of Housing and Commercial/Office Space

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

Ladies and Gentlemen, Attached is a copy of my comments to you of 1/17/19 during Public Comments
regarding pairing of housing and office/commercial space in San Francisco. | hope that these will be
considered at your forthcoming 1/31 meeting as part of the record for your discussion of any agenda item
regarding housing.

Paul Webber

A North Beach Resident
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                              COMMENTS TO PC ON 1/17/19 RE PARING OF HOUSING AND OFFICE/COMMERCIAL SPACE                                    

     As a holiday gift, I sent to each of you and the Board a memo entitled “Paired Housing and Office space.”  In it is described a solution for San Francisco to protect its very limited housing space for residents who work in the City.   It provides that a local agency, such as San Francisco. must pair housing and office/commercial space in order to build or create more than a specified n umber of residential units (I suggested 25) or a specified number of square feet of office space.  The pairing could be across local boundaries.  To qualify as paired, there must be available public transportation between them with maximum specified riding times (I suggest of 15 minutes or less) and with specified frequency intervals during peak hours (I suggest ten minutes or less).  There would be exceptions from pairing for 100 % senior and possibly some classes of below market rate eligible units. There should also be provision for bringing up to notional parity the housing and office space either of which has been developed, say, in the last five years. Finally, there would also be some percentage of affordable housing required. 

     This type of program could be created, say, by the City, through an ordinance, but with an acknowledgement as acceptable under any state law which purports to mandate local housing.    

     Currently proposed regional or state wide solutions do not manifest clear policy requirements of keeping workers much closer to home and, in essence, preserve very modest housing requirements for “feeder” communities for the City, Oakland and parts of San Jose, which feeder communities seem to want to provide office/commercial space but inadequate supportive housing.  Average home prices in some of the South Bay communities are higher than in San Francisco.  And this has had the effect of developers seeking out cheaper land in outer districts in the City, which in turn has had. and will continue to have, the effect of forcing out many lower and middle-income families which haven’t already left for more distant housing locations accompanied by long commutes.    

     Adopting a proposal such as this would be a courageous effort to provide housing equity for lower and middle income earners.  But to develop a a program and get it acknowledged as acceptable at the state level will require a proactive effort on the part of our primary land use agency as well as our elected governing body, which I will also visit.  There are at least two proposals seeking traction at the state level (CASA and SB 50) which seem to have the backing of developers and the business communities and neither really addresses the pairing concept; quite the contrary.  It is likely more will be coming as well, so following those will require vigilance as well.  Just saying “no” to these proposals will probably fall on deaf ears unless accompanied with alternatives, and a pairing program could be such an alternative.

[bookmark: _GoBack]     To avoid NOT having a say in what happens to housing in San Francisco, I encourage you to establish an a hoc group of from various “stakeholders” to quickly explore this idea for San Francisco. It won’t be a surprise to learn that some developers and feeder communities will probably have other ideas than pairing.  But if San Francisco can adopt a pairing program, it may have a domino effect down the Peninsula.

PAUL WEBBER

A North Beach Resident  

     

     


From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

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

Cc: Ganetsos, Dori (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 1519 Polk Street

Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 11:22:24 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Polk Merchants <polkmerchants@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 8:37 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: sabrina.thillard5@gmail.com

Subject: 1519 Polk Street

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

Dear commissioners

On behalf of the Polk District Merchants Associative | would like to email you my support of the new
wine, cheese, and chocolate bar going in on 1519 Polk street. We are very excited to has a
wonderful establishment coming into the neighborhood. This would be a great addition to the area
and will have positive results for all involved.

Take care,
Parker Austin
President PDMA


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:Dori.Ganetsos@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
x-apple-data-detectors://0/

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Invitation to the Van Ness Campus Hospital Opening

Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 11:16:02 AM

Attachments: CPMC VN RIBBON CUTTING INVITATION 03 01 2019.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: LeSage, Jaclyn <LeSagel @sutterhealth.org>

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 9:07 AM

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

Subject: Invitation to the Van Ness Campus Hospital Opening

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

Dear Jonas:

On behalf of Sutter Health, California Pacific Medical Center located in San Francisco, I'd like to invite
the Planning Commission to the ribbon cutting of our new Van Ness Campus Hospital on Friday,
March 1st, 2019 at 9 AM. The Van Ness Campus is the second of two state of the art hospitals that
Sutter Health, California Pacific Medical Center has built as part of the four campus, inpatient and

outpatient medical center.

The Van Ness Campus hospital is a 274 bed, twelve-story home for the women'’s, children’s,
cardiology, oncology, emergency care and transplant services. With two expanded emergency
departments, one for children and one for adults; thirteen operating rooms capable of handling
everything from routine procedures to organ transplants; a labor-and-delivery department prepared
for the most complex cases and ready to care for our most vulnerable patients in the newborn
intensive care unit. The building itself is equipped with enough fuel, water, generators, and supplies

to last seventy-two hours on its own.

Please let me know if you have any questions. | have attached the flyer for your reference. We hope
to see you there!
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PLEASE JOIN US IN CELEBRATING THE OPENING OF THE
NEW SUTTER HEALTH CPMC VAN NESS CAMPUS

Ca MO N A

FRIDAYZMARCH dg 2019
9AM
GPMC VAN NESS CAMPUS
1101 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO

Kindly RSVP: epmc2020events@sutterhealth.org

i & Sutter Health
% CPMC EE=







This is a private event and space is limited. Your RSVP is kindly appreciated no later than February
25, 2019.

Thank you,

Jaclyn LeSage

Government and Community Relations Coordinator
Sutter Health East Bay/San Francisco
LeSage)@sutterhealth.org

Direct line: (510) 450-7450

Cell phone: (510) 914-5418
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

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

Cc: Young, Sharon (CPC); Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter of support for Schools of the Sacred Heart Conditional Use Ammendment

Date: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 2:30:43 PM

Attachments: Schools of the Sacred Heart conditionalusesupport Letter.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Mary Wolfe <marylaceylong@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 2:16 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of support for Schools of the Sacred Heart Conditional Use Ammendment

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

Dear Commissioner Hillis,

Attached please find a letter of support for the petition for the Schools of the Sacred Heart for an
amendment to their conditional use permit to expand enrollment. The hearing is to be held on
Thursday, January 24th and due to family commitments, | am unable to attend the meeting to voice
my support in person.

Thank you.
Mary Wolfe

2118 Vallejo Street
San Francisco, CA 94123
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President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

I am a neighbor of Schools of the Sacred Heart as well as a parent of a student at Convent
Elementary school and Stuart Hall High School. | am writing to voice my support for the School’s
application for a Conditional Use Permit to increase student enrollment.

Schools of the Sacred Heart has provided a unique, independent education to students in San
Francisco for over 100 years. The faculty and staff have done tremendous work to mitigate the
impact of the school on the neighborhood. As a parent, | have been impressed with the
thoughtfulness with which the school considers the impact of traffic and student life on the
neighborhood and the communications to parents regarding how to mitigate negative impact on
the neighborhood. Given the school’s efforts, | am pleased to support an increase in enroliment
to provide an opportunity for more San Francisco families to benefit from the education provided
by this institution.

Please approve the pending application.

Thank you,
Mary Wolfe

2118 Vallejo Street
San Francisco, CA 94123






From: Young, Sharon (CPC

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary; 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: RE: Record # 2016-004403 CUA ENV: Increased Enrollment for schools at 2222 Broadway - please help the
neighbors by requiring more information (additional public comments attached)

Date: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:55:38 AM

Attachments: Concerns with respect to Conditional Use Authorization relating to Schools of the Sacred Heart (Broadway

Campus), Record No. 2016-004403CUA.pdf
Proposed expansion of the Schools of the Sacred Heart 2222 Broadway San Francisco California 94115 .pdf

Epiphany Letter.pdf
LetterofSupportSacredHeart (TENDERLOIN COMMUNITY SCHOOL).pdf

Additional public comments (attached).

Thank you,

Sharon M. Young, Planner

Northwest Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6346 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:38 AM

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: Young, Sharon (CPC) <sharon.m.young@sfgov.org>; Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
<josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>

Subject: FW: Record # 2016-004403 CUA ENV: Increased Enrollment for schools at 2222 Broadway -
please help the neighbors by requiring more information

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Emily Scott <esp2288@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:21 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; McKellar, Jennifer (CPC)

<jennifer.mckellar@sfgov.org>; Young, Sharon (CPC) <sharon.m.young@sfgov.org>
Subject: Record # 2016-004403 CUA ENV: Increased Enrollment for schools at 2222 Broadway -
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Young, Sharon (CPC)

From: Laurie Berk <lberk@pacbell.net>

Sent: Monday, January 21, 2019 12:06 PM

To: Young, Sharon (CPC)

Subject: Concerns with respect to Conditional Use Authorization relating to Schools of the Sacred Heart

(Broadway Campus), Record No. 2016-004403CUA

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

Dear Ms. Young,

| have just recently become aware of the proposal to increase enrollment at the Schools of the Sacred Heart on
Broadway. As a nearby neighbor, living for the past 25+ years on Buchanan St. between Vallejo and Green Streets, | am
very concerned about the impact of this plan on the neighborhood, specifically as it relates to traffic congestion and
safety. As | quickly reviewed some of the materials relating to the proposal online, | found the sections addressing
transportation and the impact on neighbors’ convenience and safety (copied and pasted below) to be disingenuous.

The facts are that people living in the area have been and continue to be very inconvenienced by traffic in the area
caused by student drop off and pick up at the Schools of the Sacred Heart (especially in combination with The Hamlin
School to its immediate east along Broadway.) This includes the loss of street parking spaces as well as people parking
across private driveways and in crosswalks in the neighborhood during those times. This traffic and illegal parking also
jeopardizes the safety of people in the vicinity. This will only be exacerbated by this proposed increase in enrollment of
almost 24% (more than the “approximately 20%” stated in the application) of the current Schools of the Sacred Heart
student body. While the area is served by the Muni lines listed in the planning record, | would venture to guess that this
is not the mode of transportation used or intended to be used by the majority of families served by the schools. There
are always long lines of private cars waiting along Broadway, Buchanan Street (south of Broadway), Pacific (approaching
Buchanan from both directions), and Vallejo Street (for pick up at The Hamlin School) around schools’ start and dismissal
times which cause backups and delays for neighbors and others trying to go about their business. Congestion on the
sidewalk along Broadway during these times also impinges on neighbors’ convenience and safety.

| do not know how to access the Transportation Management Plan referred to in the materials but hope that it
adequately addresses my concerns for the neighborhood. My strong recommendation is that any increase in enrollment
of these schools require some type of a private bus/mandatory carpool system for families to use, as well as strong
enforcement of traffic laws (including illegal parking, especially in crosswalks) and transportation systems put in place as
conditions for approval of the requested conditional use. Regardless, this increased enroliment will no doubt add to the
traffic woes of the area and inconvenience to neighbors.

Please let me know if | need to do anything more to provide my comments into the public record for Thursday’s January
24, 2019 Planning Commission meeting or otherwise. | do not intend to attend the meeting in person.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Laurie Berk





The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons
residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project that could be detrimental to the health,
safety or convenience of those residing or working the area, in that:

(1) Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and arrangement of
structures;

The size and shape of the site and the arrangement of the structures on the site are adequate for the proposed project. There
will be no physical expansion of the existing building. The school has been operating at this location without any
detrimental effects to health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the
vicinity. The conditions of approval will ensure that the use continues to meet minimum, reasonable performance standards.

4

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2016-004403CUA January 24, 2019 2222 Broadway

2.

(2) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such traffic, and the
adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

The Project Site is served by public transportation, including Muni lines 3-Jackson, 22-Fillmore, 24- Divisadero, 41-Union,
and 45-Union/Stockton. There is also on-street parking in in the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed project will
include implementation of an updated Transportation Management Plan (TMP). A categorical exemption from CEQA was
issued for the proposed project (see Case No. 2016-004403ENV).

1. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood
parking.

6

SAN FRANCISCO
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Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2016-004403CUA January 24, 2019 2222 Broadway

The Project Site is served by public transportation, including Muni lines 3-Jackson, 22-Fillmore, 24- Divisadero, 41-Union,
and 45-Union/Stockton. There is also on-street parking in the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed project will also
include implementation of an updated Transportation Management Plan (TMP), which includes transportation-related
strategies for the school to accommodate the proposed enrollment increase. A categorical exemption from CEQA was issued
for the proposed project (see Case No. 2016-004403ENV).






Young, Sharon (CPC)

From: JUDITH TAYLOR <judithmtaylorl96@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2019 4:21 PM

To: Young, Sharon (CPC)

Subject: Proposed expansion of the Schools of the Sacred Heart, 2222 Broadway, San Francisco California
94115

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

To: Ms Sharon Young, City and County of San Francisco Planning Commission

From: Panorama Condominium Owners Association

2190 Broadway, San Francisco, California 94115

Subject: Proposed expansion of the Schools of the Sacred Heart, 2222 Broadway, San Francisco California 94115

| am writing on behalf of the Panorama Condominium Owners Association. Our building is adjacent to the Schools of
the Sacred Heart on the other side of Webster Street. The residents and owners of the Panorama Condominiums are
opposed to the proposed issuance of the Conditional Use Authorization to the Schools of the Sacred Heart to
accommodate another 200 children.

As far as we can tell the proposed expansion will not have a direct impact on our building’s functioning but the period of
construction will cause a great deal of disruption in the neighborhood.

The Panorama is principally concerned with the large increase in long term traffic in an already intolerably congested
area once the additional pupils are enrolled in the school. The proposed plans to mitigate such traffic are not reassuring.

Our association pays for a white line in front of the building, but the residents and their visitors are precluded from
using it between 7.30 am and 8.30 am in the morning and 1.30 pm and 5 pm in the afternoons. The Hamlin School
requested the City for this partial confiscation of our privilege to accommodate the parents of children taking them to
and from school. Allowing two lines of traffic to move past our building at once also benefits the Schools of the Sacred
Heart.

This is a considerable inconvenience. Several of the residents of our building are over 80 years old and often need to use
the white zone in order to enter and leave vehicles safely at the curb. In addition contractors and workmen in our
building need to be able to park briefly at the curb in order to complete their projects.

The traffic mitigation plan considers extending the hours during which children may be picked up in the
afternoons. Such an extension further reduces the amount of time the residents of the Panorama could use their while
own white line.

In conclusion:
The Panorama Condominium Owners Association is opposed to the planned expansion unless an adequate and viable

solution to mitigate the effects of the increased traffic congestion that will result from the expansion is developed and
implemented.





For the Association

Judith M. Taylor MD

President of the board

Judith Taylor
judith@horthistoria.com
Judith M. Taylor MD
2190 Broadway apt 2E
San Francisco CA 94115

415 563 3477

www.horthistoria.com







SCHOOL OF THE EPIPHANY

600 Italy Avenue
San Francisco, California 94112-3599
Tel (415) 337-4030 Fax (415) 337-8583
http://www.sfepiphany.org

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

| am a partner of Schools of the Sacred Heart. | am writing to voice my support, on
behalf of School of the Epiphany, for the School’'s application for a Conditional Use Permit to
increase student enrollment.

Schools of the Sacred Heart has provided a unique, independent education to students
in San Francisco for over 100 years. The faculty and staff have worked to provide incredible
opportunities for the students to volunteer in and partner with the community. School of the
Epiphany has benefited greatly from our partnership with Schools of the Sacred Heart, and we
will continue to do so.

Please approve the pending application.

Thank you,

Brian Ye0st
Vice Principal

NON VOX SED VOTUM
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January 14, 2019

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

I am a partner of Schools of the Sacred Heart. | am writing to voice my support, on behalf of
Tenderloin Community School, for the School’'s application for a Conditional Use Permit to increase
student enroliment.

Schools of the Sacred Heart has provided a unique, independent education to students in San
Francisco for over 100 years. The faculty and staff have worked to provide incredible opportunities
for the students to volunteer in and partner with the community. Tenderloin Community School has

benefited greatly from our partnership with Schools of the Sacred Heart, and we will continue to do
so.

Please approve the pending application.

Thank you,

Dndina s

Dr. Barbara Berman
Principal






please help the neighbors by requiring more information

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

Dear Ms. McKellar, Ms. Young, and the Planning Commissioners,

| am President of the Homeowners Association of 2288 Broadway. Our building is Northwest of the
schools at 2222 Broadway and we are the only other building on the Northside of the 2200 Block of
Broadway.

We do not have an objection of the almost 20% increase of students that the schools are requesting
per se. What we do object and have yet to be shown any plans whatsoever, is the increased traffic
issues - both cars and pedestrians.

The school administration says they want to be good neighbors yet we have not had the experience
of this happening.

Last year, the school had a neighborhood meeting to introduce their expansion plan. In that
meeting, many of the neighbors (including me) raised the issue of significant traffic issues:

1. Parents dropping off/picking up children throughout the neighborhood - blocking
driveways, creating traffic problems. They do not adhere to the guidelines of what they
are supposed to do in the drop-off/pick up (although, | have never actually seen the
guidelines)_

2. There is only one traffic controller on the corner of Broadway and Fillmore. The other
corner - Broadway and Webster has at least 2, sometimes more. When we inquired about
this at the meeting, the headmistress said it was not their fault, it was the city. The
suggestion that they hire someone to help and/or have volunteers to help went nowhere.

3. lwas told to send photos of cars that were doing this. | have sent more than a dozen
photos to Geoff De Santis (as instructed) and there has not been any change or decrease
in the problem.

4. The sidewalks are almost impossible to navigate when at the opening and closing times.

What the school did say was that they were curtailing the number of outside events at night and on
the weekends. The outside events are not nearly as problematic as the daily issues when school is in
session.

We have yet to see any plans.

| have read all the documents re. this case and | have found some discrepancies:

1. The school does NOT employ a school security guard at the corner of Broadway and Fillmore.
There is only one guard and | was told by the school administration that she is provided by the



city of San Francisco.

2. The school says it keeps a log of offenders. Yet, | was told that my photos do nothing as there
is no actual prohibition from dropping off/picking up outside of their designated area.

3. The school says it has shared their plans with the neighborhood. We have never seen
anything - in spite of my attending last year's meeting, constant contact with Geoff DeSantis,
and the fact that we are literally next door.

4. The notice on the school says it plans to hire an additional 5 staff at the most, BUT in the
application for School Drop-Off and Pick-up Management Plan - it states an additional 10-12
people.

In addition - the request to increase the primary loading zone to 6 pm would create an additional
hardship on the neighborhood. It is already very difficult to find street parking due to the many
apartment buildings with inadequate garage spaces. The number of people coming home from work
before 6 pm looking for parking is already high. The increase to 6 pm would create further problems
including limited parking, increased air pollution from driving more in the neighborhood to find
parking, etc.

Before their plan is approved by the San Francisco Planning Commission, please help the entire
neighborhood and demand a plan to alleviate the above issues.

Respectfully - Emily Scott

2288 Broadway St.
SF, CA94115

esp2288@gmail.com
415-609-1900

Emily Scott, ES

Legacy Exploration | Philanthropic Giving | Financial Prioritization

2288 Broadway St. #6

San Francisco, CA 94115

(p) 415. 609. 1900

(f) 415. 922. 0377

(e) emily@emilyscottand.com
(w) www.emilyscottand.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3620 Buchanan Street (2016-010079CUAVAR)
Date: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:38:19 AM
Attachments: Letter to Planning Commission.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Bui Pham, Vicki T. <vbuipham@Iubinolson.com>

Sent: Friday, January 18, 2019 3:18 PM

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

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Olson, Charles
<colson@Iubinolson.com>; Lee, Carolyn <clee@lubinolson.com>; bsisney@devcon-const.com;
mark@presidiodp.com; jknight@reubenlaw.com; Ajello, Laura (CPC) <laura.ajello@sfgov.org>
Subject: 3620 Buchanan Street (2016-010079CUAVAR)

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

Good Afternoon,

Please see attached letter, sent on behalf of Charles R. Olson, dated January 18, 2019.

Thank you,

!! Vicki Bui Pham | Legal Assistant | LUBIN OLSON

Lubin Olson & Niewiadomski LLP | The Transamerica Pyramid | 600 Montgomery Street, 14th Floor | San Francisco, CA 94111
Phone: (415) 981-0550 | Facsimile: (415) 981-4343 | www.lubinolson.com | Email: vbuipham@lubinolson.com

This message and any attachments may contain confidential or privileged information and are only for the use of the intended recipient
of this message. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by return email, and delete or destroy this and all copies
of this message and all attachments. Any unauthorized disclosure, use, distribution, or reproduction of this message or any attachments
is prohibited and may be unlawful.
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THE TRANSAMERICA PYRAMID
600 MONTGOMERY STREET, 14TH FLOOR SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111
TEL 415 981 0550 FAX 4159814343 WEB lubinolson.com

CHARLES R, OLSON
January 18, 2019 Direct Dial: (415) 955-5020

E-mail: colson@lubinolson.com

HAND DELIVERY AND EMAIL

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Attn: President Rich Hillis and
Members of the Planning Commission

2016-010079CUAVAR Conditional Use Authorization, Variance
and Environmental Evaluation of 3620 Buchanan Street

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

Our firm represents 1598 Bay Condominium Association (“1598 Bay”), the
homeowner’s association for the property located at 1598 Bay Street, which is immediately
adjacent to 3620 Buchanan Street (the “Project”). As previously documented in our letter of
June 1, 2018, to the Planning Department, 1598 Bay is strongly opposed to the Project because it
compromises an important historic landmark designated by the Board of Supervisors in
Ordinance No. 12-74 on January 4, 1974, known as Merryvale Antiques (“Landmark No. 58”),
violates the Planning Code in numerous ways, and the design ignores various Residential Design
Guidelines and good neighbor policies. In addition to our objections contained in our letter dated
June 1, 2018, 1598 Bay would like to raise additional objections, as further outlined below.

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination: The proposed Project does not
satisfy the terms of the Class 32 exemption. CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 establishes
exceptions to the application of a categorical exemption for a project. Furthermore, pursuant to
San Francisco Planning Commission Resolution No. 14952, for Class 32 exemptions, this
categorical exemption may be used where it can be seen with certainty that the proposed project
could not have a significant effect on the environment. Given the facts below, this is a difficult
standard to meet, and the Planning Department cannot provide with certainty that the proposed
Project would not have a significant effect on the environment.

First, CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2, subsection (e), provides that a
categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on a site that is included on any list
compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code. The Project site is located in a
Maher Area, which means that is on a site with known or suspected soil and/or groundwater
contamination. In addition, as indicated in the Project’s Environmental Evaluation, the proposed





President Rich Hillis and

Members of the Planning Commission
January 18, 2019

Page 2

Project would require the disturbance of more than 50 cubic yards of soil. The Project sponsor
should prepare a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the Planning Department’s review
in order to document the soil and groundwater conditions underlying the Project site, especially
considering its location next to a former manufactured gas plant (which included a 250,000 cubic
foot gas holding tank) then-turned gas station (which included underground storage tanks). The
California Department of Toxic Substances Control apparently has also determined that
contaminated soil (to a depth of 15 feet) will need to be removed from the Project site. As 1598
Bay is concerned that contaminated soils exist underneath the Project, the Planning Department
should carefully review and analyze the results of any Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
before determining that the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hazardous
materials. If any cleanup of hazardous materials is required, the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control and the Department of Public Health should work in concert with the Project
sponsor to prepare a work plan in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local
regulations related to hazardous materials. At this juncture, the Planning Department cannot be
certain that the Project would not have a significant effect on the environment with regards to
hazardous materials as construction workers, future residents and occupants of neighboring
properties could be affected.

Second, CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2, subdivision (f), provides that a
categorical exemption shall not be used for a project that may cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource. The proposed Project is located on the same lot that
contains the Merryvale Antiques building, the courtyard, and the garden house, all of which are
designated as part of Landmark No. 58. While the Historic Preservation Commission (“HPC”)
approved the Certificate of Appropriateness for the Project by a 4-3 vote, the HPC did not appear
to consider the spaces and spatial relationships of the Landmark site. The garden house will be
demolished and a portion of the existing landscaped courtyard will be significantly diminished
by approximately 25% to 33% based on the scope of the proposed Project. This will severely
impact the spatial relationships between the Merryvale Antiques building and the proposed
Project, and cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the historic resource as it
involves a “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially
impaired.” See CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(b)(1) (emphasis added). As such, the demolition of a
portion of Landmark No. 58 will be a significant impact under CEQA. An exception to the Class
32 Urban Infill Categorical Exemption applies. As we have previously stated, the Planning
Department should require the Project to undergo further environmental review, including the
preparation of an initial study and a focused environmental impact report to address this issue.

Trees: Construction staging at the Project (including any soil remediation) will
likely require the removal of one or more Street Trees as protected under the Public Works Code:
Street Trees, Significant Trees and Landmark Trees. This likelihood was ignored in the Project
sponsor’s application for Tree Planting and Protection. In fact, the Project sponsor’s application
contains two major errors: (1) The Project sponsor checked Box 1 of Section 5, which indicates
that the project will not remove or have any other impact on Protected Trees, which is highly
unlikely for the site; and (2) The Project sponsor checked Tree Schedule A, which indicates the
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Project is located in a Residential (RH, RM, RTO, RED), Industrial (M), or
Production/Distribution/Repair (PDR) zoning district, however, the Project is located in a NC-2
district which would appear to qualify the Project for a more vigorous implementation of the
Planning Code requirements for trees. See Tree Schedule B in the Required Checklist for Tree
Planting and Protection. Additionally, a permit from the Department of Public Works for any
tree removal should be required before the approval of any future building permits.

Subdivision: As noted previously, the Project attempts to squeeze an eight unit
residential building into the rear yard of the historic Merryvale Antiques building. The failure to
process a subdivision of the Project site into two lots (one lot containing the historic Merryvale
Antiques building and the remainder of the landscaped courtyard, the other lot containing the
Project) obscures any interpretation of the Planning Code relating to required development
standards such as setbacks, rear yard, and open space. It is unclear whether the development of
the Project site is permissible as-is without the filing of a subdivision map.

Rear Yard: Because the applicant of the Project has not subdivided the Project
site, it appears that the proposed Project will encroach into the required rear yard for the historic
Merryvale Antiques building. Planning Code Section 134 generally requires that the Project
provide a minimum rear yard depth equal to 25% of the total depth of the lot on which the
building is situated, but in no case less than 15 feet. Although the rear yard requirements differ
for corner lots, given the L-shaped lot configuration, we are assuming that the Project is
assuming that the front of the Project is facing Buchanan Street. According to the most recent
Project plans, the Project will only be providing a 3” rear yard, which would only be 2% of the
required rear yard depth.

While the rear yard requirement may be modified pursuant to the procedures
which are applicable to variances, the following three criteria must also be met pursuant to
Planning Code Section 134(e)(1): “(A) Residential uses are included in the new or expanding
development and a comparable amount of usable open space is provided elsewhere on the lot or
within the development where it is more accessible to the residents of the development; (B) The
proposed new or expanding structure will not significantly impede the access of light and air to
and views from adjacent properties; and (C) The proposed new or expanding structure will not
adversely affect the interior block open space formed by the rear yards of adjacent properties.”
The Project cannot meet two of the three criteria because the Project will significantly impact
1598 Bay’s access to air, light and views, and will cast dark shadows onto the units in 1598 Bay
that face onto the rear yard.

Variance Findings: While the variance for the Project will be heard at a later date,
it cannot be overstated that the Project is unable to meet the required findings under the Planning
Code for a variance. The Zoning Administrator must specify in his findings for the variance
facts sufficient to establish the following: (1) that there are exceptional or extraordinary
circumstances applying to the property involved or to the intended use of the property that do not
apply generally to other property or uses in the same class of district; (2) that owing to such
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exceptional or extraordinary circumstances the literal enforcement of specified provisions of this
Code would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship not created by or attributable to
the applicant or the owner of the property; (3) that such variance is necessary for the preservation
and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the subject property, possessed by other property
in the same class of district; (4) that the granting of such variance will not be materially
detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to the property or improvements in the
vicinity; and (5) that the granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose
and intent of this Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan. See Planning Code
Section 305. The requirements for a variance cannot be met because there are no exceptional or
extraordinary circumstances applying to the subject property or the proposed residential use that
do not apply generally to other property or uses in the same class of district. The only possible
rationale for the variance is that it is necessary because the subject lot is already occupied by a
building, which is the case for virtually every lot in San Francisco. Indeed, financial hardship,
community benefit, or the worthiness of the project are not considerations in determining
whether to approve a variance. Orinda Association v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 182
Cal.App.3d 1145. Furthermore, the granting of any variance will be materially injurious to 1598
Bay’s homeowners and their ability to substantially enjoy their own property. Finally, many of
the design choices for the Project are created by the applicant for the Project; it is basic law that
any ‘“hardship” supporting a variance cannot be self-imposed. See Town of Atherton v.
Templeton (1961) 198 Cal.App.2d 146.

Good Neighbor Policies: Despite attempts to contact the Project sponsor in order
to discuss the Project, the Project sponsor has continuously ignored any good faith effort to
engage with its neighbors, and revisit its Project design to address concerns related to light and
air, access to views, attractive design, reasonable setbacks, and parking concerns.

* ok ok ok 3k

We respectfully request that the Planning Commission deny the Project sponsor’s
application for a Conditional Use Authorization,

Sincerely,

Ahailia R Nop

Charles R. Olson

CRO/CJL
cc: Jody Knight, Esq. (jknight@reubenlaw.com)

Laura Ajello, San Francisco Planning Department (laura.ajello@sfgov.org)
1598 Bay Condominium Association
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

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

Cc: Young, Sharon (CPC); Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Record # 2016-004403 CUA ENV: Increased Enrollment for schools at 2222 Broadway - please help the
neighbors by requiring more information

Date: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:37:40 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Emily Scott <esp2288@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:21 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; McKellar, Jennifer (CPC)
<jennifer.mckellar@sfgov.org>; Young, Sharon (CPC) <sharon.m.young@sfgov.org>

Subject: Record # 2016-004403 CUA ENV: Increased Enrollment for schools at 2222 Broadway -
please help the neighbors by requiring more information

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

Dear Ms. McKellar, Ms. Young, and the Planning Commissioners,

| am President of the Homeowners Association of 2288 Broadway. Our building is Northwest of the
schools at 2222 Broadway and we are the only other building on the Northside of the 2200 Block of
Broadway.

We do not have an objection of the almost 20% increase of students that the schools are requesting
per se. What we do object and have yet to be shown any plans whatsoever, is the increased traffic
issues - both cars and pedestrians.

The school administration says they want to be good neighbors yet we have not had the experience
of this happening.

Last year, the school had a neighborhood meeting to introduce their expansion plan. In that
meeting, many of the neighbors (including me) raised the issue of significant traffic issues:

1. Parents dropping off/picking up children throughout the neighborhood - blocking
driveways, creating traffic problems. They do not adhere to the guidelines of what they
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are supposed to do in the drop-off/pick up (although, | have never actually seen the
guidelines)_

2. There is only one traffic controller on the corner of Broadway and Fillmore. The other
corner - Broadway and Webster has at least 2, sometimes more. When we inquired about
this at the meeting, the headmistress said it was not their fault, it was the city. The
suggestion that they hire someone to help and/or have volunteers to help went nowhere.

3. lwas told to send photos of cars that were doing this. | have sent more than a dozen
photos to Geoff De Santis (as instructed) and there has not been any change or decrease
in the problem.

4. The sidewalks are almost impossible to navigate when at the opening and closing times.

What the school did say was that they were curtailing the number of outside events at night and on
the weekends. The outside events are not nearly as problematic as the daily issues when school is in
session.

We have yet to see any plans.

| have read all the documents re. this case and | have found some discrepancies:

1. The school does NOT employ a school security guard at the corner of Broadway and Fillmore.
There is only one guard and | was told by the school administration that she is provided by the
city of San Francisco.

2. The school says it keeps a log of offenders. Yet, | was told that my photos do nothing as there
is no actual prohibition from dropping off/picking up outside of their designated area.

3. The school says it has shared their plans with the neighborhood. We have never seen
anything - in spite of my attending last year's meeting, constant contact with Geoff DeSantis,
and the fact that we are literally next door.

4. The notice on the school says it plans to hire an additional 5 staff at the most, BUT in the
application for School Drop-Off and Pick-up Management Plan - it states an additional 10-12
people.

In addition - the request to increase the primary loading zone to 6 pm would create an additional
hardship on the neighborhood. It is already very difficult to find street parking due to the many
apartment buildings with inadequate garage spaces. The number of people coming home from work
before 6 pm looking for parking is already high. The increase to 6 pm would create further problems
including limited parking, increased air pollution from driving more in the neighborhood to find
parking, etc.

Before their plan is approved by the San Francisco Planning Commission, please help the entire
neighborhood and demand a plan to alleviate the above issues.

Respectfully - Emily Scott

2288 Broadway St.
SF, CA94115

esp2288@gmail.com
415-609-1900
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Emily Scott, ES&

Legacy Exploration | Philanthropic Giving | Financial Prioritization

2288 Broadway St. #6

San Francisco, CA 94115

(p) 415..609. 1900

(f) 415. 922. 0377

(e) emily@emilyscottand.com
(w) www.emilyscottand.com



tel:(415)%20609-1900
tel:(415)%20922-0377
mailto:emily@es-powerofand.com
http://www.es-powerofand.com/
https://www.facebook.com/espowerofand/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/espowerofand/
https://www.instagram.com/emilyscottand/
https://twitter.com/EmilyScottAnd

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

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. DAY
Date: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:35:37 AM

Attachments: 1.21.19 MLK Day Statement.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Monday, January 21, 2019 7:06 AM

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

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. DAY

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, January 21, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT **%*

MAYOR LONDON BREED ON MARTIN LUTHER KING JR.
DAY

“Today we honor the legacy of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. His dedication to the nonviolent
struggle for equality in this country has served as an inspiration for future generations who
continue the fight for equality and justice for all.

It is also important to remember that this day is not just a celebration of Dr. King’s legacy, but
also a day to live that legacy by demonstrating with our words and our deeds that we will not
rest until we are a more equal, more inclusive, and more just place for all.

While we have made great progress as a society, we have a long way to go until we live in a
nation where we will not be judged by the color of our skin, the gender we identify with, who
we love, or the god we worship, but by the content of our character.”

HiH
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LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, January 21, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***

MAYOR LONDON BREED ON MARTIN LUTHER KING JR.
DAY

“Today we honor the legacy of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. His dedication to the nonviolent
struggle for equality in this country has served as an inspiration for future generations who
continue the fight for equality and justice for all.

It is also important to remember that this day is not just a celebration of Dr. King’s legacy, but
also a day to live that legacy by demonstrating with our words and our deeds that we will not rest
until we are a more equal, more inclusive, and more just place for all.

While we have made great progress as a society, we have a long way to go until we live in a
nation where we will not be judged by the color of our skin, the gender we identify with, who we
love, or the god we worship, but by the content of our character.”

HiH

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









From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 216 Head Street - DR Case (2016-005189DRP)
Date: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:35:32 AM
Attachments: ARCH BINDER (1.17.2019).pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Patrice Fambrini <patricefambrini@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, January 21, 2019 10:53 AM

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

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>;
ICE Design Team <info@icedesigninc.com>

Subject: 216 Head Street - DR Case (2016-005189DRP)

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

Dear Planning Commissioners:

We have reviewed the DR application and met with the neighborhood association to discuss issues
associated with the proposed project at 216 Head Street.

After review and evaluation of these items in conjunction with the project design, the following
modifications have been made:

e The proposed building design is revised to include a one-foot side set back from the property
line, to accommodate the neighbor’s roof eve at 218 Head Street, which extends over the subject
site.

e Alight well has been added on the north side of the building envelope to provide light and air to
the property line windows at 218 Head Street.
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GENERAL NOTES

1.

w

10.

11.
12.
13.

14,
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

ALL CONSTRUCTION TO CONFORM TO 2013 CALIFORNIA BUILDING, ELECTRICAL,
MECHANICAL, AND PLUMBING CODES AND ALL OTHER STATE, COUNTY, AND CITY
ORDINANCE AND REGULATIONS PERTAINING HERETO.

CONTRACTOR SHALL EXAMINE AND VERIFY EXISTING CONDITIONS OF THE JOB SITE.
ANY DISCREPANCY BETWEEN DRAWINGS AND EXISTING CONDITIONS SHALL BE
RECORDED AND REPORTED WITH A SUBMITTAL COPY TO THE ARCHITECT FOR
RESOLUTION PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF WORK. ALL EXISTING CONDITION
DIMENSIONS PROVIDED BY OWNER AND ARE NOT VERIFIED BY SURVEYOR OR
ARCHITECT.

DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS.

PERFORM EXCAVATION AND FOUNDATION WORK IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE
REQUIREMENTS OF THE SOILS REPORTS.

ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE FACE OF OF STUD, FACE OF CONCRETE, OR FACE OR
FRAMING UNLESS NOTES OTHERWISE.

COMPLY WITH CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS OF THE CALIFORNIA ENERGY
COMMISION FOR MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, PLUMBING TRIM AND FITTINGS, WATER
HEATERS, FURNACES, AND APPLIANCES.

INSTALL ALL MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, FIXTURES, AND APPLIANCES IN
CONFORMANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
MANUFACTURER AND THE REQUIREMENTS OF ALL APPLICABLE CODES.

ALL SITE-CONSTRUCTED DOORS, SKYLIGHTS, AND WINDOWS, INCLUDING BUT NOT
LIMITED TO FIELD MANUFACTURED DOORS, SKYLIGHTS, AND WINDOWS SHALL BE
CAULKED BETWEEN THE DOOR, SKYLIGHTS, OR WINDOW AND THE BUILDING, AND
SHALL BE WEATHER-STRIPPED.

ALL WOOD, INCLUDING POSTS WITHIN 8" OF GROUND TO BE PRESSURE TREATED,
FOR SILL PLATES, SLEEPERS OR BLOCKING IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETED OR
MASONRY FOUNDATIONS PER C.B.C. 2306.4

VERIFY EXACT LOCATION OF PLUMBING AND PIPING WITH THE PLUMBING
SUBCONTRACTOR. BRING ANY INCONSISTENCIES TO THE ATTENTION OF THE
ARCHITECT BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

VERIFY EXACT LOCATION OF MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, DUCTS, GRILLES,
REGISTERS, FLUES, AND VENTS WITH THE MECHANICAL SUBCONTRACTOR.
MECHANICAL, HVAC WORK TO BE DESIGN-BUILD AND UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT.
ELECTRICAL WORK TO BE DESIGN-BUIILD AND UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT.
PLUMING WORK TO BE DESIGN-BUILD AND UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE THE BUILDING OWNER WITH THE LIST OF
HEATING, COOLING, AND LIGHTING SYSTEMS FEATURES, MATERIALS, COMPONENTS
AND DEVICES IN THE BUILDING AND INSTRUCTIONS ON HOW TO USE THEM.

AFTER INSTALLING THE WALL AND CEILING INSULATION THE INSTALLER SHALL POST
IN A CONSPICUOUS LOCATION IN THE BUILDING A CERTIFICATED SIGHED BY THE
INSTALLER STATING THE INSTALLATION IS CONSISTENT WITH THE PLANS. THE
CERTIFICATE SHALL ALSO STATE THE MANUFACTURER'S NAME, MATERIAL
IDENTIFICATION , AND INSTALLED R-VALUE.

THE CENTER OF RECEPTACLES/OUTLETS SHALL BE MOUNTED NOT LESS THAN 15"
A.F.F, TYPICAL.

LIGHT SWITCHES, ELECTRICAL OUTLETS, THERMOSTATS, AND OTHER
ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROLS SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 15" OR MORE THAN 48"
A.F.F.

STRUCTURAL OBSERVATION SHALL BE REQUIRED BY THE [X] ARCHITECT OR [X]
ENGINEER FOR STRUCTURAL CONFORMANCE TO THE APPROVED PLANS.
CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR FILING/RECEIVING OF ALL REQUIRED
PERMITS.

CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE SITE CONDITION & DIMENSION BEFORE ORDER
ANY BUILDING MATERIAL.

PROJECT DATA

ADDRESS: 216 HEAD ST,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94132
BLOCK/LOT: 7135/023
ZONING DISTRICT: RH-1
OCCUPANCY: R3
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TYPE V-B

SCOPE OF WORK: ERECT THREE-STORY BUILDING

FLOOR AREA: EXISTING PROPOSED TOTAL

1ST FLOOR/GARAGE 0S.F. 1,436 S.F 1,436 S.F
2ND FLOOR 0 S.F. 1,395 S.F. 1,395 S.F
3RD FLOOR 0 S.F. 1,174 S.F. 1,174 S.F
TOTALS 0 S.F.3, 4,005 S.F. 4,005 S.F

GOVERNING CODES

2013 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE

2013 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE

2013 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE

2013 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE

2013 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE

2013 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE

2013 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE
2013 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE

(w/ SAN FRANCISCO AMENDMENT)

WATER CONSERVATION REQUIREMENT

1. THE EFFECTIVE FLUSH VOLUME OF ALL WATER CLOSETS SHALL NOT
EXCEED 1.28 GPF.

2. SHOWERHEADS SHALL HAVE MAXIMUM FLOW RATE OF 2 GPM AT 80 PSI.

3. THE MAX. FLOW RATE OF KITCHEN FAUCETS SHALL NOT EXCEED 1.8 GPM
AT 60 PSI.

4. THE MAX. FLOW RATE OF RESIDENTIAL LAVATORY FAUCETS NOT EXCEED
1.2 GPM AT 60 PSI. THE MIN. FLOW RATE OF RESIDENTIAL LAVATORY
FAUCETS SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 0.8 GPM AT 20 PSI.

WALLS ENCLOSING CONDITIONED SPACE

R-VALUES ON THE PLAN VIEW SHALL MATCH THE R-VALUES ON CF-1R FORM.

VALUES SHALL BE: (FOR PRESCRIPTIVE PACKAGE D, CF-1R FORMS)

R-13 IN 2x4 STUDS

R-19 IN 2x6 STUDS

R-22 IN 2x8 STUDS

R-30 IN 2x10 STUDS

R-38 IN 2x12 STUDS
OR SPECIFY THE R-VALUE ON THE COMPUTER GENERATED CF-1R FORM
(PERFORMANCE METHOD) (CNC STD 151 (f) 1 & TABLES 151-B, C OR D AND
REFERENCE APPENDICES TABLE 4.3.1).
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R-VALUES ON THE PLAN VIEW SHALL MATCH THE R-VALUES ON CF-1R FORM.

VALUES SHALL BE: (FOR PRESCRIPTIVE PACKAGE D, CF-1R FORMS)

R-13 IN 2x4 JOISTS

R-19 IN 2x6 JOISTS

R-22 IN 2x8 JOISTS

R-30 IN 2x10 JOISTS

R-38 IN 2x12 JOISTS
OR SPECIFY THE R-VALUE ON THE COMPUTER GENERATED CF-1R FORM
(PERFORMANCE METHOD) (CNC STD 151 (f) 1 & TABLES 151-B, C OR D AND
REFERENCE APPENDICES TABLE 4.3.1).
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A6.0 SCHEDULE

HVAC SYSTEMS, SUCH AS VIA A STATE CERTIFIED APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAM, PUBLIC
UTILITY TRAINING PROGRAM (WITH CERTIFICATION AS INSTALLER QUALIFICATION), OR
OTHER PROGRAM ACCEPTABLE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION. (CALGREEN
702.1)

COVERING DUCT OPENINGS AND PROTECTING MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT DURING
CONSTRUCTION: DUCT OPENINGS AND OTHER AIR DISTRIBUTION COMPONENT OPENINGS
SHALL COVERED DURING ALL PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION WITH TAPE, PLASTIC,
SHEETMETAL, OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE METHODS TO REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF WATER,
DUST, AND DEBRIS ENTERING THE SYSTEM.

BATHROOM EXHAUST FANS: MUST BE ENERGY STAR COMPLIANT, DUCTED TO TERMINATE
OUTSIDE THE BUILDING, AND CONTROLLED BY HUMIDISTAT CAPABLE OF ADJUSTMENT
BETWEEN RELATIVE HUMIDITY OF LESS THAN 50% TO MAXIMUM OF 80%. HUMIDITY
CONTROL MAY BE A SEPARATE COMPONENT FROM THE EXHAUST FAN.

CARPET: ALL CARPET MUST MEET ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (CALGREEN 4.504.3)

1. CARPET AND RUG INSTITUTE GREEN LABEL PLUS PROGRAM,

2. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH STANDARD PRACTICE FOR THE TESTING
OF VOCS (SPECIFICATION 01350),

3. NSF/ANSI 140 AT THE GOLD LEVEL,

4. SCIENTIFIC CERTIFICATIONS SYSTEMS SUSTAINABLE CHOICE, OR

5. CALIFORNIA COLLABORATIVE FOR HIGH PERFORMANCE SCHOOLS EQ 2.2 AND LISTED IN
THE CHPS HIGH PERFORMANCE PRODUCT DATABASE

AND CARPET CUSHION MUST MEET CARPET AND RUG INSTITUTE GREEN LABEL,

AND INDOOR CARPET ADHESIVE & CARPET PAD ADHESIVE MUST NOT EXCEED 50 G/L
VOC CONTENT.

RESILIENT FLOORING SYSTEMS: FOR 80% OF FLOOR AREA RECEIVING RESILIENT FLOORING,
INSTALL RESILIENT FLOORING COMPLYING WITH:

1. CERTIFIED UNDER THE RESILIENT FLOOR COVERING INSTITUTE (RFCI) FLOORSCORE
PROGRAM,

2. COMPLIANT WITH THE VOC—EMISSION LIMITS AND TESTING REQUIREMENTS OF
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 2010 STANDARD METHOD FOR THE TESTING
AND EVALUATION CHAMBERS V.1.1,

3. COMPLIANT WITH THE COLLABORATIVE FOR HIGH PERFORMANCE SCHOOLS (CHPS)
EQ2.2 AND LISTED IN THE CHPS HIGH PERFORMANCE PRODUCT DATABASE, OR

4. CERTIFIED UNDER THE GREENGUARD CHILDREN & SCHOOLS PROGRAM TO COMPLY WITH
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

COMPOSITE WOOD PRODUCTS: HARDWOOD PLYWOOD, PARTICLEBOARD, AND MEDIUM
DENSITY FIBERBOARD COMPOSITE WOOD PRODUCTS USED ON INTERIOR OR EXTERIOR
SHALL MEET CARB AIR TOXICS CONTROL MEASURE FOR COMPOSITE WOOD. SEE CALGREEN
TABLE 4.504.5.

INTERIOR PAINTS,COATINGS LOW—VOC AEROSOL PAINTS, COATING ARE COMPLY WITH
CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING CODE.

LOW VOC CAULKS, CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVES, AND SEALANTS ARE COMPLY WITH
CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING CODE.
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FLOOR LEVEL

0

PROPOSED DOOR SCHEDULE

SYMBOL & © ()
EXT./INT. EXT. EXT. EXT. INT.
DOOR TYPE SWING SLIDING GARAGE DOOR POCKET
W’ X H” SIZE 36” X 80 36" X 80 96” X 84” 28" X 80
| FLOOR LEVEL ] oo === ]
SYMBOL ) @, ©)
EXT./INT. INT. INT. EXT.
DOOR TYPE SWING SWING SLIDING
W’ X H” SIZE 32" X 80 28" X 80 28" X 80"
I 0 @ O l ®
WINDOW TYPE | ¢ FIXED ) SINGLE HUNG SLIDER {  SINGLE HUNG
W X H SIZE | ¢ 2’0 X 68 ) 26 X 40 6'0 X 40 { 2’6 X 60 )
SILL HEIGHT | § 0” A.F.F. ) 2’6 AF.F. 2’6 AF.F. { 1’0 AF.F. )
DESCRIPTION | { ALUMINUM WINDOW § | WOOD/ALUMINUM CLAD | WOOD/ALUMINUM CLAD | ¢ ALUMINUM WINDOW j A
® ® @
WINDOW TYPE | ¢  SINGLE HUNG AWNING SLIIDER
W X H SIZE | ¢ 30 X 40 J 2'0 X 2°0 50 X 40
SILL HEIGHT | ¢ 2'8 AF.F. J 4'8 AF.F. 2’8 AF.F.
DESCRIPTION | ¢ ALUMINUM WINDOW 3 | WOOD/ALUMINUM CLAD | WOOD/ALUMINUM CLAD

WINDOW DE TAIL — SIDING
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1 11ST | GARAGE GATE—EXT. C |96” X 84~ () () () 900 @ () () GARAGE DOOR SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94132
2 ENTRY—EXT. A | 367 X 807 () () () 900 @ () () FRONT ENTRY DOOR
3 GARAGE—INT. B |36” X 807 () () () 900 @ () () INT. DOOR TO GARAGE
4 POWDER—INT. D [ 287 X 807 o @ @ [ @ @ POCKET DOOR
5 BACK DOOR—EXT. B |36” X 807 () () () 900 @ () () BACK EXIT DOOR SHEET TITLE:
2ND
6 MASTER BEDROOM—INT. E [ 327 X 807 o @ O 0 [ O
7 BEDROOM—INT. E 227 X 807 OO O 0 o [ WINDOW & DOOR
8 BATHROOM—INT. F | 28” X 80" o @ @ @ @ @
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The revised plan is attached for your review.

We appreciate Planning Staff support of this project and on behalf of the property owner, respectfully
request that you not take DR and approve this new code complying, single family dwelling.

Thank you,

Patrice Fambrini
Project Representative



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

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED APPOINTS JENNY LAM TO SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF
EDUCATION

Date: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:34:13 AM

Attachments: 1.22.19 School Board Appointment.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:23 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED APPOINTS JENNY LAM TO SAN FRANCISCO
BOARD OF EDUCATION

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 22, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED APPOINTS JENNY LAM TO SAN
FRANCISCO BOARD OF EDUCATION

Lam, a parent of two children in San Francisco’s public schools, brings mix of local and
national public policy experience, non-profit education and advocacy work, and volunteerism
in the school district

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today appointed Jenny Lam to serve on the
San Francisco Board of Education. Lam will fill the vacancy left by Matt Haney, who
resigned from his seat after being elected to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.

A second-generation Chinese American and Bay Area local, Lam has dedicated her career to
public service and social change. She is a strong advocate and supporter of public education.
She has served in a number of executive leadership positions with nonprofit organizations,
including Chinese for Affirmative Action (CAA) in San Francisco. She previously served as
co-chair of two San Francisco Unified School District committees: the Public Education &
Enrichment Fund Committee and the Quality Teacher and Education Act Committee.
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 22, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED APPOINTS JENNY LAM TO SAN
FRANCISCO BOARD OF EDUCATION

Lam, a parent of two children in San Francisco’s public schools, brings mix of local and
national public policy experience, non-profit education and advocacy work, and volunteerism in
the school district

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today appointed Jenny Lam to serve on the San
Francisco Board of Education. Lam will fill the vacancy left by Matt Haney, who resigned from
his seat after being elected to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.

A second-generation Chinese American and Bay Area local, Lam has dedicated her career to
public service and social change. She is a strong advocate and supporter of public education. She
has served in a number of executive leadership positions with nonprofit organizations, including
Chinese for Affirmative Action (CAA) in San Francisco. She previously served as co-chair of
two San Francisco Unified School District committees: the Public Education & Enrichment Fund
Committee and the Quality Teacher and Education Act Committee.

Lam is currently the Education Advisor in the Office of Mayor Breed. As the Education Advisor,
she administers and implement the policies of the Mayor and advances strong partnership
between the public school system (early childhood, K-12 to secondary education) and the City.
Prior to joining the Mayor’s Office, she served as a State Engagement Manager at
EducationSuperHighway, a national nonprofit upgrading Internet access in every public school
classroom so that every student has the opportunity to take advantage of the promise of digital
learning.

“I am proud to appoint Jenny Lam to serve on the San Francisco Board of Education,” said
Mayor Breed. “Jenny has fought for public school students and families at both the local and
state levels and she has stood up for immigrant communities so that all are welcome in San
Francisco and its schools. Both as a professional and a parent, she has demonstrated a
commitment to improving our public schools and to promoting equity throughout our entire
school district.”

“I'm honored and excited to serve on the San Francisco Board of Education,” said Lam. “As a
parent and a community advocate, I've seen the challenges our public school system faces and
the immense positive impact educational opportunity can have on the lives of our children and
our families. I will continue to fight for our diverse students — by supporting English language
learners, fostering supportive learning environments, closing the achievement gap and striving
for excellence in every school and every classroom.”

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





LONDON N. BREED

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
MAYOR

SAN FRANCISCO

Lam lives in San Francisco with her husband and two children, both attending San Francisco
public schools. She stays active by volunteering for local nonprofit organizations and her

children’s schools.

The seat that Lam has been appointed to will be up for a special election in November 2019. The
winner of that election will have to run again in November 2020, which is the normal election

cycle for the four-year seat.
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Lam is currently the Education Advisor in the Office of Mayor Breed. As the Education
Adpvisor, she administers and implement the policies of the Mayor and advances strong
partnership between the public school system (early childhood, K-12 to secondary education)
and the City. Prior to joining the Mayor’s Office, she served as a State Engagement Manager
at EducationSuperHighway, a national nonprofit upgrading Internet access in every public
school classroom so that every student has the opportunity to take advantage of the promise of
digital learning.

“I am proud to appoint Jenny Lam to serve on the San Francisco Board of Education,” said
Mayor Breed. “Jenny has fought for public school students and families at both the local and
state levels and she has stood up for immigrant communities so that all are welcome in San
Francisco and its schools. Both as a professional and a parent, she has demonstrated a
commitment to improving our public schools and to promoting equity throughout our entire
school district.”

“I'm honored and excited to serve on the San Francisco Board of Education,” said Lam. “As a
parent and a community advocate, I've seen the challenges our public school system faces and
the immense positive impact educational opportunity can have on the lives of our children and
our families. I will continue to fight for our diverse students — by supporting English language
learners, fostering supportive learning environments, closing the achievement gap and striving
for excellence in every school and every classroom.”

Lam lives in San Francisco with her husband and two children, both attending San Francisco
public schools. She stays active by volunteering for local nonprofit organizations and her
children’s schools.

The seat that Lam has been appointed to will be up for a special election in November 2019.

The winner of that election will have to run again in November 2020, which is the normal
election cycle for the four-year seat.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

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

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN
(CAT)

Subject: CPC Calendars for January 24, 2019

Date: Friday, January 18, 2019 1:38:02 PM

Attachments: 20190124 cal.pdf

Advance Calendar - 20190124.xIsx
20190124 cal.docx

20190124 JInthrghpc.docx
20190124 Inthrghpc.pdf

CPC Hearing Results 2019.docx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for January 24, 2019.

Please note, that we will be hosting the HPC for a Joint at 10:00 am in our Chambers.

Commissioners Fong, Richards and Koppel,
Please review the previous hearing and materials for the DR at 277 Judson Ave.

Enjoy the three day weekend,

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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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 24, 2019
1:00 p.m.
Regular Meeting

Commissioners:
Myrna Melgar, President
Joel Koppel, Vice President
Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson,
Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

Commission Secretary:
Jonas P. lonin

Hearing Materials are available at:
Website: http://www.sfplanning.org
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4t Floor, Suite 400
Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422

Commission Hearing Broadcasts:
Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org
Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78
Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26

Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the
City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City
operations are open to the people's review.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the
Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.

For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415)
554-5163; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org.

Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at
www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist

Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415)
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.

Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6,9, 19, 21,47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services,
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.

Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.

Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.

Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.

Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.

SPANISH:
Agenda para la Comisién de Planificacién. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener informacion en Espafol o solicitar un aparato para
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipacion a la audiencia.

CHINESE:
MEZE B gaife . e BT S B e R B M, FEFE415-558-6309. (LM € BRAT A 1 2 /D481 Ny 2

TAGALOG:
Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset),
mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.

RUSSIAN:

lMoBecTka AHst Kommccrm no nnaHnpoBaHuio. 3a NOMOLLbIO NepEeBOAYMKa UITN 3@ BCMIOMOraTelbHbIM CITyXOBbIM YCTPONCTBOM
Ha BpeMsi cryllaHui obpallanTeck No Homepy 415-558-6309. 3anpockl AOMKHbI AenaTbCa MUHUMYM 3a 48 YacoB [0 Havana
crnywaHus.
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, January 24, 2019

ROLL CALL:

President: Myrna Melgar
Vice-President: Joel Koppel
Commissioners: Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson,

Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE

The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date. The Commission may
choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or
to hear the item on this calendar.

1.

2a.

2b.

2018-000813CUA (S.JIMENEZ: (415) 575-9187)
939 ELLIS STREET - south side of Ellis Street between Van Ness Avenue and Franklin Street;
Lot 019 in Assessor’s Block 0738 (District 5) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization,
pursuant to Planning Code sections 209.3 and 303, to establish a Health Service (Retail
Sales and Service) Use within a currently vacant 96,908 square foot tenant space most
recently used as an Office Use. The subject property is located within a RC-4 (Residential —
Commercial, High Density) Zoning District, Van Ness Special Use 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).
(Proposed Continuance to January 31, 2019)

2013.0655CUA (R. SUCRE: (415) 575-9108)
1513A-F YORK STREET - east side of York Street between Cesar Chavez Street and Peralta
Avenue; Lots 011, 012 & 020 in Assessor’s Block 5513 (District 9) — Request for Conditional
Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1, 242 and 303, to allow up to
one dwelling unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area for the construction of four two-family,
two- to three-story (30-ft tall) dwellings (between 1,383 sq. ft. and 1,552 sq. ft. each) with
covered parking on Lots 011 & 012 in the center of Block 5513, one two-family, three-story
(30-ft tall) dwelling (between 1,040 sq. ft. and 1,208 sq. ft. each) on Lot 020 at York Street,
and access to all ten dwellings through a driveway at 1513 York Street. The subject
properties are located within a RH-2 (Residential — House, Two-Family) Zoning District,
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: 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 24, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards absent).

(Proposed Continuance to March 14, 2019)

2013.0655VAR (R. SUCRE: (415) 575-9108)
1513A-F YORK STREET - east side of York Street between Cesar Chavez Street and Peralta
Avenue; Lots 011,012 & 020 in Assessor’s Block 5513 (District 9) — Request for a Variance to
the rear yard and exposure requirements pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134 and 140,
respectively, to allow the construction of four two-family, two- to three-story (30-ft tall)
dwellings (between 1,383 sq. ft. and 1,552 sq. ft. each) with covered parking on Lots 011 &
012 in the center of Block 5513, one two-family, three-story (30-ft tall) dwelling (between

Notice of Hearing & Agenda Page 3of 10
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, January 24, 2019

C

1,040 sq. ft. and 1,208 sq. ft. each) on Lot 020 at York Street, and access to all ten dwellings
through a driveway at 1513 York Street. The subject properties are located within a RH-2
(Residential — House, Two-Family) Zoning District, Bernal Heights Special Use District, and
40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 29, 2018)

(Proposed Continuance to March 14, 2019)

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

3.

2018-011935CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)
2505 THIRD STREET - southeast corner of 3rd and 22nd Streets; Lot 001 of Assessor’s Block
4173 (District 10) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code
Sections 210.3, 249.37, and 303 to expand an existing Retail Sales and Service use to a total
size of 6,798 square (proposed as a Restaurant and Event Space, dba Magnolia Brewery) at
the ground floor of an existing three-story industrial building within the PDR-1-G
(Production, Distribution & Repair — 1 - General) Zoning District, the Innovative Industries
Special Use District, and the 85-X and 68-X Height and Bulk districts. This action constitutes
the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 20, 2018)

2018-010700CUA (D. GANETSOS: (415) 575-9172)
4018 24™ STREET - north side between Noe and Castro Streets; Lot 009 of Assessor’s Block
3656 (District 7) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code
Sections 303 and 728 to establish a restaurant use (DBA Wallflower) in an existing and
vacant ground floor retail storefront (approximately 1,425 square feet in area) most
recently permitted as a limited restaurant use within the 24th Street — Noe Valley NCD
(Neighborhood Commercial District) and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This project was
reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). This action
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

COMMISSION MATTERS

5.

Consideration of Adoption:
e Draft Minutes for January 10,2019

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).

Notice of Hearing & Agenda Page 4of 10
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e Future Meetings/Agendas. At this time, the Commission may discuss and take
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that
could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of
the Planning Commission.

D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS
7. Director’s Announcements

8. 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 exceeds 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.

9. 2018-015471CRV (D.LANDIS: (415) 575-9118)
FY 2019-2021 PROPOSED DEPARTMENT BUDGET AND WORK PROGRAM - An Informational
Presentation of the Department's proposed revenue and expenditure budget in FY 2019-
2020 and FY2020-2021, including grants, capital budget requests, and staffing changes;
high-level work program activities for the department in FY 2019-2020 and FY2020-2021;
and proposed dates where budget items will be discussed during the budget process.
Preliminary Recommendation: None — Informational

10. 2016-003351CWP (C. FLORES: (415) 558-6473)
RACIAL & SOCIAL EQUITY INITIATIVE - An Informational Presentation on the Department’s
work to date on the Racial & Social Equity Initiative with a focus on the draft Phase | Racial
& Social Equity Action Plan. The overall Plan will contain goals, objectives and specific
actions the Department will undertake to advance racial and social equity (1) internally as
a workplace and (2) externally through our plans, policies and implementation. Over thirty
City Departments are undertaking similar efforts and participating in the Government
Alliance on Race and Equity under San Francisco’s Human Right Commission leadership.
Preliminary Recommendation: None — Informational

11. 2018-008877CUA (D. GANETSOS: (415) 575-9172)
1519 POLK STREET - at the corner of California Street; Lot 004 of Assessor’s Block 0643
(District 3) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code
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12.

Sections 303 and 723 to establish a bar use (wine and cheese bar, DBA ORA) in an existing,
ground floor, 805 square foot vacant retail storefront with a 575 square foot basement
storage area within the Polk Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) and 65-A
Height and Bulk District. The Project would occupy one of the five existing commercial
tenant spaces at the first floor of the existing four story, mixed use residential and
commercial building. Interior tenant improvements, a new business sign, and window
replacement at the front facade of the building are associated with this proposal. 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

2016-004403CUA (S. YOUNG: (415) 558-6346)
2222 BROADWAY - north side between Webster and Fillmore Streets, Lot 070 in Assessor’s
Block 0564 (District 2) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 178(e)(2), 209.1, and 303 to increase the enrollment cap for an existing
school, Schools of the Sacred Heart (Broadway campus), with a student enrollment
increase from 850 to 1050 students and an increase in the number of faculty and staff from
200 to 205 (at most). The proposal will involve modifying conditions of a prior Conditional
Use Authorization under Case No. 1999.217C (Motion No. 16082). No physical alterations
to the existing school buildings and surrounding sidewalks and streets are proposed. The
Project Site is located within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and
40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project
for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

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.

13.

2015-011216DRP (N. KWIATKOWSKA: (415) 575-9185)
277 JUDSON AVENUE - south side between Phelan Avenue and Edna Street; Lot 034 in
Assessor’s Block 3181 (District 7) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit
Application No. 2015.08.12.3993, proposing a rear and side expansion of all floor levels
including excavation at the basement level, addition of exterior stairs, changes to the front
facade, and an interior remodel including the legalization of an unpermitted dwelling unit
through the addition of a an accessory dwelling unit at the lower level of the two-story
residential structure within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-
X Height and Bulk District.

Staff Analysis: Full Discretionary Review

Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions
(Continued from Regular hearing on December 13, 2018)

Note: On October 18, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to
December 13, 2018 with direction from the CPC by a vote of +4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Hillis
absent).
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On December 13, 2018, without hearing, continued to January 24, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0
(Johnson, Melgar absent).

14. 2016-005189DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
216 HEAD STREET - Palmetto; Lot 023 in Assessor’s Block 7135 (District 7) - Request for
Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2010.1105.4435 for construction
of a new 3-story single family residence within a RH-1 (Residential-House, Single 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

15. 2017-013175DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
1979 FUNSTON AVENUE - between Rockridge and Aerial Way; Lot 016 in Assessor’s Block
2121A (District 7) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.
2017.0914.8178 for construction of a vertical and horizontal rear addition to an existing 2-
story single-family residence. The proposal also includes replacing the rear deck within a
RH-1 (Residential-House, Single family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.
This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA,
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

ADJOURNMENT
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Privacy Policy

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the
Commission or Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be
made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department's website or in other
public documents.

Hearing Procedures
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year

and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.

Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.

+«  When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.
Speakers will hear two alarms. The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining. The second louder
sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.

Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.7 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).

For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc...) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:

1. Athorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects,
engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the
hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

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

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

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

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three
(3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise
exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened
by the Chair;

11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or
continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.

Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of
four (4) votes. A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members
present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).

For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:

1. Athorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff.
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2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers,
expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor.

3. Testimony by members of the publicin support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.

A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers,

expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not

to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.

DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

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

exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

N

The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under
Discretionary Review. A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.

Hearing Materials
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be

received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing. All submission packages must be
delivered t01650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part
of the public record for any public hearing.

Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.

Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.

These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.

Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103-2414. Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to
the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.

Appeals
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission
hearing.

Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body

Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals**
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit | CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors
Development

Building Permit Application (Discretionary | DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals
Review)

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

Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown | DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals
Residential Districts

Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors

* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission

Notice of Hearing & Agenda Page 9of 10




mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, January 24, 2019

hearing). Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision
letter.

**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal. An appeal of an
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.

For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. For more
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or
board.of supervisors@sfgov.org.

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244,
For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184.

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.

Challenges
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the

adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4)
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.

CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code

If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section
31.16. This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project. Typically, an appeal must be filed
within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to
CEQA. For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr.
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184. If the Department’s Environmental Review
Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence
delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.

Protest of Fee or Exaction

You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in
accordance with Government Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section
66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee
shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.

The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator's Variance Decision Letter will
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.
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Advance



				To:		Planning Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				January 24, 2019 - Joint w/HPC

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				January 24, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-000813CUA		939 Ellis Street 				to: 1/31		Jimenez

						convert office to health services 

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

						9 three-story buildings containing 10 dwelling units with subterranean parking 		to: 3/14

		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 and Budget 						Landis

						Informational

		2016-003351CWP		Racial & Social Equity Action Plan 						Flores

						Informational

		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) 

		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, Melgar - 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: 2/21

		2018-000813CUA		939 Ellis Street 				CONSENT		Jimenez

						convert office to health services 

		2018-012850CND		3132-3140 Scott Street				CONSENT		Wilborn

						Convert a five-unit building into residential condominiums

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

						D11

		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

		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

		2018-012330CUA		447 Broadway				fr: 12/20; 1/17		Chandler

						use size in excess of 3,000 square feet.

		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

		2018-013462CUA		3995 Alemany Boulevard				CONSENT		Hoagland

						Formula retail – grocery store to grocery store

		2018-015439CUA		205 Hugo Street						Weissglass

						Limited Restaurant to a Restaurant 

				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 

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

						grocery store to a restaurant 

		2018-014721CUA 		1685 Haight St						Dito

						Cannabis Retailer/Dispensary

		2018-007049CUA		3378 Sacramento St						Ajello

						CUA for Health Service Use

		2017-008875CUA		920 North Point Street 						Salgado

						Vintage Sign Authorization

		2016-005555DRP-02VAR 		1794-98 Filbert Street				fr: 11/29; 1/17		Woods

						Vertical addition & rear yard Variance

		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

		2014.0012E		Better Market Street 						Hrushowy

						Informational

		2016-011101CTZ  		Great Highway 						Hicks

						SFDPW

		2016-008937CWP		City College Facilities Master Plan						Francis

						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)

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

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

		2016-015997CUA		820 Post Street 				fr: 1/17		Perry

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

		2017-013537CUA		233 San Carlos Street 						Durandet

						demo a single family residence and construction two new residences

		2018-003916CUA 		1326 11th Avenue						Dito

						UDU Removal

		2018-003593CUA  		906 Broadway 						Tran

						adult education and a community facility

		2017-012929DRP		830 Olmstead Street				fr: 11/15; 1/10		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-004967DRP		929 DIAMOND ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2014-002435DRP		95 SAINT GERMAIN AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 28, 2019

		Case No.		Head Shots				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-000048PCA 		Small Business Permit Streamlining						Butkus

						Health, Planning, and Police Codes 

				Central SoMa						Switzky

						Informational

		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

		2018-010552PCA		Employee Cafeterias within Office Space						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-007253CUA		33356-3360 Market Street						Hoagland

						CUA for Residential Density to allow a 4th dwelling  unit

		2015-015129DRP		1523 FRANKLIN ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-001681DRP		120 VARENNES ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009964DRP		526-530 LOMBARD ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 14, 2019

		Case No.		Rahaim - OUT				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

		2013.0655CUAVAR		1513A-F York Street 				fr: 10/25; 11/29; 1/24		Vu

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

		2016-013850CUAMAPPCADVA		915 Cayuga 						Flores

						DA, SUD, and Entitlements

		2018-003264CUA		2498 Lombard St						Young

						Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. Circle K)

		2018-007460CUA		1226 – 10TH  AVE						Young

						legalize existing group housing (with 7 bedrooms)

		2017-014420DRP		2552 BAKER ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-006123DRP-02		279 BELLA VISTA WAY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-003417DRP		3783 20TH ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 21, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		1996.0013CWP		Housing Inventory						Ambati

						Informational

				San Francisco Biodiversity Resolution						Fisher

						Informational

		2018-013413CUA		1001 Van Ness Avenue						Woods

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

		2018-012416CUA		1345 Underwood						Christensen

						Industrial Agriculture (Cannabis Cultivation) in existing warehouse

				March 28, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				April 4, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2014.0012E		Better Market Street  						Thomas

						DEIR

		2018-013230CUA		2215 Quesada						Christensen

						Industrial Agriculture (Cannabis Cultivation) in existing warehouse

		2018-003066CUA		1233 Connecticut						Christensen

						Industrial Agriculture (Cannabis Cultivation) in existing warehouse

		2016-001794DNX		95 Hawthorne Street						Foster

						Downtown Project Authorization for SDB Project

		2017-013473DRP		115 BELGRAVE AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-001541DRP		2963 22ND ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-015590DRP		4547 20TH ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				April 11, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-010147DRP		1633 CABRILLO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-003223DRP		15 EL SERENO CT						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				April 18, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				April 25, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner
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Notice of Hearing

&

Agenda



Commission Chambers - Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, January 24, 2019

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting





Commissioners:

Myrna Melgar, President

Joel Koppel, Vice President

Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, 

Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin





Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422





Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org

Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78

Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26



Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.





Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review.

 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.



For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-5163; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org.

 

Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity.  For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.

 

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 



Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.



Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 



Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 



Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.



Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.



SPANISH:

Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.



CHINESE:

規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提出要求。



TAGALOG:

Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 



RUSSIAN:

Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 





ROLL CALL:		

		President:	Myrna Melgar		Vice-President:	Joel Koppel

		Commissioners:                	Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, 

[bookmark: _GoBack]			Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE



The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear the item on this calendar.



1.	2018-000813CUA	(S. JIMENEZ: (415) 575-9187)

939 ELLIS STREET – south side of Ellis Street between Van Ness Avenue and Franklin Street; Lot 019 in Assessor’s Block 0738 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code sections 209.3 and 303, to establish a Health Service (Retail Sales and Service) Use within a currently vacant 96,908 square foot tenant space most recently used as an Office Use. The subject property is located within a RC-4 (Residential – Commercial, High Density) Zoning District, Van Ness Special Use 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).

(Proposed Continuance to January 31, 2019)



2a.	2013.0655CUA	  (R. SUCRE: (415) 575-9108)

1513A-F YORK STREET – east side of York Street between Cesar Chavez Street and Peralta Avenue; Lots 011, 012 & 020 in Assessor’s Block 5513 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1, 242 and 303, to allow up to one dwelling unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area for the construction of four two-family, two- to three-story (30-ft tall) dwellings (between 1,383 sq. ft. and 1,552 sq. ft. each) with covered parking on Lots 011 & 012 in the center of Block 5513, one two-family, three-story (30-ft tall) dwelling (between 1,040 sq. ft. and 1,208 sq. ft. each) on Lot 020 at York Street, and access to all ten dwellings through a driveway at 1513 York Street.  The subject properties are located within a RH-2 (Residential – House, Two-Family) Zoning District, 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: 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 24, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards absent).

(Proposed Continuance to March 14, 2019)



	2b.	2013.0655VAR	 (R. SUCRE: (415) 575-9108)

1513A-F YORK STREET – east side of York Street between Cesar Chavez Street and Peralta Avenue; Lots 011, 012 & 020 in Assessor’s Block 5513 (District 9) – Request for a Variance to the rear yard and exposure requirements pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134 and 140, respectively, to allow the construction of four two-family, two- to three-story (30-ft tall) dwellings (between 1,383 sq. ft. and 1,552 sq. ft. each) with covered parking on Lots 011 & 012 in the center of Block 5513, one two-family, three-story (30-ft tall) dwelling (between 1,040 sq. ft. and 1,208 sq. ft. each) on Lot 020 at York Street, and access to all ten dwellings through a driveway at 1513 York Street.  The subject properties are located within a RH-2 (Residential – House, Two-Family) Zoning District, Bernal Heights Special Use District, and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 29, 2018)

(Proposed Continuance to March 14, 2019)



B.	CONSENT CALENDAR 



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



3.	2018-011935CUA	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

2505 THIRD STREET – southeast corner of 3rd and 22nd Streets; Lot 001 of Assessor’s Block 4173 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.3, 249.37, and 303 to expand an existing Retail Sales and Service use to a total size of 6,798 square (proposed as a Restaurant and Event Space, dba Magnolia Brewery) at the ground floor of an existing three-story industrial building within the PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution & Repair – 1 - General) Zoning District, the Innovative Industries Special Use District, and the 85-X and 68-X Height and Bulk districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 20, 2018)



4.	2018-010700CUA	(D. GANETSOS: (415) 575-9172)

[bookmark: _Hlk533003551]4018 24TH STREET – north side between Noe and Castro Streets; Lot 009 of Assessor’s Block 3656 (District 7) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 728 to establish a restaurant use (DBA Wallflower) in an existing and vacant ground floor retail storefront (approximately 1,425 square feet in area) most recently permitted as a limited restaurant use within the 24th Street – Noe Valley NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This project was reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



5.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for January 10, 2019



6.	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



7.	Director’s Announcements



8.	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 exceeds 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.



9.	2018-015471CRV	(D. LANDIS: (415) 575-9118)

FY 2019-2021 PROPOSED DEPARTMENT BUDGET AND WORK PROGRAM – An Informational Presentation of the Department's proposed revenue and expenditure budget in FY 2019-2020 and FY2020-2021, including grants, capital budget requests, and staffing changes; high-level work program activities for the department in FY 2019-2020 and FY2020-2021; and proposed dates where budget items will be discussed during the budget process.  

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational



10.	2016-003351CWP	(C. FLORES: (415) 558-6473)

RACIAL & SOCIAL EQUITY INITIATIVE – An Informational Presentation on the Department’s work to date on the Racial & Social Equity Initiative with a focus on the draft Phase I Racial & Social Equity Action Plan. The overall Plan will contain goals, objectives and specific actions the Department will undertake to advance racial and social equity (1) internally as a workplace and (2) externally through our plans, policies and implementation. Over thirty City Departments are undertaking similar efforts and participating in the Government Alliance on Race and Equity under San Francisco’s Human Right Commission leadership.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational



11.	2018-008877CUA	(D. GANETSOS: (415) 575-9172)

1519 POLK STREET – at the corner of California Street; Lot 004 of Assessor’s Block 0643 (District 3) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 723 to establish a bar use (wine and cheese bar, DBA ORA) in an existing, ground floor, 805 square foot vacant retail storefront with a 575 square foot basement storage area within the Polk Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) and 65-A Height and Bulk District. The Project would occupy one of the five existing commercial tenant spaces at the first floor of the existing four story, mixed use residential and commercial building. Interior tenant improvements, a new business sign, and window replacement at the front façade of the building are associated with this proposal. 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



12.	2016-004403CUA	(S. YOUNG: (415) 558-6346)

2222 BROADWAY – north side between Webster and Fillmore Streets, Lot 070 in Assessor’s Block 0564 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 178(e)(2), 209.1, and 303 to increase the enrollment cap for an existing school, Schools of the Sacred Heart (Broadway campus), with a student enrollment increase from 850 to 1050 students and an increase in the number of faculty and staff from 200 to 205 (at most). The proposal will involve modifying conditions of a prior Conditional Use Authorization under Case No. 1999.217C (Motion No. 16082). No physical alterations to the existing school buildings and surrounding sidewalks and streets are proposed.  The Project Site is located within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.  This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



G. [bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR  



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



13.	2015-011216DRP	(N. KWIATKOWSKA: (415) 575-9185)

277 JUDSON AVENUE – south side between Phelan Avenue and Edna Street; Lot 034 in Assessor’s Block 3181 (District 7) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2015.08.12.3993, proposing a rear and side expansion of all floor levels including excavation at the basement level, addition of exterior stairs, changes to the front façade, and an interior remodel including the legalization of an unpermitted dwelling unit through the addition of a an accessory dwelling unit at the lower level of the two-story residential structure within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

Staff Analysis:  Full Discretionary Review 

Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 13, 2018)

Note: On October 18, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to December 13, 2018 with direction from the CPC by a vote of +4 -0 (Fong, Richards, Hillis absent).

On December 13, 2018, without hearing, continued to January 24, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent).



14.	2016-005189DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

216 HEAD STREET – Palmetto; Lot 023 in Assessor’s Block 7135 (District 7) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2010.1105.4435 for construction of a new 3-story single family residence within a RH-1 (Residential-House, Single 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



15.	2017-013175DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

1979 FUNSTON AVENUE – between Rockridge and Aerial Way; Lot 016 in Assessor’s Block 2121A (District 7) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0914.8178 for construction of a vertical and horizontal rear addition to an existing 2-story single-family residence. The proposal also includes replacing the rear deck within a RH-1 (Residential-House, Single family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.  This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve



ADJOURNMENT


Privacy Policy

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department's website or in other public documents.



Hearing Procedures

The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org. 



Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item. 

· When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.



Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).



For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



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

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

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

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

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

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by the Chair;

11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.



Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).



For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



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

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

3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.

4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.

6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.



The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.



Hearing Materials

Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part of the public record for any public hearing. 



Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.



Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.



These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.



Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.  



Appeals

The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission hearing.



		Case Type

		Case Suffix

		Appeal Period*

		Appeal Body



		Office Allocation

		OFA (B)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals**



		Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit Development

		CUA (C)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Building Permit Application (Discretionary Review)

		DRP/DRM (D)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		EIR Certification

		ENV (E)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Coastal Zone Permit

		CTZ (P)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Planning Code Amendments by Application

		PCA (T)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Variance (Zoning Administrator action)

		VAR (V)

		10 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods 

		LPA (X)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown Residential Districts

		DNX (X)

		15-calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Zoning Map Change by Application

		MAP (Z)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors







* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter.



**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.



For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 



Challenges

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.



CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code

If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.



Protest of Fee or Exaction

You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.   



The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.
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	& 

Agenda



Commission Chambers - Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, January 24, 2019

10:00 a.m.

Special Meeting



PLANNING COMMISSION: 	President: 	Myrna Melgar

	Vice-President: 	Joel Koppel

	Commissioners		Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, 

			                              	Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION:	

	President: 		Aaron Hyland 

	Vice-President: 	Diane Matsuda

	Commissioners:	Kate Black, Ellen Johnck, Richard S.E. Johns,

			Jonathan Perlman, Andrew Wolfram

[bookmark: _GoBack]

Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin



Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422



Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org

Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78

Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26



Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.

Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review.

 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.



For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-5163; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org.

 

Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity.  For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.

 

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 



Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.



Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 



Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 



Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.



Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.



SPANISH:

Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.



CHINESE:

規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提出要求。



TAGALOG:

Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 



RUSSIAN:

Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 





ROLL CALL:	

	

PLANNING

COMMISSION:		President:	Myrna Melgar		Vice-President:	Joel Koppel

Commissioners:		Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

COMMISSION:	President: 	Aaron Hyland

	Vice-President: 	Diane Matsuda

	Commissioners:	Kate Black, Ellen Johnck, Richard S.E. Johns,

		Jonathan Perlman, Andrew Wolfram



	

A. SPECIAL CALENDAR



1. COMMUNICATION BETWEEN COMMISSIONS - Department staff will give a short presentation on the current CEQA review process for known and potential cultural resources. The Commissioners will discuss more broadly how the Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission can communicate more effectively regarding its review of CEQA documents, including the HPC’s review of preservation alternatives. The Commissioners may also discuss more broadly how the Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission can communicate more effectively. 

Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational 



1. RETAINED ELEMENTS POLICY - Department staff will provide a presentation on a draft special topics design guidelines document regarding the retention and incorporation of existing building elements into a new development. The Commissioners may also discuss more broadly how the Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission can communicate more effectively regarding design review. 

Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational 



ADJOURNMENT
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PLANNING COMMISSION: President: Myrna Melgar
Vice-President: Joel Koppel
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Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION:
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Vice-President: Diane Matsuda
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Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26
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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 Comisién de Planificacién. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener informacion en Espafol o solicitar un aparato para
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipacion a la audiencia.

CHINESE:
MEZE B gaife . e BT S B e R B M, FEFE415-558-6309. (LM € BRAT A 1 2 /D481 Ny 2

TAGALOG:
Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset),
mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.

RUSSIAN:

lMoBecTka AHst Kommccrm no nnaHnpoBaHuio. 3a NOMOLLbIO NepEeBOAYMKa UITN 3@ BCMIOMOraTelbHbIM CITyXOBbIM YCTPONCTBOM
Ha BpeMsi CryLlaHui obpallartechk No Homepy 415-558-6309. 3anpockl AOMKHbI AenaTbCsa MUHUMYM 3a 48 YacoB [0 Havana
crywaHus.
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, January 24, 2019

ROLL CALL:
PLANNING
COMMISSION: President: Myrna Melgar
Vice-President: Joel Koppel
Commissioners: Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, Kathrin Moore,
Dennis Richards
HISTORIC PRESERVATION
COMMISSION: President: Aaron Hyland
Vice-President: Diane Matsuda
Commissioners: Kate Black, Ellen Johnck, Richard S.E. Johns,

Jonathan Perlman, Andrew Wolfram

A. SPECIAL CALENDAR

1. COMMUNICATION BETWEEN COMMISSIONS - Department staff will give a short presentation on the
current CEQA review process for known and potential cultural resources. The Commissioners will
discuss more broadly how the Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission can
communicate more effectively regarding its review of CEQA documents, including the HPC's review
of preservation alternatives. The Commissioners may also discuss more broadly how the Historic
Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission can communicate more effectively.
Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational

2. RETAINED ELEMENTS POLICY - Department staff will provide a presentation on a draft special topics
design guidelines document regarding the retention and incorporation of existing building
elements into a new development. The Commissioners may also discuss more broadly how the
Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission can communicate more effectively
regarding design review.

Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational

ADJOURNMENT
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To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

[bookmark: _GoBack]          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20373

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0637

                  

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



January 17, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-005555DRP-02

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		Continued to February 14, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2016-005555VAR

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		Acting ZA  Continued to February 14, 2019

		



		

		2016-015997CUA

		820 Post Street

		Perry

		Continued to February 21, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012092DRP

		299 Edgewood Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2017-002545DRP

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		

		Election of Officers

		Ionin

		Melgar – President;

Koppel - Vice

		+7 -0



		R-20369

		2018-015443MAP

		170 Valencia Street [Board File No. 181045]

		Butkus

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20370

R-20371

		2018-007888CWP

		Polk / Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines

		Winslow

		Adopted Guidelines and Approved Amendment

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Economic Trends and Housing Pipeline

		Ojeda

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-004568PRJ

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		None - Informational

		



		M-20372

		2018-006212CUA

		145 Laurel Street

		Lindsay

		Approved Staff’s recommended alternative with Conditions as Amended

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







January 10, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-007259CUA

		88 Museum Way

		Horn

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-007259VAR

		88 Museum Way

		Horn

		Acting ZA Continued to January 31, 2019

		



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Continued to February 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued to February 14, 2019

		



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to February 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-009163CUA

		77 Geary Street

		Perry

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-008351DRP-06

		380 Holladay Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-007888CWP

		Polk / Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines

		Winslow

		Continued to January 17, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-012929DRP

		830 Olmstead Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 21, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20364

		2018-012050CUA

		927 Irving Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 13, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 20, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20365

		2016-007467CUA

		360 West Portal Avenue Suite A

		Hicks

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-017238CWP

		Tall Buildings Safety Strategy

		Small

		None - Informational

		



		M-20366

		2017-007943CUA

		3848 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards recused; Johnson absent)



		M-20367

		2018-009178CUA

		2909 Webster Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20368

		2018-001936CUA

		799 Van Ness Avenue

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		DRA-636

		2018-001609DRP

		144 Peralta Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as Proposed

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LAW TO SUPPORT WORKING PEOPLE AND SMALL
BUSINESSES ON PUBLIC CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Date: Friday, January 18, 2019 1:11:03 PM

Attachments: 1.18.19 Proiject Labor Agreement Signing.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Friday, January 18, 2019 11:54 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LAW TO SUPPORT WORKING
PEOPLE AND SMALL BUSINESSES ON PUBLIC CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 18, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

##% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LAW TO SUPPORT
WORKING PEOPLE AND SMALL BUSINESSES ON PUBLIC
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Citywide project labor agreement creates framework for labor contracting in public projects;
expands opportunities for graduates of the City’s job training programs

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today signed legislation that supports
working people and small businesses by creating the framework for a citywide project labor
agreement on public construction projects.

This legislation comes after months of negotiations between Mayor Breed, the Board of
Supervisors, labor leaders, and community stakeholders, including Local Business Enterprise
leaders. It builds on the Mayor’s commitment to help working people, including legislation
she recently signed to increase wages for in-home supportive service workers and nonprofit
workers under City contracts, who are among the lowest paid workers in San Francisco.

“I am committed to making sure that working people can continue to live in San Francisco,”
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 18, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LAW TO SUPPORT
WORKING PEOPLE AND SMALL BUSINESSES ON PUBLIC
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Citywide project labor agreement creates framework for labor contracting in public projects;
expands opportunities for graduates of the City’s job training programs

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today signed legislation that supports working
people and small businesses by creating the framework for a citywide project labor agreement on
public construction projects.

This legislation comes after months of negotiations between Mayor Breed, the Board of
Supervisors, labor leaders, and community stakeholders, including Local Business Enterprise
leaders. It builds on the Mayor’s commitment to help working people, including legislation she
recently signed to increase wages for in-home supportive service workers and nonprofit workers
under City contracts, who are among the lowest paid workers in San Francisco.

“l am committed to making sure that working people can continue to live in San Francisco,” said
Mayor Breed. “That is why | was excited to sign the recent minimum compensation ordinance to
provide a raise to some of the lowest paid workers in the City and why | am proud to sign this
project labor agreement. It is critical that we make sure that people get paid a fair wage for the
work they do.”

Project labor agreements seek to avoid delays and cost overruns on both public and private
projects by creating a clear framework instead of negotiating on a project-by-project basis. The
legislation was passed unanimously by the Board of Supervisors and requires the City to
negotiate a project labor agreement with local unions covering City public work projects above
certain monetary thresholds. For work funded by bonds, the threshold triggering applicability of
the project labor agreement begins at $5 million and lowers to $1 million over a three year time
period. For all other work the threshold is set at $10 million.

Recognizing the importance the City’s Local Business Enterprise program plays in supporting
small and minority owned businesses and ensuring they have the opportunity to participate on
City projects, the legislation contains a provision which allows Local Business Enterprises to
accumulate $5 million worth of work before being subject to the terms of the project labor
agreement, allowing time for smaller Local Business Enterprises to grow.

“This historic agreement sets the foundation to advance, promote, and protect good middle-class
jobs in the construction industry and sets the example for the rest of California and the nation,”
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
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said Supervisor Ahsha Safai. “We took great care to also protect the advancements made by
minority contractors and the pathways to employment we’re creating for under-represented
communities. | am proud to have been a part of this great achievement.”

Additionally, the legislation seeks to expand opportunities for graduates of San Francisco’s City
Build Program, which provides pre-apprenticeship and construction training, by requiring that
unions provide pathways to direct entry into union apprenticeship programs for City Build
graduates.

“This citywide project labor agreement represents the culmination of many conversations
between city representatives, labor and small contractors,” said Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer.
“This policy is a commitment to organized labor and a statement about the value that union
workers bring to San Francisco’s economy.”

“This is a historic day for working people in San Francisco,” said Larry Mazzola, Jr., President
of the San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council and Business Manager of
Plumbers and Pipefitters Union Local 38. “In her first six months, Mayor London Breed has
already delivered a win decades in the making by ensuring family-supporting wages and benefits
for all construction workers and expanded access to apprenticeships for disadvantaged
community members.”

it
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proud to sign this project labor agreement. It is critical that we make sure that people get paid
a fair wage for the work they do.”
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projects by creating a clear framework instead of negotiating on a project-by-project basis.
The legislation was passed unanimously by the Board of Supervisors and requires the City to
negotiate a project labor agreement with local unions covering City public work projects
above certain monetary thresholds. For work funded by bonds, the threshold triggering
applicability of the project labor agreement begins at $5 million and lowers to $1 million over
a three year time period. For all other work the threshold is set at $10 million.

Recognizing the importance the City’s Local Business Enterprise program plays in supporting
small and minority owned businesses and ensuring they have the opportunity to participate on
City projects, the legislation contains a provision which allows Local Business Enterprises to
accumulate $5 million worth of work before being subject to the terms of the project labor
agreement, allowing time for smaller Local Business Enterprises to grow.

“This historic agreement sets the foundation to advance, promote, and protect good middle-
class jobs in the construction industry and sets the example for the rest of California and the
nation,” said Supervisor Ahsha Safai. “We took great care to also protect the advancements
made by minority contractors and the pathways to employment we’re creating for under-
represented communities. I am proud to have been a part of this great achievement.”

Additionally, the legislation seeks to expand opportunities for graduates of San Francisco’s
CityBuild Program, which provides pre-apprenticeship and construction training, by requiring
that unions provide pathways to direct entry into union apprenticeship programs for CityBuild
graduates.

“This citywide project labor agreement represents the culmination of many conversations
between city representatives, labor and small contractors,” said Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer.
“This policy is a commitment to organized labor and a statement about the value that union
workers bring to San Francisco’s economy.”

“This is a historic day for working people in San Francisco,” said Larry Mazzola, Jr.,
President of the San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council and Business
Manager of Plumbers and Pipefitters Union Local 38. “In her first six months, Mayor London
Breed has already delivered a win decades in the making by ensuring family-supporting wages
and benefits for all construction workers and expanded access to apprenticeships for
disadvantaged community members.”

HiH



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO PERMIT EAGLE PLAZA
PROJECT TO MOVE FORWARD

Date: Friday, January 18, 2019 9:47:21 AM

Attachments: 1.17.19 Eadle Plaza.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2019 4:31 PM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO PERMIT
EAGLE PLAZA PROJECT TO MOVE FORWARD

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 17, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO
PERMIT EAGLE PLAZA PROJECT TO MOVE FORWARD

Eagle Plaza will bring needed open space to Western SOMA and recognize the contributions
of the leather and LGBTQ community, Supervisors Matt Haney and Rafael Mandelman co-
sponsor the legislation

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Matt Haney, and Supervisor
Rafael Mandelman have introduced legislation to permit the construction of a new public
gathering space in the Western SoMa neighborhood known as Eagle Plaza, which will serve as
a focal point for the Leather and LGBTQ Cultural Heritage District.

Largely due to its industrial past, there is a significant lack of public open space in the
neighborhood. Eagle Plaza will help address this need as the area continues to experience
growth, and will be designed to recognize the strong cultural influence of the local LGBTQ
and leather communities.

“Eagle Plaza will not only provide much-needed open space in Western SoMa, it will also
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 17, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO
PERMIT EAGLE PLAZA PROJECT TO MOVE FORWARD

Eagle Plaza will bring needed open space to Western SOMA and recognize the contributions of
the leather and LGBTQ community; Supervisors Matt Haney and Rafael Mandelman co-sponsor
the legislation

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Matt Haney, and Supervisor Rafael
Mandelman have introduced legislation to permit the construction of a new public gathering
space in the Western SoMa neighborhood known as Eagle Plaza, which will serve as a focal
point for the Leather and LGBTQ Cultural Heritage District.

Largely due to its industrial past, there is a significant lack of public open space in the
neighborhood. Eagle Plaza will help address this need as the area continues to experience
growth, and will be designed to recognize the strong cultural influence of the local LGBTQ and
leather communities.

“Eagle Plaza will not only provide much-needed open space in Western SoMa, it will also
recognize the cultural contributions of the LGBTQ and leather communities,” said Mayor Breed.
“I am excited that we are able to remove the roadblocks and finally get this exciting project to
move forward.”

Eagle Plaza will transform an approximately 12,500 square foot portion of 12th Street between
Harrison and Bernice Streets in San Francisco's Western SoMa neighborhood into a new
pedestrian plaza with a shared public way, in which traffic calming features create a safe space
for people of all ages to gather, relax, play, and celebrate. The plaza is designed for both active
and passive recreation, with more open, hardscape areas that can host neighborhood gatherings,
events, and performances. Additional improvements will include approximately 2,400 square
feet of additional landscaping, accent lighting, temporary seating, and a re-grading of sidewalk
and roadway paving. Eagle Plaza will stand as an internationally landmarked commemorative
public space for Folsom Gulch's leather and LGBTQ communities and include a leather pride
flag flying above the plaza.

“I’m glad to see Eagle Plaza finally moving forward and am proud to introduce this ordinance
with Mayor Breed and Supervisor Haney,” said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman. “The plaza will
be an important public meeting place for the leather community during events like Folsom Street
Fair and Up Your Alley and will also provide much-needed year-round public park space in
SoMa.”
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“At a time when San Francisco is rapidly changing and developing, it is even more critical that
we honor and celebrate the rich history and culture of our city,” said Supervisor Matt Haney.
“The SOMA neighborhood has been home to a thriving LGBTQ and leather community for
decades. It is wonderful to see the important contributions of the LGBTQ leather community
honored, while also bringing much needed public open space to our neighborhood. I'm grateful
for the hard work of the LGBTQ community, the Mayor’s Office, Build Inc, and many others in
making Eagle Plaza a reality.”
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project to move forward.”

Eagle Plaza will transform an approximately 12,500 square foot portion of 12th Street between
Harrison and Bernice Streets in San Francisco's Western SoMa neighborhood into a new
pedestrian plaza with a shared public way, in which traffic calming features create a safe space
for people of all ages to gather, relax, play, and celebrate. The plaza is designed for both active
and passive recreation, with more open, hardscape areas that can host neighborhood
gatherings, events, and performances. Additional improvements will include approximately
2,400 square feet of additional landscaping, accent lighting, temporary seating, and a re-
grading of sidewalk and roadway paving. Eagle Plaza will stand as an internationally
landmarked commemorative public space for Folsom Gulch's leather and LGBTQ
communities and include a leather pride flag flying above the plaza.

“I’m glad to see Eagle Plaza finally moving forward and am proud to introduce this ordinance
with Mayor Breed and Supervisor Haney,” said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman. “The plaza
will be an important public meeting place for the leather community during events like Folsom
Street Fair and Up Your Alley and will also provide much-needed year-round public park
space in SoMa.”

“At a time when San Francisco is rapidly changing and developing, it is even more critical that
we honor and celebrate the rich history and culture of our city,” said Supervisor Matt Haney.
“The SOMA neighborhood has been home to a thriving LGBTQ and leather community for
decades. It is wonderful to see the important contributions of the LGBTQ leather community
honored, while also bringing much needed public open space to our neighborhood. I'm
grateful for the hard work of the LGBTQ community, the Mayor’s Office, Build Inc, and
many others in making Eagle Plaza a reality.”
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From: Starr, Aaron (CPC)
To: Planning@RodneyFong.com; richhillissf@gmail.com; mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel
(CPQC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Board Report
Date: Thursday, January 17, 2019 12:32:58 PM
Attachments: 2019 01 17.pdf
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Commissioners,
Attached, please find this week’s Board report.

Sincerely,

Aaron Starr, MA
Manager of Legislative Affairs

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6362 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: aaron.starr@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or
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Summary of Board Activities
January 14-18, 2019

Planning Commission Report: January 17, 2019

Land Use Committee

181111 General Plan Amendment - Downtown Area Plan - 1650, 1660, 1670 and 1680 Mission
Street. Sponsor: Planning Commission. Staff: Starr. Item 1

181112 General Plan Amendment - Market and Octavia Area Plan - 1650, 1660, 1670 and 1680
Mission Street. Sponsor: Planning Commission. Staff: Starr. ltem 2

180474 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Rezoning 1650-1680 Mission Street. Sponsor: Real Estate
Division. Staff: Starr. Iltem 3

This week, the land use Committee considered the rezoning and associated General Plan
Amendments for 1650-1680 Mission Street. The ordinance would rezone the subject properties to
C-3-G and make corresponding changes to the Downtown Plan and the Market and Octavia Plan.
Commissioners, you heard these items on October 25 of last year and voted to approve the

proposed amendments.

At the Land Use hearing, Sue Hestor was the only public commenter and brought up the same
concerns she expressed at the Planning Commissions hearing. Mainly that DBI could approve
tenant improvements to the subject site not knowing that a change of use is needed. As a result,
the new property owners would not be charged impact fees. As discussed at the Planning
Commission hearing and reiterated at the Committee hearing, the property owners are still
required to seek a change of use application to establish a General Office use, and that change
of use does trigger certain impact fees. Supervisor Peskin made a motion to put an uncodified
provision in this ordinance that would memorialize that changes of use on this property are
subject to impact fees. This amendment was taken unanimously, and the items were then

forwarded to the Full Board as a committee report.

180916 Planning, Administrative Codes - Zoning Controls and Fees in the C-3-R (Downtown
Retail) District. Sponsor: Peskin. Staff: Butkus.

Lastly the land use committee heard the proposed changes to the C-3-R District. This item was
continued from last week so that certain amendments could be drafted and added to the
legislation. The amendments related to proposed CU findings that would allow non-retail uses on
the 3 floor. Supervisor Safai had some questions about why retail was not desirable on the third
floor, and representatives of the Unions Square area gave public comment in support of the
proposed amendments. The Committee then forwarded the item to the Full Board with

recommendation.



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3758556&GUID=AA113B8C-A607-4A81-AAA1-7A4AC67540F4
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Summary of Board Activities
January 14-18, 2019

Planning Commission Report: January 17, 2019

Full Board

e 180917 Planning Code - Small Family Child Care in an Affordable Dwelling Unit on the Ground
Floor. Sponsors: Yee; Ronen, Kim, Cohen, Safai and Brown. Staff: Nickolopoulos. PASSED
Second Read

e 181144 Planning Code - Landmark Designation - 2 Henry Adams Street (the Dunham, Carrigan &
Hayden Building). Sponsor: Cohen. PASSED Second Read

e 181046 Planning Code - HOME-SF Project Authorization. Sponsors: Tang; Safai. Staff: Ikezoe.
Passed First Read

e 181061 Planning Code - Conversion of Medical Cannabis Dispensary Uses to Cannabis Retail
Uses. Sponsor: Office of Cannabis. Staff: Christensen. Passed First Read

e 180970 Bi-Annual Housing Balance Report Nos. 6 and 7. Sponsor: Planning Department. Staff:
Ojeda. Adopted

o 181140 Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Exemption From Environmental Review - 84 Page
Street. 3:00 PM Special Order, ltems 55-58. Staff:

The Board then considered the CEQA Appeal for the project at 84 Page Street. This is a school
playfield project. One of the neighboring residents appealed the CatEx for this project on the
grounds of school-children related noise impacts. At the hearing, the appellant went so far as to
play a sound recording of children playing outdoors to make his point. In Supervisor Brown’s
opening statement, she stated that the sound of children playing outdoors makes her happy. Staff
gave their usual cogent defense of the Departments rational for the CEQA determination, and two
elementary school children made a moving speech in support of the playfield. The hearing was

short, and in the end the CatEx determination was upheld unanimously.

e 181200 Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Exemption From Environmental Review - 11 Gladys
Street. 3:00 PM Special Order, Iltems 59-62. Staff:

Next the Board considered the appeal for 11 Gladys Street. This project proposes a modest
vertical addition to a small house in Bernal Heights. One of the neighbors appealed the CatEx on
the grounds of geotechnical and archeological impacts; however, it soon became apparent that
the main concern was the loss of the appellant’s views because of the development. The district
supervisor Hilary Ronen noted in her remarks that her office did try to settle the appeal by getting
the affected parties to discuss a potential resolution, but with no success. In the end the CatEx

determination was upheld unanimously.

e 181233 Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Exemption From Environmental Review - 3637-
3657 Sacramento Street. 3:00 PM Special Order, ltems 63-66. Staff:
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o 181237 Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - Proposed Project at 3637-3657
Sacramento Street. 3:00 PM Special Order, ltems 67-70. Staff:

Continued to January 29, 2019

e 181111 General Plan Amendment - Downtown Area Plan - 1650, 1660, 1670 and 1680 Mission
Street. Sponsor: Planning Commission. Staff: Starr. Passed First Read

o 181112 General Plan Amendment - Market and Octavia Area Plan - 1650, 1660, 1670 and 1680
Mission Street. Sponsor: Planning Commission. Staff: Starr. Passed First Read

e 180474 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Rezoning 1650-1680 Mission Street. Sponsor: Real Estate
Division. Staff: Starr. Passed First Read
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND THE SAN FRANCISCO POLICE DEPARTMENT
ANNOUNCE 2018 PUBLIC SAFETY STATISTICS

Date: Thursday, January 17, 2019 11:20:54 AM

Attachments: 1.17.19 Year-End Public Safety Statistics.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2019 11:18 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND THE SAN FRANCISCO POLICE
DEPARTMENT ANNOUNCE 2018 PUBLIC SAFETY STATISTICS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 17, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

##% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND THE SAN FRANCISCO
POLICE DEPARTMENT ANNOUNCE 2018 PUBLIC SAFETY
STATISTICS

Year-end crime report for 2018 shows decrease in homicides and auto burglaries as well as a
large decrease in gun violence

San Francisco, CA —Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Police Department
(SFPD) today announced that violent crimes, particularly gun violence, dropped significantly
in 2018.

The findings were released as part of the SFPD’s 2018 CompStat Profile and reflect progress
from a number of new initiatives spearheaded by the SFPD and Mayor Breed to increase foot
patrols, hire more officers, and help stabilize neighborhoods that experience a higher level of
crime.

“Every San Franciscan, regardless of which neighborhood they are in, deserves to be safe in
our City,” said Mayor Breed. “Since taking office, I have been focused on adding more police
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 17, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND THE SAN FRANCISCO
POLICE DEPARTMENT ANNOUNCE 2018 PUBLIC SAFETY
STATISTICS

Year-end crime report for 2018 shows decrease in homicides and auto burglaries as well as a
large decrease in gun violence

San Francisco, CA —Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Police Department
(SFPD) today announced that violent crimes, particularly gun violence, dropped significantly in
2018.

The findings were released as part of the SFPD’s 2018 CompStat Profile and reflect progress
from a number of new initiatives spearheaded by the SFPD and Mayor Breed to increase foot
patrols, hire more officers, and help stabilize neighborhoods that experience a higher level of
crime.

“Every San Franciscan, regardless of which neighborhood they are in, deserves to be safe in our
City,” said Mayor Breed. “Since taking office, I have been focused on adding more police
officers to our streets, opening academies to prepare the next generation of SFPD officers,
strengthening ties with our communities, and continuing important reforms to the Department.
We have a lot of work still to do, but I am encouraged by the progress we have made.”

The 2018 CompStat Profile shows that compared to 2017:
Homicides decreased 18 percent;

Homicides by firearms decreased 37 percent;
Non-fatal shooting incidents decreased 30 percent; and
Aggravated assaults decreased 3 percent.

“Though we are encouraged by our year-end numbers, one life lost is one life too many,” said
Police Chief William Scott. “Through close collaboration with our community-based anti-
violence partners and the establishment of our Crime Gun Investigations Center, we saw a
decrease in gun-related violence last year. Reducing all violent crime remains our top priority,
and we are committed to smart strategies and partnerships that will continue to enable us to
provide safety with respect for everyone who lives in, works in or visits San Francisco.”

SFPD seized 1,276 firearms in 2018, a 25 percent year-over-year increase. Last year also saw a
significant drop in property crimes that have victimized many people in San Francisco:
e Auto burglaries decreased 17 percent;
e Auto thefts decreased 13 percent; and
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e Larceny theft decreased 10 percent.

In 2017, SFPD doubled its citywide uniformed foot patrols, and with the direction and support of
Mayor Breed, greatly increased foot patrols in U.N. Plaza and in the Mid-Market corridor last
year in response to numerous quality of life issues. A 2018 study by the California Policy Lab
and researchers at the University of California, Berkeley found a significant decrease in assaults
and thefts after SFPD expanded its foot patrol strategy, which focuses on crime deterrence and
improved responsiveness and engagement with community members.

In addition to expanding foot patrol officers, Mayor Breed and the SFPD have focused on
increased enforcement of drug dealing in the Tenderloin and Mid-Market areas. This effort
includes a two-tiered strategy, with the Narcotics Unit focusing on disrupting the flow of drugs
into the City and targeting individuals participating in drug trafficking, coupled with street
officers implementing sting operations at the street level to reduce public drug sales.

The Mayor’s Fiscal Year 2018-19 & 2019-20 budget included a focus on responsible
investments to strengthen the City’s public safety into the future. Mayor Breed pushed to include
funding for the first two years of a four-year hiring plan to deploy an additional 250 officers to
the streets. Additionally, she invested $8 million in new funding for the Department of
Emergency Management to train 90 new dispatcher recruits, ensuring that sufficient staffing
levels are met and maintained.

SFPD CompStat reports are posted online at sanfranciscopolice.org/compstatreports.
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officers to our streets, opening academies to prepare the next generation of SFPD officers,
strengthening ties with our communities, and continuing important reforms to the Department.
We have a lot of work still to do, but I am encouraged by the progress we have made.”

The 2018 CompStat Profile shows that compared to 2017:
o Homicides decreased 18 percent;
¢ Homicides by firearms decreased 37 percent;
o Non-fatal shooting incidents decreased 30 percent; and
o Aggravated assaults decreased 3 percent.

“Though we are encouraged by our year-end numbers, one life lost is one life too many,” said
Police Chief William Scott. “Through close collaboration with our community-based anti-
violence partners and the establishment of our Crime Gun Investigations Center, we saw a
decrease in gun-related violence last year. Reducing all violent crime remains our top priority,
and we are committed to smart strategies and partnerships that will continue to enable us to
provide safety with respect for everyone who lives in, works in or visits San Francisco.”

SFPD seized 1,276 firearms in 2018, a 25 percent year-over-year increase. Last year also saw
a significant drop in property crimes that have victimized many people in San Francisco:

e Auto burglaries decreased 17 percent;

e Auto thefts decreased 13 percent; and

e Larceny theft decreased 10 percent.

In 2017, SFPD doubled its citywide uniformed foot patrols, and with the direction and support
of Mayor Breed, greatly increased foot patrols in U.N. Plaza and in the Mid-Market corridor
last year in response to numerous quality of life issues. A 2018 study by the California Policy
Lab and researchers at the University of California, Berkeley found a significant decrease in
assaults and thefts after SFPD expanded its foot patrol strategy, which focuses on crime
deterrence and improved responsiveness and engagement with community members.

In addition to expanding foot patrol officers, Mayor Breed and the SFPD have focused on
increased enforcement of drug dealing in the Tenderloin and Mid-Market areas. This effort
includes a two-tiered strategy, with the Narcotics Unit focusing on disrupting the flow of
drugs into the City and targeting individuals participating in drug trafficking, coupled with
street officers implementing sting operations at the street level to reduce public drug sales.

The Mayor’s Fiscal Year 2018-19 & 2019-20 budget included a focus on responsible
investments to strengthen the City’s public safety into the future. Mayor Breed pushed to
include funding for the first two years of a four-year hiring plan to deploy an additional 250
officers to the streets. Additionally, she invested $8 million in new funding for the Department
of Emergency Management to train 90 new dispatcher recruits, ensuring that sufficient
staffing levels are met and maintained.

SFPD CompStat reports are posted online at sanfranciscopolice.org/compstatreports.
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