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

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

(CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission meeting for 4.18.2019
Date: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 2:33:24 PM

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

From: Dennis Hong <dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 2:07 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Weissglass, David (CPC)
<david.weissglass@sfgov.org>
Cc: Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; YeeStaff, (BOS) <yeestaff@sfgov.org>; Rahaim,
John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Board of
Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Commission meeting for 4.18.2019
 

 

Good afternoon Honorable Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,
 
It's Wendesday the 17 of April. Happy ealy Easter. Dennis here. A native of San Francisco,
have been for Seventy five plus years and a current resident of District 7 for Thirty five of
those years. And retired. I all too often visit and dine along this wonderful West Portal
corridor. During the past few years vacant store fronts are popping up more than ever. We
need to support these Small Business, they do they share with taxes, bring in revenue for our
city. The neighborhood is well maintained by the pride of the local small business and the
community. Not too long ago we suffered two major fires. Thanks to all including, the
Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department with their quick actions,
these business have come back.
 
Having said that, I believe there is another wonderful item that needs your approval. I too
would like your approval so this new restaurant can quickly move in. This diverse and unique
neighborhood needs to continue to fill these vacant store fronts. Anything you can do to help
with the approval is greatly appreciated. I could not help but notice that this business will also
benefit from the new Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). Besides that
I'm too anxious to dive in their exciting menu. I have reviewed this Continued Use
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Application and see no changes to it.
 
Below is a recap of this agenda item.
 
10. 2018-016549CUA (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177) 40 WEST PORTAL AVENUE –
northwest side of West Portal Avenue between Ulloa and Vicente Streets; Lot 004A in
Assessor’s Block 2931 (District 7) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to
Planning Code Sections 303 and 729 to establish a 1,423 square-foot Limited Restaurant
(d.b.a. “Kale-fornia”) in a vacant retail space within the West Portal Avenue NCD
(Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 26-X Height and Bulk District. The space
was most recently occupied by a salon, a Personal Services use. 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 (Continued from canceled hearing on March 21, 2019)
 
 
I look forward to your approval? If anyone has any questions to my email, please feel free to
reach back to me at dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com I hope this email works and get's to you all in
time for the 4/18/2019 meeting and of course sails thru the planning and permit process.
 
 
Best, Dennis
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR BREED, CITY ATTORNEY HERRERA & SUPERVISOR WALTON ANNOUNCE

INDEPENDENT REVIEW BY UC EXPERTS OF SHIPYARD RADIATION TESTING PROCEDURES
Date: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 2:31:41 PM
Attachments: 4.17.19 Hunters Point Shipyard Independent Review.pdf

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 2:01 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR BREED, CITY ATTORNEY HERRERA & SUPERVISOR WALTON
ANNOUNCE INDEPENDENT REVIEW BY UC EXPERTS OF SHIPYARD RADIATION TESTING PROCEDURES
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, April 17, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR BREED, CITY ATTORNEY HERRERA &

SUPERVISOR WALTON ANNOUNCE INDEPENDENT
REVIEW BY UC EXPERTS OF SHIPYARD RADIATION

TESTING PROCEDURES
Experts from UC San Francisco and UC Berkeley will analyze the radiation testing

procedures used at Hunters Point Shipyard for both Parcels A and G
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, City Attorney Dennis Herrera, and
Supervisor Shamann Walton today announced that experts from the University of California
San Francisco (USCF) and University of California Berkeley will begin an independent
review of the radiation testing procedures used at the Hunters Point Shipyard. The goal of this
review is to determine if the radiation testing procedures established by state and federal
regulatory agencies at the Hunters Point Shipyard were appropriate and sufficient.
 
Mayor Breed, City Attorney Herrera, and Supervisor Walton first asked for an independent
analysis of the testing procedures in January of this year, and UCSF officials agreed to put
together a plan to help provide this analysis to the City and public. UC officials have informed
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Wednesday, April 17, 2019 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR BREED, CITY ATTORNEY HERRERA & 


SUPERVISOR WALTON ANNOUNCE INDEPENDENT REVIEW 


BY UC EXPERTS OF SHIPYARD RADIATION TESTING 


PROCEDURES 


Experts from UC San Francisco and UC Berkeley will analyze the radiation testing procedures 


used at Hunters Point Shipyard for both Parcels A and G 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, City Attorney Dennis Herrera, and Supervisor 


Shamann Walton today announced that experts from the University of California San Francisco 


(USCF) and University of California Berkeley will begin an independent review of the radiation 


testing procedures used at the Hunters Point Shipyard. The goal of this review is to determine if 


the radiation testing procedures established by state and federal regulatory agencies at the 


Hunters Point Shipyard were appropriate and sufficient.  


 


Mayor Breed, City Attorney Herrera, and Supervisor Walton first asked for an independent 


analysis of the testing procedures in January of this year, and UCSF officials agreed to put 


together a plan to help provide this analysis to the City and public. UC officials have informed 


the City about their plan for conducting the review, which will begin immediately and consist of 


three phases.  


 


 Information Gathering (Approximately 10 weeks) – UC researchers will conduct 


interviews with different entities including the United States Environmental Protection 


Agency, the United States Navy, the California Department of Public Health, San 


Francisco Department of Public Health, and individual experts. The researchers will also 


participate in a community listening session coordinated by Supervisor Walton and the 


Hunters Point Shipyard Citizen’s Advisory Committee to hear directly from residents and 


community members. 


 Analysis (Approximately 10 weeks) – UC researchers will review the gathered data and 


write a report based on data gathering and analysis.  


 Public Presentation (Approximately 4 weeks) – Present the findings to City officials, and 


the community.  


 


“We have requested an independent and thorough analysis of the testing procedures at the 


Shipyard so that the community can have clarity on whether or not the testing that has been done 


is appropriate and sufficient for this site,” said Mayor Breed. “This community deserves 


transparency and accountability. We are deeply appreciative that UC San Francisco and UC 


Berkeley, two of our most trusted public institutions, have stepped up to take on this important 


task.”   
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“The Bayview-Hunters Point community deserves this independent, transparent review of the 


Navy’s cleanup,” said City Attorney Herrera. “This will allow an impartial panel of health 


experts to look at the information and reach their own conclusions about whether the testing of 


Parcel A and the rest of the shipyard has been adequate. That way everyone gets the facts, and 


the public has confidence in the analysis.”  


 


“We have been working hard to ensure that our residents at the Shipyard and the surrounding 


area are safe and that the Shipyard is clean,” said Supervisor Shamann Walton. “We said we 


would fight for independent oversight of testing on the Shipyard and push to bring in Academia, 


as they have no conflicts. I am excited to announce that UCSF and UC Berkeley will be 


providing that oversight by revising the rating protocols of both Parcel A and Parcel G on the 


Shipyard, and inform everyone of testing is appropriate. This is one of the promises we made to 


our community.”   


 


The Hunters Point Shipyard is composed of approximately 496 acres along the southeastern 


waterfront of San Francisco that will be developed in two distinct phases. At full build-out, both 


phases of Hunters Point Shipyard will consist of approximately 4,882 units of housing, 4.3 


million square feet of office/R&D, and 258 acres of open space, plus artist, retail, 


and community spaces. To date, 439 units have been built at Shipyard Phase 1, and there is no 


development activity on Shipyard Phase 2. 


 


The land in Shipyard Phase 2 is a federal Superfund site that required extensive cleanup by the 


Navy. A portion of Phase 2 land is subject to an investigation into fraud committed by Tetra 


Tech, a Navy contractor that was hired to test the Phase 2 parcels after the Navy completed its 


environmental clean-up work. Due to the Tetra Tech fraud, Phase 2 land must be retested. The 


Navy, EPA and other regulators must finalize a Workplan for each parcel prior to retesting. 


Parcel G will be the first to be retested. 


 


Shipyard Phase 1 (also referred to as Parcel A) consisting of two sub-parcels, Parcel A-1 and 


Parcel A-2, are not part of the federal Superfund site, and have been confirmed by the EPA to be 


safe for people to live and work there. In response to community concerns, the City, federal and 


state regulatory agencies requested that the California Department of Public Health (“CDPH”) 


conduct a radiological survey of Shipyard Phase 1. CDPH has scanned Parcel A and concluded 


that it did not pose radiological health or safety hazards. The scope of that work will be part of 


the independent review. 


 


All inquiries regarding specifics about the independent review should be made to Laura 


Kurtzman at UC San Francisco at (415) 502-6397 or laura.kurtzman@ucsf.edu. 
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the City about their plan for conducting the review, which will begin immediately and consist
of three phases.
 

Information Gathering (Approximately 10 weeks) – UC researchers will conduct
interviews with different entities including the United States Environmental Protection
Agency, the United States Navy, the California Department of Public Health, San
Francisco Department of Public Health, and individual experts. The researchers will
also participate in a community listening session coordinated by Supervisor Walton and
the Hunters Point Shipyard Citizen’s Advisory Committee to hear directly from
residents and community members.
Analysis (Approximately 10 weeks) – UC researchers will review the gathered data and
write a report based on data gathering and analysis.
Public Presentation (Approximately 4 weeks) – Present the findings to City officials,
and the community.

 
“We have requested an independent and thorough analysis of the testing procedures at the
Shipyard so that the community can have clarity on whether or not the testing that has been
done is appropriate and sufficient for this site,” said Mayor Breed. “This community deserves
transparency and accountability. We are deeply appreciative that UC San Francisco and UC
Berkeley, two of our most trusted public institutions, have stepped up to take on this important
task.” 
 
“The Bayview-Hunters Point community deserves this independent, transparent review of the
Navy’s cleanup,” said City Attorney Herrera. “This will allow an impartial panel of health
experts to look at the information and reach their own conclusions about whether the testing of
Parcel A and the rest of the shipyard has been adequate. That way everyone gets the facts, and
the public has confidence in the analysis.” 

“We have been working hard to ensure that our residents at the Shipyard and the surrounding
area are safe and that the Shipyard is clean,” said Supervisor Shamann Walton. “We said we
would fight for independent oversight of testing on the Shipyard and push to bring in
Academia, as they have no conflicts. I am excited to announce that UCSF and UC Berkeley
will be providing that oversight by revising the rating protocols of both Parcel A and Parcel G
on the Shipyard, and inform everyone of testing is appropriate. This is one of the promises we
made to our community.”  
 
The Hunters Point Shipyard is composed of approximately 496 acres along the southeastern
waterfront of San Francisco that will be developed in two distinct phases. At full build-out,
both phases of Hunters Point Shipyard will consist of approximately 4,882 units of housing,
4.3 million square feet of office/R&D, and 258 acres of open space, plus artist, retail,
and community spaces. To date, 439 units have been built at Shipyard Phase 1, and there is no
development activity on Shipyard Phase 2.
 
The land in Shipyard Phase 2 is a federal Superfund site that required extensive cleanup by the
Navy. A portion of Phase 2 land is subject to an investigation into fraud committed by Tetra
Tech, a Navy contractor that was hired to test the Phase 2 parcels after the Navy completed its
environmental clean-up work. Due to the Tetra Tech fraud, Phase 2 land must be retested. The
Navy, EPA and other regulators must finalize a Workplan for each parcel prior to retesting.
Parcel G will be the first to be retested.



 
Shipyard Phase 1 (also referred to as Parcel A) consisting of two sub-parcels, Parcel A-1 and
Parcel A-2, are not part of the federal Superfund site, and have been confirmed by the EPA to
be safe for people to live and work there. In response to community concerns, the City, federal
and state regulatory agencies requested that the California Department of Public Health
(“CDPH”) conduct a radiological survey of Shipyard Phase 1. CDPH has scanned Parcel A
and concluded that it did not pose radiological health or safety hazards. The scope of that work
will be part of the independent review.
 
All inquiries regarding specifics about the independent review should be made to Laura
Kurtzman at UC San Francisco at (415) 502-6397 or laura.kurtzman@ucsf.edu.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, REGIONAL FERRY SERVICE PROVIDERS, AND CITY

AGENCIES ANNOUNCE INTERIM FERRY SERVICE FOR CHASE CENTER EVENTS IN MISSION BAY
Date: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 11:21:31 AM
Attachments: 4.17.19 Mission Bay Interim Ferry Landing.pdf

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 9:10 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, REGIONAL FERRY SERVICE PROVIDERS,
AND CITY AGENCIES ANNOUNCE INTERIM FERRY SERVICE FOR CHASE CENTER EVENTS IN MISSION
BAY
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, April 17, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED, REGIONAL FERRY SERVICE

PROVIDERS, AND CITY AGENCIES ANNOUNCE INTERIM
FERRY SERVICE FOR CHASE CENTER EVENTS IN MISSION

BAY 
Mission Bay Interim Ferry Landing estimated to be operational on

October 1, 2019 for special events to alleviate traffic congestion during special events at
Chase Center until permanent landing is built in 2021

 
San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed, regional ferry providers, and City leaders
today announced a new interim ferry landing and ferry service for the Mission Bay
neighborhood during special events at Chase Center this fall. While a permanent ferry landing
is scheduled to open to serve Mission Bay, it won’t be complete until 2021. The Interim
Landing is expected to be operational for special events including the 2019/2020 Golden State
Warriors basketball season on October 1, 2019.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Wednesday, April 17, 2019 


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


  


  


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED, REGIONAL FERRY SERVICE 


PROVIDERS, AND CITY AGENCIES ANNOUNCE INTERIM 


FERRY SERVICE FOR CHASE CENTER EVENTS IN MISSION 


BAY   
Mission Bay Interim Ferry Landing estimated to be operational on  


October 1, 2019 for special events to alleviate traffic congestion during special events at Chase 


Center until permanent landing is built in 2021 


 


San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed, regional ferry providers, and City leaders today 


announced a new interim ferry landing and ferry service for the Mission Bay neighborhood 


during special events at Chase Center this fall. While a permanent ferry landing is scheduled to 


open to serve Mission Bay, it won’t be complete until 2021. The Interim Landing is expected to 


be operational for special events including the 2019/2020 Golden State Warriors basketball 


season on October 1, 2019.  


 


This Interim Landing comes as the City is preparing for Chase Center to open this fall. Mayor 


Breed has convened an inter-departmental Chase Center Working Group, consisting of over a 


dozen city departments, the Golden State Warriors, and Mission Bay stakeholders. A key 


component of this Working Group’s tasks is to prepare a transportation plan to ensure residents 


and visitors can access public transportation when traveling to and from Chase Center.  


 


“We need to continue to invest in our transportation infrastructure so that we can have a 


successful opening of Chase Center that also works for the Mission Bay neighborhood and 


residents,” said Mayor Breed. “While we wait for the long-term ferry landing that will serve the 


community year-round, this interim ferry service will help us address congestion during Warriors 


game and other special events. This is all part of the City’s commitment to a successful opening 


of Chase Center this fall.” 


 


The Mission Bay Interim Ferry Landing will be located at Pier 48 ½ in San Francisco’s Mission 


Bay neighborhood. It will consist of one temporary float, loaned by the Water Emergency 


Transportation Agency (WETA). The Interim Ferry Landing will have the capacity for special 


event service from regional ferry providers including San Francisco Bay Ferry and Golden Gate 


Ferry and may serve the Oakland-Alameda, South San Francisco, and Larkspur ferry routes. The 


Interim Landing is currently in the design process, and agency authorization and permitting is in 


process. Construction is expected to begin in August pending permitting. The estimated cost is 


up to $500,000 and it is estimated to be operational from October 1, 2019 through 2021 when the 


permanent Mission Bay Ferry Landing is completed.  
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“We're really excited to work with the Port of San Francisco and other stakeholders on a 


temporary Mission Bay landing and hope to offer ferry service to Chase Center next season,” 


said WETA Executive Director Nina Rannells. “Additionally, our staff is working closely with 


the Port on developing a permanent ferry terminal in this area. We look forward to permanently 


extending the reach of ferry service to this fast-developing area of San Francisco.” 


 


"Golden Gate Ferry is committed to doing all we can to reduce roadway congestion. Our 


customers have expressed strong interest in traveling by ferry to Mission Bay and we're working 


steadily with our agency partners to turn that hope into a reality," said Jim Swindler, Golden 


Gate Ferry Deputy General Manager. 


 


“Water transit is a priority for the City and the Port is ready to deliver on that priority,” said Port 


of San Francisco Executive Director Elaine Forbes. “While we’re looking forward to the 


permanent landing in the future, providing interim service now is essential to ensuring that the 


public has as many transit options available from day one, including ferries, which we hope to 


see become an integral part of how we get around the City and the Bay Area.”  


 


The Port of San Francisco is currently underway with design and permitting for the permanent 


Mission Bay Ferry Landing. However, the Mission Bay Ferry Landing is one of the projects 


eligible for funding by Regional Measure 3, which increased bridge tolls across the Bay Area to 


pay for public transportation improvements and other projects aimed at reducing congestion. 


RM3 is currently tied up in litigation, so funds are not being awarded to eligible projects. It is for 


this reason that the Landing won’t be completed until at least 2021. 


 


It will have the capacity for daily ferry commuting to and from the Mission Bay neighborhood, 


one of the fastest growing neighborhoods in San Francisco, as well as the Dogpatch, Potrero Hill, 


Pier 70, and the Central Waterfront neighborhoods. The Mission Bay Ferry Landing will provide 


capability to berth two ferry boats simultaneously and may include a nearby water taxi landing. It 


is estimated that the ferry landing will have the capacity to carry up to 6,000 passengers per day. 


The Landing would sit within a half mile of approximately 11,000 new homes, 7 million square 


feet of new office and commercial space, over 1 million square feet of new retail space and 70 


acres of public open space.  


 


Additionally, the terminal is planned within one block from the T Third line, which is underway 


for extension to San Francisco’s Chinatown neighborhood.  It will be an easy walk to Chase 


Center, the UCSF Mission Bay hospital and campus, and to San Francisco’s related life sciences 


community. The terminal is essential to alleviate current regional transportation overcrowding, 


and provide transportation resiliency in the event of an earthquake, BART or Bay Bridge failure, 


or other unplanned event. Sea level rise planning will be incorporated in the Ferry Landing 


design. It is anticipated that construction will be completed in fall 2021. The total project cost is 


estimated to be approximately $45 million. 


 


The Mission Bay Ferry Landing project is led by the Port of San Francisco, in consultation with 


the Mayor’s Office, the Board of Supervisors, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
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(OEWD), Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA), and consulting design teams. 


Stakeholders for the Program include the residents of San Francisco, Port of San Francisco 


tenants, and regional, state, federal, and private partners. 


 


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


advances environmentally and financially sustainable maritime, recreational and economic 


opportunities to serve the San Francisco Bay Area and California.  


 


For more information on the Mission Bay Interim Ferry Landing and the Mission Bay Ferry 


Landing, visit sfport.com/mission-bay-ferry-landing. 


 


### 


 


 



https://sfport.com/mission-bay-ferry-landing





This Interim Landing comes as the City is preparing for Chase Center to open this fall. Mayor
Breed has convened an inter-departmental Chase Center Working Group, consisting of over a
dozen city departments, the Golden State Warriors, and Mission Bay stakeholders. A key
component of this Working Group’s tasks is to prepare a transportation plan to ensure
residents and visitors can access public transportation when traveling to and from Chase
Center.
 
“We need to continue to invest in our transportation infrastructure so that we can have a
successful opening of Chase Center that also works for the Mission Bay neighborhood and
residents,” said Mayor Breed. “While we wait for the long-term ferry landing that will serve
the community year-round, this interim ferry service will help us address congestion during
Warriors game and other special events. This is all part of the City’s commitment to a
successful opening of Chase Center this fall.”
 
The Mission Bay Interim Ferry Landing will be located at Pier 48 ½ in San Francisco’s
Mission Bay neighborhood. It will consist of one temporary float, loaned by the Water
Emergency Transportation Agency (WETA). The Interim Ferry Landing will have the
capacity for special event service from regional ferry providers including San Francisco Bay
Ferry and Golden Gate Ferry and may serve the Oakland-Alameda, South San Francisco, and
Larkspur ferry routes. The Interim Landing is currently in the design process, and agency
authorization and permitting is in process. Construction is expected to begin in August
pending permitting. The estimated cost is up to $500,000 and it is estimated to be operational
from October 1, 2019 through 2021 when the permanent Mission Bay Ferry Landing is
completed.
 
“We're really excited to work with the Port of San Francisco and other stakeholders on a
temporary Mission Bay landing and hope to offer ferry service to Chase Center next season,”
said WETA Executive Director Nina Rannells. “Additionally, our staff is working closely with
the Port on developing a permanent ferry terminal in this area. We look forward to
permanently extending the reach of ferry service to this fast-developing area of San
Francisco.”
 
"Golden Gate Ferry is committed to doing all we can to reduce roadway congestion. Our
customers have expressed strong interest in traveling by ferry to Mission Bay and we're
working steadily with our agency partners to turn that hope into a reality," said Jim Swindler,
Golden Gate Ferry Deputy General Manager.
 
“Water transit is a priority for the City and the Port is ready to deliver on that priority,” said
Port of San Francisco Executive Director Elaine Forbes. “While we’re looking forward to the
permanent landing in the future, providing interim service now is essential to ensuring that the
public has as many transit options available from day one, including ferries, which we hope to
see become an integral part of how we get around the City and the Bay Area.” 
 
The Port of San Francisco is currently underway with design and permitting for the permanent
Mission Bay Ferry Landing. However, the Mission Bay Ferry Landing is one of the projects
eligible for funding by Regional Measure 3, which increased bridge tolls across the Bay Area
to pay for public transportation improvements and other projects aimed at reducing
congestion. RM3 is currently tied up in litigation, so funds are not being awarded to eligible
projects. It is for this reason that the Landing won’t be completed until at least 2021.
 



It will have the capacity for daily ferry commuting to and from the Mission Bay
neighborhood, one of the fastest growing neighborhoods in San Francisco, as well as the
Dogpatch, Potrero Hill, Pier 70, and the Central Waterfront neighborhoods. The Mission Bay
Ferry Landing will provide capability to berth two ferry boats simultaneously and may include
a nearby water taxi landing. It is estimated that the ferry landing will have the capacity to carry
up to 6,000 passengers per day. The Landing would sit within a half mile of approximately
11,000 new homes, 7 million square feet of new office and commercial space, over 1 million
square feet of new retail space and 70 acres of public open space.
 
Additionally, the terminal is planned within one block from the T Third line, which is
underway for extension to San Francisco’s Chinatown neighborhood.  It will be an easy walk
to Chase Center, the UCSF Mission Bay hospital and campus, and to San Francisco’s related
life sciences community. The terminal is essential to alleviate current regional transportation
overcrowding, and provide transportation resiliency in the event of an earthquake, BART or
Bay Bridge failure, or other unplanned event. Sea level rise planning will be incorporated in
the Ferry Landing design. It is anticipated that construction will be completed in fall 2021.
The total project cost is estimated to be approximately $45 million.
 
The Mission Bay Ferry Landing project is led by the Port of San Francisco, in consultation
with the Mayor’s Office, the Board of Supervisors, Office of Economic and Workforce
Development (OEWD), Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA), and consulting
design teams. Stakeholders for the Program include the residents of San Francisco, Port of San
Francisco tenants, and regional, state, federal, and private partners.
 
The Port of San Francisco manages the waterfront as the gateway to a world-class City, and
advances environmentally and financially sustainable maritime, recreational and economic
opportunities to serve the San Francisco Bay Area and California.
 
For more information on the Mission Bay Interim Ferry Landing and the Mission Bay Ferry
Landing, visit sfport.com/mission-bay-ferry-landing.
 

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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Request for a Continuance
Date: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 1:39:26 PM

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

From: shelly goodwin <shellygoodwin@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 12:07 PM
To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; 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>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>
Subject: Request for a Continuance
 

 

 
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
Re:  Request for a Denial of Application # 2018-016549CUA / 40 West Portal Ave.
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
My  family  lives  near  West  Portal,  our  children  attend  a  school  nearby,  and  we  frequent  the  businesses  and
restaurants on West Portal Ave.  We are big supporters of local merchants. We also own a small-family business
in San Francisco and understand the struggles involved with operating your own business. 
 
We’d  like  our  opposition  to  this  application  be  noted  on  the  record.    Our  neighborhood  is  not  interested  in
another limited restaurant at the previous hair salon let alone a second juice bar in such a short radius.  We
need more variety and there is already enough restaurants near 40 West Portal Ave.  I’ve reviewed the public
file  on  this  application  and  have  spoken  to  many  neighbors.    We  are  not  interested  in  a  second  juice  bar,
especially one that seems to have inaccurately represented its proposed menu and business.  We are not sure
how the Commission could approve this application based on what appears to be inaccurate representations on
the application and presented to the public.   Such  is not desirable, attractive, or compatible with our small,
quaint  neighborhood  which  I  believe  can  only  thrive  on  uniqueness  and  variety.    Again,  there  is  already  an
oversaturation of restaurants near that spot.  
Thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  for  providing  this  platform  for  the  neighborhood  to  participate  in  the
decision process effecting our neighborhood.
 
 
Shelly Lyon

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


575 Ortega Street
San Francisco, California  94122
 

 

 

 

 



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

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND TREASURER JOSÉ CISNEROS ANNOUNCE SAN

FRANCISCO TO CLEAR PUNITIVE TRAFFIC COURT PENALTIES THAT DISPROPORTIONATELY AFFECT LOW-
INCOME RESIDENTS

Date: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 11:56:37 AM
Attachments: 4.16.19 Driver"s Licenses.pdf

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 11:45 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND TREASURER JOSÉ CISNEROS
ANNOUNCE SAN FRANCISCO TO CLEAR PUNITIVE TRAFFIC COURT PENALTIES THAT
DISPROPORTIONATELY AFFECT LOW-INCOME RESIDENTS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, April 16, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND TREASURER

JOSÉ CISNEROS ANNOUNCE SAN FRANCISCO TO CLEAR
PUNITIVE TRAFFIC COURT PENALTIES THAT

DISPROPORTIONATELY AFFECT LOW-INCOME
RESIDENTS

Collaboration between the City and Superior Court makes San Francisco first in nation to lift
tens of thousands of driver’s license holds for people who missed traffic court appearances

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Treasurer José Cisneros today announced
that the City has collaborated with the San Francisco Superior Court to clear up to 88,000
outstanding holds placed on people’s driver’s licenses as a result of missing their traffic court
date. 
 
A working group of community, City, and court leaders studied the issue as part of their work
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, April 16, 2019 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND TREASURER JOSÉ CISNEROS 


ANNOUNCE SAN FRANCISCO TO CLEAR PUNITIVE 


TRAFFIC COURT PENALTIES THAT 


DISPROPORTIONATELY AFFECT LOW-INCOME 


RESIDENTS 
Collaboration between the City and Superior Court makes San Francisco first in nation to lift 


tens of thousands of driver’s license holds for people who missed traffic court appearances 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Treasurer José Cisneros today announced 


that the City has collaborated with the San Francisco Superior Court to clear up to 88,000 


outstanding holds placed on people’s driver’s licenses as a result of missing their traffic court 


date.   


 


A working group of community, City, and court leaders studied the issue as part of their work on 


the City’s Fines and Fees Task Force. The group determined that the primary reason people miss 


traffic court dates is because they cannot afford to pay their traffic tickets, which average several 


hundred dollars in California and are among the most expensive in the nation. In San Francisco, 


a report found that residents from Bayview-Hunters Point had their licenses suspended at a rate 


of more than three times the state average. The working group concluded that the practice is 


overly harsh and punitive, and research shows that taking away someone’s driver’s license 


makes it difficult for them to get or keep a job.  


 


San Francisco is the first locality in the nation to lift all outstanding driver’s license holds for 


individuals who miss traffic court dates. The San Francisco Superior Court ended the practice 


two years ago, but lacked the resources and capacity to lift the tens of thousands of driver’s 


license holds that had already been filed with the California Department of Motor Vehicles 


(DMV). The City partnered with the courts to bring resources and capacity to the effort and 


remove this barrier to employment for thousands of local residents. 


 


“For many people, losing their driver’s license means not being able to pick up their kids, go to 


work, pay off their bills, and get back on their feet,” said Breed. “It is an unnecessarily punitive 


measure that is ultimately counterproductive for both the City and the individual. We will 


continue to lead on this issue because it is a matter of equity in how we treat all San Franciscans, 


and ensuring that we are not harming our low-income residents over small violations.”  


 


“We collaborated with the courts to take this action because we believe that suspending people’s 


driver’s licenses for missing their traffic court date places an undue burden on low-income 
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residents, creates barriers to employment, and can keep people in a cycle of poverty and debt that 


is hard to escape,” said San Francisco Treasurer José Cisneros, whose office houses The 


Financial Justice Project, which staffed the Fines and Fees Task Force. “Of course we need to 


have consequences and penalties when people break the law or don’t follow the rules. In the 


work we’ve done locally on fine and fee reform and with the Financial Justice Project, we’ve 


come to realize that we can hold people accountable without putting them in financial distress.” 


 


San Francisco’s action builds on efforts by local leaders in 2015, when San Francisco Superior 


Court became the first court in the California to stop the suspension of driver’s licenses for 


Failure to Pay (FTP) traffic fines. Other counties followed suit, and Governor Jerry Brown ended 


the use of this onerous penalty in 2017. Legislation to stop the suspension of driver’s licenses for 


the inability to pay traffic fines is now pending in several states, according to the Fines and Fees 


Justice Center. 


 


“San Francisco is once again at the forefront of meaningful criminal and economic justice 


reform. Suspending a driver’s license is a draconian sanction that should only be imposed 


because of dangerous driving,” said Lisa Foster, Co-Director of The Fines and Fees Justice 


Center in Washington, D.C. “Missing a court date has nothing to do with dangerous driving and 


everything to do with poverty. Often people don’t come to court because they know they can’t 


afford to pay the exorbitant fines and fees the California Legislature has imposed. Taking a 


license only makes it harder for people get to court, harder to get to work, and harder to take care 


of themselves and their families. We applaud San Francisco for ending this harmful practice.” 


 


“Losing a driver's license can be catastrophic for families, as 78% of Californians drive to work. 


License suspensions become incarceration for people who drive their kids to school or parents to 


the doctor,” said Elisa Della Piana, Legal Director for Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights of 


the Bay Area. “These consequences are too high for simply missing a court date, especially when 


many courts still require payment of late fees before allowing people into traffic court. We urge 


other jurisdictions to follow San Francisco's lead in this important reform.” 


 


While San Francisco has restored access to thousands of driver’s licenses, hundreds of thousands 


of people across California still have their license suspended for failing to appear in court to pay 


their traffic tickets. Courts across California submit approximately 41,000 requests per month to 


the DMV to put a hold on driver’s licenses as a result of missing traffic court date.   


 


“San Francisco’s decision to stop suspending driver's licenses for failures to appear and to lift 


thousands of license suspensions is good for the city and its residents, and puts San Francisco on 


the right side of the law,” said Rebekah Evenson, Director of Litigation and Advocacy for Bay 


Area Legal Aid. “Suspension of a driver's license is a severe penalty and should be reserved for 


severe offenses. For our low-income clients, loss of a license often means loss of a job, and with 


it the means to economic stability.” 


 


The San Francisco Superior Court recently adopted ability to pay guidelines for traffic court that 


provide discounts on citations to people with lower incomes. More information about these 


discounts for low-income residents is available on their website. The Financial Justice Project 



https://sftreasurer.org/financialjustice

https://sftreasurer.org/financialjustice

https://sfsuperiorcourt.org/divisions/traffic/cant-afford-pay

https://www.sfsuperiorcourt.org/divisions/traffic/cant-afford-pay/
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and many community groups collaborated with the San Francisco Superior Court to develop 


these ability to pay guidelines.  


 


 


To find out if your driver’s license suspension has been lifted:  


 


 If your driver’s license was suspended for failing to appear in the San Francisco Traffic 


Court, you may be able to get your license back. 


 


 Call the DMV Mandatory Actions Unit at 916-657-6525 to find out if you have any other 


holds on your record. 


 


 You will need your name, date of birth, and driver’s license number. 


 


 


 


 


### 


 







on the City’s Fines and Fees Task Force. The group determined that the primary reason people
miss traffic court dates is because they cannot afford to pay their traffic tickets, which average
several hundred dollars in California and are among the most expensive in the nation. In San
Francisco, a report found that residents from Bayview-Hunters Point had their licenses
suspended at a rate of more than three times the state average. The working group concluded
that the practice is overly harsh and punitive, and research shows that taking away someone’s
driver’s license makes it difficult for them to get or keep a job.
 
San Francisco is the first locality in the nation to lift all outstanding driver’s license holds for
individuals who miss traffic court dates. The San Francisco Superior Court ended the practice
two years ago, but lacked the resources and capacity to lift the tens of thousands of driver’s
license holds that had already been filed with the California Department of Motor Vehicles
(DMV). The City partnered with the courts to bring resources and capacity to the effort and
remove this barrier to employment for thousands of local residents.
 
“For many people, losing their driver’s license means not being able to pick up their kids, go
to work, pay off their bills, and get back on their feet,” said Breed. “It is an unnecessarily
punitive measure that is ultimately counterproductive for both the City and the individual. We
will continue to lead on this issue because it is a matter of equity in how we treat all San
Franciscans, and ensuring that we are not harming our low-income residents over small
violations.”
 
“We collaborated with the courts to take this action because we believe that suspending
people’s driver’s licenses for missing their traffic court date places an undue burden on low-
income residents, creates barriers to employment, and can keep people in a cycle of poverty
and debt that is hard to escape,” said San Francisco Treasurer José Cisneros, whose office
houses The Financial Justice Project, which staffed the Fines and Fees Task Force. “Of course
we need to have consequences and penalties when people break the law or don’t follow the
rules. In the work we’ve done locally on fine and fee reform and with the Financial Justice
Project, we’ve come to realize that we can hold people accountable without putting them in
financial distress.”
 
San Francisco’s action builds on efforts by local leaders in 2015, when San Francisco Superior
Court became the first court in the California to stop the suspension of driver’s licenses for
Failure to Pay (FTP) traffic fines. Other counties followed suit, and Governor Jerry Brown
ended the use of this onerous penalty in 2017. Legislation to stop the suspension of driver’s
licenses for the inability to pay traffic fines is now pending in several states, according to the
Fines and Fees Justice Center.
 
“San Francisco is once again at the forefront of meaningful criminal and economic justice
reform. Suspending a driver’s license is a draconian sanction that should only be imposed
because of dangerous driving,” said Lisa Foster, Co-Director of The Fines and Fees Justice
Center in Washington, D.C. “Missing a court date has nothing to do with dangerous driving
and everything to do with poverty. Often people don’t come to court because they know they
can’t afford to pay the exorbitant fines and fees the California Legislature has imposed.
Taking a license only makes it harder for people get to court, harder to get to work, and harder
to take care of themselves and their families. We applaud San Francisco for ending this
harmful practice.”
 
“Losing a driver's license can be catastrophic for families, as 78% of Californians drive to

https://sftreasurer.org/financialjustice


work. License suspensions become incarceration for people who drive their kids to school or
parents to the doctor,” said Elisa Della Piana, Legal Director for Lawyers’ Committee for
Civil Rights of the Bay Area. “These consequences are too high for simply missing a court
date, especially when many courts still require payment of late fees before allowing people
into traffic court. We urge other jurisdictions to follow San Francisco's lead in this important
reform.”
 
While San Francisco has restored access to thousands of driver’s licenses, hundreds of
thousands of people across California still have their license suspended for failing to appear in
court to pay their traffic tickets. Courts across California submit approximately 41,000
requests per month to the DMV to put a hold on driver’s licenses as a result of missing traffic
court date. 
 
“San Francisco’s decision to stop suspending driver's licenses for failures to appear and to lift
thousands of license suspensions is good for the city and its residents, and puts San Francisco
on the right side of the law,” said Rebekah Evenson, Director of Litigation and Advocacy for
Bay Area Legal Aid. “Suspension of a driver's license is a severe penalty and should be
reserved for severe offenses. For our low-income clients, loss of a license often means loss of
a job, and with it the means to economic stability.”
 
The San Francisco Superior Court recently adopted ability to pay guidelines for traffic court
that provide discounts on citations to people with lower incomes. More information about
these discounts for low-income residents is available on their website. The Financial Justice
Project and many community groups collaborated with the San Francisco Superior Court to
develop these ability to pay guidelines.
 
 
To find out if your driver’s license suspension has been lifted:
 

If your driver’s license was suspended for failing to appear in the San Francisco Traffic

Court, you may be able to get your license back.

 
Call the DMV Mandatory Actions Unit at 916-657-6525 to find out if you have any
other holds on your record.

 
You will need your name, date of birth, and driver’s license number.

 
 

 
 

###
 
 
 

https://sfsuperiorcourt.org/divisions/traffic/cant-afford-pay
https://www.sfsuperiorcourt.org/divisions/traffic/cant-afford-pay/


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2758 23rd Street Notice Of Building Permit Application (Section 311); Record No.: 2017-012939PRJ
Date: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 10:31:50 AM
Attachments: christensen041519.docx

311 Notice and Poster - 2758 23rd Street.pdf
311 Notice Plans 2758 23rd Street.pdf

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

From: Eddie Stiel <eddiestiel@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2019 11:21 AM
To: Christensen, Michael (CPC) <michael.christensen@sfgov.org>
Cc: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis <richhillissf@yahoo.com>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John
(CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Joe Eskenazi
<getbackjoejoe@gmail.com>; Julian Mark <julian.mark@missionlocal.com>; Laura Waxmann
<lwaxmann@sfexaminer.com>; Tim Redmond <tim@48hills.org>; Randy Shaw
<rshaw@beyondchron.org>
Subject: 2758 23rd Street Notice Of Building Permit Application (Section 311); Record No.: 2017-
012939PRJ
 

 

2887 Folsom
Street                                 

San Francisco, CA  94110

                                                                                                             April 15, 2019

Michael Christensen

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA  94103
(By email)
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2887 Folsom Street                                  

San Francisco, CA  94110

									April 15, 2019

Michael Christensen

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA  94103

(By email)



RE:  2758 23rd Street Notice Of Building Permit Application (Section 311); Record No.:  2017-012939PRJ

       	

Dear Mr. Christensen:



I have lived in the Mission District since January, 1992; always a renter, twice no fault evicted (OMI-2004, Ellis Act-2005).  



I request that you reject the Building Permit Application for 2758 23rd Street, a fully occupied two unit building, because the proposed construction would require the involuntary displacement of the current residents from each of the two flats (2758 and 2760 23rd Street).



The attached Notice of Building Permit Application (Section 311) and building plans indicate that Project Applicant, Gregory Smith, proposes to construct rear and vertical additions to the existing two unit building.  The proposed construction would convert the existing single story flats into much larger two level apartments; the lower unit would expand horizontally into the rear addition and into newly constructed living space in the basement; the upper unit would also expand horizontally into the rear addition and into a newly constructed third floor.



If approved, this proposed project would effectively build two new apartments and would require the existing residents to involuntary relocate for longer than the standard 90 day relocation period allowed by the San Francisco Rent Ordinance for the Temporary Eviction for Capital Improvement (http://sfrb.org/topic-no-206-temporary-eviction-capital-improvements).



The Planning Department should reject this proposed project out of hand because it unnecessarily forces people from their perfectly habitable rent-controlled apartments.



I have addressed the issue of “renovictions” several times by letter and in person with the Planning Department and Planning Commission.  Because the Department refuses to fix its procedures, I must mention these issues again in this letter.  While considering Building Permit Applications, Planners are not required to know if anyone lives in the affected apartments.  Compounding this flawed process is the fact that for current tenants to get a public hearing prior to the Planning Department’s approval of the project requires a Request for Discretionary Review with an expensive filing fee of $617.



Indeed, the Planning Department focuses on the physical property rather than on the profound impacts proposed construction would have on its existing residents; most notably, their unnecessary, potentially permanent displacement.  The Planning Department has this process all wrong.  Your top priority must be to preserve existing rent-controlled apartments and to prevent the eviction, even temporary, of current residents.



Thank you for letting me share my thoughts with you.  I look forward to your rejection of the Building Permit Application for 2758 23rd Street.



Sincerely,

Edward Stiel

Cc: 	John Rahaim, Director, SF Planning Department

	SF Planning Commissioners

Supervisor Hillary Ronen




  


 


1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103 


NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 


On September 28, 2017, Building Permit Application No. 201709289889 was filed for work at the Project Address below. 
 
Notice Date:  April 8th, 2019     Expiration Date:         May 8th, 2019 
 


P R O J E C T  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  
Project Address: 2758 23rd Street Applicant: Gregory Smith 
Cross Street(s): Hampshire Street Address: P.O Box 756 
Block/Lot No.: 4152 / 019 City, State: Kentfield, CA 94914 
Zoning District(s): RM-1 /40-X Telephone: 415-451-1740 
Record Number: 2017-012939PRJ Email: gregscomputer@comcast.net 


You are receiving this notice as an owner or occupant of property within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not 
required to take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, 
please contact the Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are 
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request that the Planning Commission review 
this application at a public hearing for Discretionary Review. Requests for a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during 
the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown above, or the next business day if that 
date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved by the 
Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 


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. 
 


P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 
  Change of Use X  Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 


X  Rear Addition   Side Addition X  Vertical Addition 
P RO JE CT  FE AT U RE S  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Residential No Change 
Front Setback 3’ 6” No Change 
Side Setbacks None No Change  
Building Depth 38’ 6” 44’ 6” 
Rear Yard 28’  22’ 
Building Height 28’ 36’ 9” 
Number of Stories 2 over basement 3 over basement 
Number of Dwelling Units 2 No Change 
Number of Parking Spaces None No Change 


P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  


The project includes a vertical and read addition to an existing two-unit residential building, and façade alterations. See 
attached plans. 


The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval 
at a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant 
to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code 


. 


To view plans or related documents, visit sf-planning.org/notices and search the Project Address listed above. Once the 
property is located, click on the dot(s) to view details of the record number above, its related documents and/or plans.  


For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Michael Christensen, 415-575-8742, Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org      
  


 



https://sf-planning.org/neighborhood-notification





GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have 
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to 
discuss the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If 
you have general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, contact the Planning Information 
Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415) 558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org.  If you have specific questions 
about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this notice.  
If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the 
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.  
1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact 


on you. 
2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at 


www.communityboards.org for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. 
Community Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually 
agreeable solutions.   


3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential 
problems without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your 
concerns. 


If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary 
circumstances exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers 
to review the project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for 
projects which generally conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; 
therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary 
Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a 
Discretionary Review application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary 
Review applications are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online 
at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 
with all required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department. To determine the fee for a 
Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If 
the project includes multiple building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a separate request for 
Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel 
will have an impact on you.  Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 
If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will 
approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 


BOARD OF APPEALS 


An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of 
Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by 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. 


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 


This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part 
of this process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further 
environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption 
Map at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be 
made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action identified on the 
determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of 
the Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184.     


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. 



http://www.communityboards.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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ITEM CALCULATIONS RESULTS


LANDSCAPE
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2'-9"x3'-6"=9.625 9.63 SF


PERMEABLE
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4'-0"x3'-6"  14 SF
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% LANDSAPED 9.63/33.84 28% (OKAY)


AREA DESCRIPTIONS:
YARD A: (E) YARD WITH PG&E GAS AND ELECTRICAL
SERVICES TO BE LANDSCAPED WITH LOW
GROUNDCOVER PLANTINGS.
YARD B: (E) YARD TO BE PAVED WITH PERMEABLE
PAVERS.
STAIRS: (E) PORCH STOOP AND STAIRS.


YARD B: (E) FRONT YARD WITH WATER PERMEABLE
PAVERS, SEE CALCULATIONS BELOW.


STOOP: RECONSTRUCTED FRONT YARD ENTRY
STOOP AND STAIRS, SEE CALCULATIONS BELOW.
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WINDOWS.
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EXTERIOR FINISH: VERTICAL WOOD SIDING.
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WOOD BOARDS.
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RE:  2758 23rd Street Notice Of Building Permit Application (Section 311); Record No.:  2017-012939PRJ
               
Dear Mr. Christensen:
 
I have lived in the Mission District since January, 1992; always a renter, twice no fault evicted (OMI-2004,
Ellis Act-2005). 
 
I request that you reject the Building Permit Application for 2758 23rd Street, a fully occupied two unit
building, because the proposed construction would require the involuntary displacement of the current
residents from each of the two flats (2758 and 2760 23rd Street).
 
The attached Notice of Building Permit Application (Section 311) and building plans indicate that Project
Applicant, Gregory Smith, proposes to construct rear and vertical additions to the existing two unit
building.  The proposed construction would convert the existing single story flats into much larger two
level apartments; the lower unit would expand horizontally into the rear addition and into newly
constructed living space in the basement; the upper unit would also expand horizontally into the rear
addition and into a newly constructed third floor.
 
If approved, this proposed project would effectively build two new apartments and would require the
existing residents to involuntary relocate for longer than the standard 90 day relocation period allowed by
the San Francisco Rent Ordinance for the Temporary Eviction for Capital Improvement
(http://sfrb.org/topic-no-206-temporary-eviction-capital-improvements).
 
The Planning Department should reject this proposed project out of hand because it unnecessarily forces
people from their perfectly habitable rent-controlled apartments.
 
I have addressed the issue of “renovictions” several times by letter and in person with the Planning
Department and Planning Commission.  Because the Department refuses to fix its procedures, I must
mention these issues again in this letter.  While considering Building Permit Applications, Planners are
not required to know if anyone lives in the affected apartments.  Compounding this flawed process is the
fact that for current tenants to get a public hearing prior to the Planning Department’s approval of the
project requires a Request for Discretionary Review with an expensive filing fee of $617.
 
Indeed, the Planning Department focuses on the physical property rather than on the profound impacts
proposed construction would have on its existing residents; most notably, their unnecessary, potentially
permanent displacement.  The Planning Department has this process all wrong.  Your top priority must be
to preserve existing rent-controlled apartments and to prevent the eviction, even temporary, of current
residents.
 
Thank you for letting me share my thoughts with you.  I look forward to your rejection of the Building
Permit Application for 2758 23rd Street.
 
Sincerely,

Edward Stiel

Cc:          John Rahaim, Director, SF Planning Department

                SF Planning Commissioners

Supervisor Hillary Ronen

 

http://sfrb.org/topic-no-206-temporary-eviction-capital-improvements


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

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR MATT HANEY ANNOUNCE UPDATE

FOR SEA WALL LOT 330 SAFE NAVIGATION CENTER
Date: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 10:27:22 AM
Attachments: 4.15.19 Navigation Center Proposal.pdf

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2019 7:35 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR MATT HANEY
ANNOUNCE UPDATE FOR SEA WALL LOT 330 SAFE NAVIGATION CENTER
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, April 15, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR MATT HANEY

ANNOUNCE UPDATE FOR SEA WALL LOT 330 SAFE
NAVIGATION CENTER

After soliciting feedback from stakeholders, Mayor Breed and Supervisor Haney announce the
SAFE Navigation Center will ramp up to 200 clients within six months of opening,

surrounding area will have increased presence of police beat officers
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Supervisor Matt Haney today announced
an update on the proposed SAFE Navigation Center at Seawall Lot 330 on the Embarcadero,
which will serve 200 clients as part of Mayor Breed’s plan to open 1,000 new shelter beds by
the end of 2020.
 
Mayor Breed and Supervisor Haney crafted the updated proposal following weeks of
community outreach and conversations with stakeholders. It includes starting the number of
clients that the Navigation Center will serve when it opens at 130 individuals, which mirrors
other existing Navigation Centers. After opening, the SAFE Navigation Center will have
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, April 15, 2019 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR MATT HANEY 


ANNOUNCE UPDATE FOR SEA WALL LOT 330 SAFE 


NAVIGATION CENTER 
After soliciting feedback from stakeholders, Mayor Breed and Supervisor Haney announce the 


SAFE Navigation Center will ramp up to 200 clients within six months of opening, surrounding 


area will have increased presence of police beat officers 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Supervisor Matt Haney today announced 


an update on the proposed SAFE Navigation Center at Seawall Lot 330 on the Embarcadero, 


which will serve 200 clients as part of Mayor Breed’s plan to open 1,000 new shelter beds by the 


end of 2020. 


 


Mayor Breed and Supervisor Haney crafted the updated proposal following weeks of community 


outreach and conversations with stakeholders. It includes starting the number of clients that the 


Navigation Center will serve when it opens at 130 individuals, which mirrors other existing 


Navigation Centers. After opening, the SAFE Navigation Center will have ramp-up to add an 


additional 70 beds over a six-month period to reach 200 beds. Additionally, the area surrounding 


the Navigation Center will receive an increased presence of beat officers. The lease for the SAFE 


Navigation Center will be for an initial two years, after which the Port Commission will have the 


option to extend the lease for an additional two-years. 


 


“We are focused on addressing our homelessness crisis and helping our unhoused residents get 


the care and shelter they need while also doing our best to address some of the concerns that we 


have heard from neighbors,” said Mayor Breed. “Over the last month, we had heard ideas and 


feedback from residents and people who live in the area, whether they support the idea or oppose 


it, and we have incorporated some of those ideas so we can move forward with this SAFE 


Navigation Center on the Seawall Lot. We know that these Centers have been successful in other 


neighborhoods and in helping people to exit homelessness, and I believe this Center will help us 


continue to address the challenges of people living on our streets.”    


 


Since Mayor Breed announced the proposed SAFE Navigation Center on March 4th, the City has 


held more than a dozen meetings with community groups and residents to detail the need for the 


SAFE Navigation Center and how the center would work, as well as solicit feedback. The 


proposal unveiled today incorporates elements of that feedback, including the six-month ramp-up 


period and the expanded beat officer presence, which will be in effect seven days a week. 


Additionally, the proposed lease for the SAFE Navigation Center will be for two years, after 


which the Port Commission will have the option to extend the lease for an additional two-years.  
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“Navigation Centers work because when done right and run well, they result in positive 


outcomes for both the people they serve, and for the neighborhoods where they are located,” said 


Supervisor Matt Haney. “The Mayor’s Office and Department of Homelessness have committed 


to me and to the community that this Center will be well-run and safe, and be a true “navigation” 


center, which effectively transitions people from homelessness into services and housing. These 


changes reflect that commitment, and they come as a result of dozens of community meetings 


and collaboration with neighborhood leaders and service providers.” 


 


“The Embarcadero SAFE Navigation Center will be a key tool to bring more of those suffering 


on our streets indoors, and to ultimately help them end their homelessness,” said Jeff Kositsky, 


Director of the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “We appreciate the 


leadership of Mayor Breed and Supervisor Haney to come together with community and people 


experiencing homelessness to learn, understand concerns, and take steps to address them.” 


 


The Port Commission is scheduled to vote on the proposal at their April 23rd meeting. 


 


### 
 


  







ramp-up to add an additional 70 beds over a six-month period to reach 200 beds. Additionally,
the area surrounding the Navigation Center will receive an increased presence of beat officers.
The lease for the SAFE Navigation Center will be for an initial two years, after which the Port
Commission will have the option to extend the lease for an additional two-years.
 
“We are focused on addressing our homelessness crisis and helping our unhoused residents get
the care and shelter they need while also doing our best to address some of the concerns that
we have heard from neighbors,” said Mayor Breed. “Over the last month, we had heard ideas
and feedback from residents and people who live in the area, whether they support the idea or
oppose it, and we have incorporated some of those ideas so we can move forward with this
SAFE Navigation Center on the Seawall Lot. We know that these Centers have been
successful in other neighborhoods and in helping people to exit homelessness, and I believe
this Center will help us continue to address the challenges of people living on our streets.”  
 
Since Mayor Breed announced the proposed SAFE Navigation Center on March 4th, the City
has held more than a dozen meetings with community groups and residents to detail the need
for the SAFE Navigation Center and how the center would work, as well as solicit feedback.
The proposal unveiled today incorporates elements of that feedback, including the six-month
ramp-up period and the expanded beat officer presence, which will be in effect seven days a
week. Additionally, the proposed lease for the SAFE Navigation Center will be for two years,
after which the Port Commission will have the option to extend the lease for an additional
two-years.
 
“Navigation Centers work because when done right and run well, they result in positive
outcomes for both the people they serve, and for the neighborhoods where they are located,”
said Supervisor Matt Haney. “The Mayor’s Office and Department of Homelessness have
committed to me and to the community that this Center will be well-run and safe, and be a true
“navigation” center, which effectively transitions people from homelessness into services and
housing. These changes reflect that commitment, and they come as a result of dozens of
community meetings and collaboration with neighborhood leaders and service providers.”
 
“The Embarcadero SAFE Navigation Center will be a key tool to bring more of those
suffering on our streets indoors, and to ultimately help them end their homelessness,” said Jeff
Kositsky, Director of the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “We
appreciate the leadership of Mayor Breed and Supervisor Haney to come together with
community and people experiencing homelessness to learn, understand concerns, and take
steps to address them.”
 
The Port Commission is scheduled to vote on the proposal at their April 23rd meeting.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); 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: Gender Analysis of Commission and Boards: Please Complete Survey by March 29 Deadline
Date: Monday, April 15, 2019 11:24:49 AM
Attachments: Memo to Commission Secretaries 2019.pdf

DOSW Data Collection Sheet 2019.pdf

Commissioners,
Some of you have already completed this survey and may ignore this reminder. The Dept of the Status of
Women is requesting your assistance in completing this survey.
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: McCaffrey, Diana (WOM) 
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2019 11:02 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Gender Analysis of Commission and Boards: Please Complete Survey by March 29
Deadline
 
Hi Jonas,
 
Below is the forward of the initial survey request. Thank you.
 
Best,
Diana
 
Diana McCaffrey
Public Policy Fellow
San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
25 Van Ness Ave, Ste 240 | San Francisco, CA 94102 
Direct: 415.252.3205 | Diana.McCaffrey@sfgov.org | www.sfgov.org/dosw     
Preferred pronouns: She, Her.
 

From: McCaffrey, Diana (WOM) 
Sent: Thursday, February 28, 2019 10:53 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Newman, Elizabeth (WOM) <elizabeth.newman@sfgov.org>
Subject: Gender Analysis of Commission and Boards: Please Complete Survey by March 29 Deadline
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25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240 | San Francisco, CA 94102 | sfgov.org/dosw | dosw@sfgov.org | 415.252.2570 


Date: February 27, 2019     


To: Boards and Commissions Contact 


From: Emily Murase, PhD, Director 


CC: Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Director of Appointments, Office of Mayor London N. Breed 


Subject: 2019 Gender Analysis of San Francisco Commissions and Boards   


In 1998, San Francisco passed a local ordinance reflecting the principles of the United Nations 


Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW). This ordinance 


requires city government to take proactive steps to ensure gender equality and specifies “gender 


analysis” as a preventive tool to use against discrimination. In 2008, voters overwhelmingly approved a 


city charter amendment (section 4.101) that made it a city policy for: 


• The membership of commissions and boards to reflect the diversity of San Francisco’s 


population, 


• Appointing officials be urged to support the nomination, appointment, and confirmation of 


these candidates, and  


• The Department on the Status of Women be required to conduct and publish a gender analysis 


of Commissions and Boards every 2 years.  


Therefore, we are asking every Commission/Board contact to assist us in compiling disaggregated data 


for each respective policy body. The Department seeks the following data: 


1. Number of total seats and vacant seats. 


2. Number of Mayoral appointees, Board appointees, and others (elected or appointed by others). 


3. Budget for the fiscal year of 2018-2019. 


4. Number of Members by gender and race/ethnicity.  


5. Number of Members by sexual orientation and gender.  


6. Number of Members with disabilities by gender. 


7. Number of Members who are Veterans by gender. 


Please submit the above information by Friday, March 29, 2019. For your convenience, we have two 


options for capturing the requested information: 


• There is an attached paper survey that can be printed and filled out by members, which you can 


use to compile the data for your policy body and complete the digital survey on behalf of all 


members. 


• You can use the digital survey to respond to questions 1-11 and send the link to the digital 


survey to members to identify themselves. Please note that we will be following up with you to 


ensure all members complete the survey by the requested date. 


Here is the digital survey link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2019GenderAnalysis. We greatly 


appreciate your cooperation and assistance. Please contact Public Policy Fellow Diana McCaffrey for 


more information or with any questions at Diana.McCaffrey@sfgov.org or (415)252-3205. We look 


forward to hearing from you soon.  


 



http://www.sfgov.org/dosw

mailto:dosw@sfgov.org

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2019GenderAnalysis
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If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Public Policy Fellow Diana McCaffrey at 


Diana.McCaffrey@sfgov.org or (415)252-3205. We appreciate your help! 


Data Collection for the 2019 Gender Analysis of San Francisco Boards and Commissions 


A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco requires that appointments to City 


policy bodies reflect the diversity of the population and that the Department on the Status of Women analyze 


and report the diversity of appointments of City boards and commissions every two years. In order for the 


Department to effectively comply with the City Charter, we ask for your help to assist us in collecting accurate 


and complete data.  


 


Please check the box that best corresponds with how you identify for the following demographic categories: 


 


 


Gender Identity Check one 


Female  


Trans Female  


Genderqueer/Non-binary  


Male  


Trans Male  


Other (please specify) 
 
  


 


  


Sexual Orientation Check one 


Bisexual   


Gay/Lesbian/Same-Gender 
Loving 


  


Questioning/Unsure   


Straight/Heterosexual   


Other 


 


 
 
 


 
 


Race and Ethnicity Check all 


Asian   


Black/African American  


Latinx/Hispanic   


Middle Eastern/North African   


Multiracial  


Native American/Alaska Native   


Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific 
Islander 


 


White/Caucasian   


Other (please specify) 
 
 


  


Disability Status Y/N 


Do you have one or more 
disabilities? 


 


Veteran Status 
Y/N 


Have you ever served in the 
military (of any country)?  
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Dear Jonas,
 
We have you on file as the staff contact for both the Historic Preservation Commission and the
Planning Commission. If this is incorrect, please let me know. The Department on the Status of
Women is required to conduct and publish a gender analysis of Commissions and Boards every 2
years per a 2008 city charter amendment (section 4.101). As such, we are asking every policy body
contact to assist us in compiling disaggregated data for each respective policy body by Friday, March
29, 2019. More details can be found in the attached memo.

For your convenience, we have two options for capturing the requested information:
There is an attached paper survey that can be printed and filled out by members, which you
can use to compile the data for your policy body and complete the digital survey on behalf of
all members.
You can use the digital survey to respond to questions 1-11 and send the link to the
digital survey to members to identify themselves. Please note that we will be following
up with you to ensure all members complete the survey by the requested date.

Here is the digital survey link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2019GenderAnalysis. We
greatly appreciate your cooperation and assistance. Please contact me for more information or
with any questions at Diana.McCaffrey@sfgov.org or (415)252-3205. We look forward to
hearing from you soon.

 
Diana McCaffrey
Public Policy Fellow
San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
25 Van Ness Ave, Ste 240 | San Francisco, CA 94102 
Direct: 415.252.3205 | Diana.McCaffrey@sfgov.org | www.sfgov.org/dosw     
Preferred pronouns: She, Her.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

(CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 295 Coso project
Date: Monday, April 15, 2019 10:21:46 AM

Commissioners,
I am pleased to inform you that the Coso Av DR has been withdrawn.
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Winslow, David (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2019 9:28 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: 295 Coso project
 
295 Coso DR 2017-013841DRP Withdrawn. See below.
 
David Winslow 
Principal Architect
Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
T: (415) 575-9159
 
 
 

From: Ehsan Rahimy <erahimy@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 12, 2019 5:50 PM
To: Darren McMurtrie <d@mcm-a.com>; Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 295 Coso project
 

 

Hi Darren,
 
Thanks for the follow up emails with the revised plans incorporating the reduced window heights
and the white laminate privacy windows. Per our discussion with David and after I conferred with

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:erahimy@gmail.com
mailto:d@mcm-a.com
mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org


Euna, this is acceptable for us and we should be good to go and withdraw the DR. Have a great
weekend to you both. 
 
Best,
Ehsan Rahimy
 
 

Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 12, 2019, at 12:02 PM, Darren McMurtrie <d@mcm-a.com> wrote:

Hi Ehsan-
Regarding the submittal process and timelines, as we discussed.  Just for your
reference, I’m sure you may not remember my discussion of the general process.
 
April 18th approval by DR/Commission or rescinding of DR.
 
Planning will likely take about a week to process: April 26th.
 
The Site Permit (current submittal) must still move through Building and DPW/BSM.  As
it does, we (structural engineering, architectural, T24 energy) work on the Addendum
documents (Building Permit).  Building will likely have some plan comments to
coordinate as part of the Site Permit, DPW/BSM should be relatively quick for the Site
Permit.  It’s difficult to gauge Building, as it depends on their queue, but I do think Site
Permits move through faster.  I would assume three weeks for both Building/DPWBSM
(this may be agressive): that would result in May 17th as the Site Permit (current
submittal) approval.
 
We would then submit the Addendum (Building Permit) as soon as we have the Site
Permit approved.  At this time, I’m happy to provide you with a set of documents for
your review/comparison.
 
May 20th, submit Building Permit.  The agencies to review are Building (this includes
architectural and structural), Mechanical, SFPUC, DPW/BSM and Zoning a final time
(they’ll need to re-stamp revised sheets).
 
Building will likely take five weeks to be assigned a plan checker, based on recent
workloads.  Moving quickly, we would coordinate all structural and architectural
comments within a four week period (this depends on the plan checker).  Building
approval:  July 22nd.
 
Mechanical, we would likely get OTC approved for mechanical while we’re in downtime
with waiting for Building.  I generally assume zero impact to permitting schedule with
concurrent review.
 

mailto:d@mcm-a.com


DPW/BSM, this is usually fast but happens after building approval.  AI generally assume
three days, though we are likely to be required some separate permitting for sidewalk
replacement or repair.
 
SFPUC, I had recently been told this is a five week review and approval.  This agency
used to be very quick.  I’ve just gone through for another project, this was 2-1/2 weeks.
 DPW/BSM & SFPUC Approval: August 12th.
 
At this time, the submittal goes back to Zoning/Planning for stamp out, then final
building permit processing.  I generally assume two weeks for this process.  At this
time, I’m happy to provide you with a set of documents for your review/comparison.
 
This results in full approval on/around August 26th.  I do think this is aggressive, I would
likely say to expect a longer approval process.
 
Thanks-
Yours &c.,

Darren McMurtrie
d@mcm-a.com

(415) 533-1670

660 Fourth Street #540
San Francisco, CA 94107

www.mcm-a.com
 
 
 
 
_
 

On Apr 11, 2019, at 1:08 PM, Darren McMurtrie <d@mcm-a.com> wrote:
 
Hi Ehsan-
Please see attached revised exterior elevation per our conversation.  If
you and Euna would agree to rescind the DR with SF Planning, we will
revise the scope of work to include the white laminate type glass
specification for the privacy glazing and we will reduce the height of the
proposed kitchen window and living room window as indicated in the
attached drawings.  We propose no other revisions to the submitted
documents.
 

mailto:d@mcm-a.com
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If you could please let us know in a relatively timely manner.  I’d rather
not specify a day/time but rather respectfully ask that you coordinate this
decision at your earliest convenience.
 
Thanks-
Yours &c.,

Darren McMurtrie
d@mcm-a.com

(415) 533-1670

660 Fourth Street #540
San Francisco, CA 94107

www.mcm-a.com
 
 
<295 Coso Avenue 04-11-2019.pdf>
 
_
 

On Apr 9, 2019, at 9:39 AM, Darren McMurtrie <d@mcm-
a.com> wrote:
 
Hi Ehsan-
Please see attached .PDF file regarding our coordination.  If
you and Euna would agree to rescinding the DR with SF
Planning, we will revised the scope of work to include the
white laminate type glass specification for the privacy glazing
and we will reduce the height of the proposed kitchen
window as indicated in the attached drawings.  We propose
no other revisions to the submitted documents.
 
If this is acceptable for you and Euna, I’m sure we can easily
coordinate with David over email to finalize these revisions.
 
Thanks-
Yours &c.,

Darren McMurtrie
d@mcm-a.com

(415) 533-1670

mailto:d@mcm-a.com
http://www.mcm-a.com/
mailto:d@mcm-a.com
mailto:d@mcm-a.com
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660 Fourth Street #540
San Francisco, CA 94107

www.mcm-a.com
 
 
<295 Coso Avenue 04-09-2019.pdf>
 
_
 

On Apr 7, 2019, at 3:21 PM, Ehsan Rahimy
<erahimy@gmail.com> wrote:
 
Hello Darren,
 
I realize you may still be discussing/waiting to
hear from Tony, but just wanted to relay Euna
approved of the proposed modifications along
with the white lami type of privacy glass you
had shown me in person. Will await hearing
from you sometime next week I imagine.
Hopefully then can go to David Winslow if
everything is ok. Enjoy the rest of your
weekend. 
 
Best,
Ehsan Rahimy 
 
 

On Apr 4, 2019, at 10:05 AM, Darren
McMurtrie <d@mcm-a.com> wrote:

Hi Ehsan-
Per our conversation, please see
attached.  As discussed, I would
need to coordinate any potential
changes with the owner prior to
any agreement.  In the meantime,
if you could discuss with Euna and
your team the feasibility of these
changes as related to rescinding
the DR.
 

http://www.mcm-a.com/
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Thanks-
Yours &c.,

Darren McMurtrie
d@mcm-a.com

(415) 533-1670

660 Fourth Street #540
San Francisco, CA 94107

www.mcm-a.com
 
 

<295 Coso Avenue 04-04-
2019.pdf>

 
_
 

On Mar 23, 2019, at
3:00 PM, Darren
McMurtrie
<d@mcm-a.com>
wrote:
 
Hi Ehsan and Euna-
Regarding a
potential meeting
tomorrow (Sunday),
I can meet but
unfortunately I only
have a small
window.  I can meet
around 2pm and can
be available until
3:30pm.  Let me
know if that might
work for you and
where would be
most
convenient/appropriate.
 
I do understand that
this would be

mailto:d@mcm-a.com
http://www.mcm-a.com/
mailto:d@mcm-a.com


tentative and could
change based on
Ehsan’s professional
commitments.
 
Otherwise, we can
coordinate the next
available day/time
for you.
 
Thanks-
Yours &c.,

Darren McMurtrie
d@mcm-a.com

(415) 533-1670

660 Fourth Street
#540
San Francisco, CA
94107

www.mcm-a.com
 
 
 
 
_
 

On Mar
22,
2019,
at 2:14
PM,
Ehsan
Rahimy
<erahimy@gmail.com>
wrote:
 
Hi
Darren,
 
Thanks

mailto:d@mcm-a.com
http://www.mcm-a.com/
mailto:erahimy@gmail.com


for
reaching
out. As
Euna
mentioned
we will
both be
out for
several
days
next
week
attending
a work
conference.
We can
try to
shoot
for this
Sunday
(let's
play it
by ear
based
on your
schedule
as
well),
but just
as an
FYI I am
on call
for my
practice
and if I
get
called
in to
see a
patient
in the
South
Bay,
that
will



have to
scrap
everything
as well.
Lets
plan to
touch
base
tomorrow
or early
Sunday
and
reassess.
We
certainly
look
forward
to
hearing
your
thoughts/design
alterations
and
hopefully
can
avoid
going
to DR
as well.
Have a
great
weekend.

Ehsan
Rahimy,
MD
Vitreoretinal
Disease
&
Surgery 
Palo
Alto
Medical
Foundation



 
 
On Fri,
Mar 22,
2019 at
1:49
PM
Darren
McMurtrie
<d@mcm-
a.com>
wrote:

Hi
Euna-
Thanks
for
the
prompt
reply. 
I
*think*
that I
could
meet
on
Sunday,
unfortunately
I am
fairly
booked
otherwise. 
But I
won’t
know
for
sure
until
Saturday
mid-
afternoon. 
If we
could

mailto:d@mcm-a.com
mailto:d@mcm-a.com


be a
little
flexible
on a
possible
Sunday
meeting.
 
Assuming
that
it
works,
what
time
on
Sunday
would
work
for
you
and
what
would
be
your
preferred
meeting
location? 
I can
come
to
you,
alternatively
my
office
(650
5th
Street)
or
my
home
has
conference/meeting
areas
(420



Mission
Bay
Boulevard).
 
Thanks-
Yours
&c.,

Darren
McMurtrie
d@mcm-
a.com

(415)
533-
1670

660
Fourth
Street
#540
San
Francisco,
CA
94107

www.mcm-
a.com
 
 
 
 
_
 

On
Mar
22,
2019,
at
1:40
PM,
Euna
Koo
<kooeuna@gmail.com>

mailto:d@mcm-a.com
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wrote:
 
Dear
Darren, 
We
are
agreeable
to
that
suggestion. 
I
work
Mon-
Thursday
but
next
week
we
are
out
of
town
starting
Wednesday
for
a
conference
and
will
be
back
that
weekend. 
We
would
have
to
meet
this
weekend
if
you
would
like
to



meet
prior
to
us
leaving
town.
 
Thank
you, 
 
Euna
 
On
Fri,
Mar
22,
2019
at
1:04
PM
Darren
McMurtrie
<d@mcm-
a.com>
wrote:

Hi
Euna
and
Ehsan-
I
hope
that
you
are
both
well.
 
Just
to
check
in
again
regarding
our
project

mailto:d@mcm-a.com
mailto:d@mcm-a.com


at
295
Coso
Avenue. 
We
do
remain
amenable
to
exploring
changes
to
the
windows
which
may
include
sizes,
quantities,
locations
and/or
screening
options.
 
Please
let
me
know
if
you’d
like
to
meet
to
discuss,
with
or
without
David
Winslow
of
SF
Planning. 
We
do



prefer
to
coordinate
with
you
and
avoid
having
the
Discretionary
Review,
if
that’s
at
all
possible.
 
Thanks-
Yours
&c.,

Darren
McMurtrie
d@mcm-
a.com

(415)
533-
1670

660
Fourth
Street
#540
San
Francisco,
CA
94107

www.mcm-
a.com
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_
 

On
Feb
12,
2019,
at
2:18
PM,
Darren
McMurtrie
<d@mcm-
a.com>
wrote:
 
Hi
Euna-
Thanks
for
reaching
out. 
I
did
request
that
you
would
consider
to
rescind
the
DR
filing.
However,
to
be
clear,
the
only
reason
why
I
make
this

mailto:d@mcm-a.com
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request
is
that
I
feel
your
issues
do
not
meet
‘exceptional
and
extraordinary
circumstances’
as
outlined
in
the
SF
Planning
policy. 
 
Regarding
story
poles,
these
are
not
required
by
Planning
and
it
is
not
my
recommendation
to
the
client
as
an
avenue
of
mitigation



to
pursue.
 
We
are
available
to
meet
with
you
and
David
Winslow
at
SF
Planning.
We
would
amenable
to
exploring
changes
to
the
windows
which
may
include
sizes,
quantities,
locations
and/or
screening
options.
 
Thanks-
Yours
&c.,

Darren
McMurtrie
d@mcm-
a.com

(415)

mailto:d@mcm-a.com
mailto:d@mcm-a.com


533-
1670

660
Fourth
Street
#540
San
Francisco,
CA
94107

www.mcm-
a.com
 
 
 
 
_
 

On
Feb
11,
2019,
at
9:32
PM,
Euna
Koo
<kooeuna@gmail.com>
wrote:
 

Dear
Mr.
McMurtrie, 
My
husband
came
home
tonight
and
said
something

http://www.mcm-a.com/
http://www.mcm-a.com/
mailto:kooeuna@gmail.com


which
was
very
disconcerting
to
me. 
He
said
that
your
conversation
with
him
implied
that
we
should
withdraw
our
DR
so
as
to
not
create
"bad
blood"
with
our
neighbors. 
I
wanted
to
make
clear
that
is
not
what
we
want
either. 
Given
the
timing



of
the
notice
of
the
building
permit
(12/24)
being
around
the
holidays,
submitting
a
DR
(1/22)
was
the
only
course
we
had
to
better
understand
how
this
project
was
going
to
impact
us. 
Upon
receiving
this
notice,
I
spent
an
entire
day
and
a
half



calling
you
and
the
city
planners. 
Everyone
was
out
on
winter
break
which
was
understandable
but
left
us
no
other
course
of
finding
out
information
in
a
timely
fashion.  
 
 We
are
insisting
on
the
story
poles,
not
to
be
difficult
neighbors,
but
to
simply



see
how
the
vertical
expansion
will
impact
our
privacy. 
We
already
live
with
our
bedroom
windows
drawn
all
the
time
as
it
faces
their
second
floor
so
it
seems
reasonable
that
we
are
given
some
perspective
as
to
how
we
may
prepare
for
the
impact



on
our
privacy
now
in
our
living
room.  
 
We
are
willing
to
work
with
you
and
our
neighbors
to
come
to
an
amicable
agreement
about
this
project. 
We,
as
new
homeowners,
are
100%
empathetic
to
their
desire
to
renovate
and
expand. 
However,
you
would



have
to
agree
that
any
homeowner
in
our
position
would
feel
compelled
to
investigate
more
about
this
adjacent
project.  
 
I
hope
this
email
finds
you
well
and
I
wish
you
a
nice
rest
of
the
week.
 
Warm
regards, 
 
Euna
-
-
 



cell: 
407-
595-
7279
email: 
kooeuna@gmail.com

 

 

 
-
-
 
cell: 
407-
595-
7279
email: 
kooeuna@gmail.com
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

(CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for April 18, 2019
Date: Friday, April 12, 2019 1:25:32 PM
Attachments: 20190418_cal.docx

20190418_cal.pdf
CPC Action Items - 2019.docx
CPC Hearing Results 2019.docx
Advance Calendar - 20190418.xlsx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for April 18, 2019.
 
Commissioners Johnson and Richards,

Please review the previous hearing and materials for 201 19th Avenue.
 
Enjoy the weekend,
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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Commissioners:

Myrna Melgar, President

Joel Koppel, Vice President

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. 



For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

Privacy Policy

SF Planning is committed to protecting the privacy rights of individuals and security measures are in place to protect personally identifiable information (PII), i.e. social security numbers, driver’s license numbers, bank accounts. Members of the public are not required to provide PII to the Commission or Department, as all written submittals and oral communications become part of the public record, which can be made available to the public for review and/or viewable on Department websites. Members of the public submitting materials containing PII are responsible for redacting said sensitive information prior to submittal of documents to Planning.



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 72 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:                	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.	2019-002217PCA	(A. BUTKUS: (415) 575-9129)

LEGITIMIZATION PROGRAM FOR CERTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USES AT 3150 18TH STREET (BOARD FILE NO. 190165) – Planning Code Amendment to establish a legitimization program for certain Non-Residential Uses at 3150 18th Street (Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 3573, Lot No. 106); affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

(Continued from canceled hearing on March 21, 2019)

(Proposed Continuance to May 9, 2019)



2.	2017-009224CUA	(M. WOODS: (415) 558-6315)

601 VAN NESS AVENUE – west side of Van Ness Avenue; Lot 027 in Assessor’s Block 0762 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.4 and 303(j) to discontinue a Movie Theatre use (Opera Plaza Cinema) of approximately 6,380 square feet and propose a Retail Sales and Service use within a RC-4 (Residential-Commercial High Density) Zoning District, the Van Ness Avenue 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).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on February 21, 2019)

	(Proposed for Indefinite Continuance)



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.	2019-000475CND	(K. WILBORN: (415) 575-9114)

863 HAIGHT STREET – north side of Haight Street, between Divisadero and Scott Streets; Lot 029 in Assessor’s Block 1239 (District 5) – Request for Condominium Conversion Subdivision to convert a three-story, five-unit building into residential condominiums within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) 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



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



4.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for April 4, 2019



5.	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



6.	Director’s Announcements



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

	

E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



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



F. REGULAR CALENDAR  



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



8.	1996.0013CWP	(S. AMBATI: (415) 575-9183)

2018 HOUSING INVENTORY REPORT – Informational Presentation - announcing the publication of the 2018 Housing Inventory. This report is the 49th in the series and describes San Francisco’s housing supply. Housing Inventory data accounts for new housing construction, demolitions, and alterations in a consistent format for the analysis of housing production trends.  Net housing unit gains are reported citywide, by zoning classification, and by planning district. Other areas covered include affordable housing production, condominium conversions, and changes to the residential hotel stock. In addition, a list of major housing projects completed and approved for construction in 2018 is provided. Report is available for the public at the Planning Department and on the website.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 

(Continued from canceled hearing on March 21, 2019)



9.	2018-006127CUA	(D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

201 19TH AVENUE – southwest corner of the California Street and 19th Avenue, Lot 001 of Assessor’s Block 1414 (District 1) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code sections 186, 209.2, 303, and 710 to allow a change of use from an existing grocery store to a restaurant in a Limited Commercial Use space within a RM-1 (Residential – Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The Project also includes the removal of the white signage band obscuring the second-story windows, and the removal of all paint and other features obscuring the transparency of the second-story windows. 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:  Disapprove

(Continued from canceled hearing on March 21, 2019)

Note: On November 29, 2018, adopted a Motion of Intent to Deny, continued to December 13, 2018 by a vote of +4 -2 (Fong and Koppel against; Richards absent). 

On December 13, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to February 14, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0 (Johnson absent). 

On February 14, 2019, without hearing, continued to March 14, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent).  

On March 14, 2019, without hearing, continued to March 21, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Richards absent). 

On March 21, 2019, without hearing, continued to April 18, 2019.



10.	2018-016549CUA	(D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

40 WEST PORTAL AVENUE – northwest side of West Portal Avenue between Ulloa and Vicente Streets; Lot 004A in Assessor’s Block 2931 (District 7) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 729 to establish a 1,423 square-foot Limited Restaurant (d.b.a. “Kale-fornia”) in a vacant retail space within the West Portal Avenue NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 26-X Height and Bulk District. The space was most recently occupied by a salon, a Personal Services use. 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

(Continued from canceled hearing on March 21, 2019)



11.	2018-012416CUA	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

1345 UNDERWOOD AVENUE – southwest side of Underwood Avenue between Jennings and Ingalls Streets; Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 4811 (District 10) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.3 and 303 to establish a 9,383 square-foot industrial agriculture (cannabis cultivation) use in an existing warehouse space within a PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution & Repair) 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



12.	2018-013332CUA	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

1555 YOSEMITE AVENUE – southwest side of Yosemite Avenue between Keith and Jennings Streets; Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 4848 (District 10) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.3 and 303 to establish a 1,343 square-foot cannabis microbusiness including industrial agriculture (cannabis cultivation), wholesale sales, light manufacturing, and parcel delivery service uses (d.b.a. “Black Pepper”) in an existing warehouse space within a PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution & Repair) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from canceled hearing on March 21, 2019)



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.	2017-013841DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

295 COSO AVENUE – at Bonview; Lot 025 in Assessor’s Block 5521 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.1020.1854 for a 3rd story vertical addition to a two-story one-family house within a RH-1 (Residential-House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve



ADJOURNMENT


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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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.  
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 
554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San 
Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
Privacy Policy 
SF Planning is committed to protecting the privacy rights of individuals and security measures are in place to protect personally identifiable 
information (PII), i.e. social security numbers, driver’s license numbers, bank accounts. Members of the public are not required to provide PII to the 
Commission or Department, as all written submittals and oral communications become part of the public record, which can be made available to the 
public for review and/or viewable on Department websites. Members of the public submitting materials containing PII are responsible for redacting 
said sensitive information prior to submittal of documents to Planning. 
 
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 72 hours in 
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: 
Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para 
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 
規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提


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


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



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

http://www.sfgov.org/ethics

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Myrna Melgar 


 Vice-President: Joel Koppel 
  Commissioners:                 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. 2019-002217PCA (A. BUTKUS: (415) 575-9129) 


LEGITIMIZATION PROGRAM FOR CERTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USES AT 3150 18TH STREET 
(BOARD FILE NO. 190165) – Planning Code Amendment to establish a legitimization 
program for certain Non-Residential Uses at 3150 18th Street (Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 
3573, Lot No. 106); affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public 
necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 
(Continued from canceled hearing on March 21, 2019) 
(Proposed Continuance to May 9, 2019) 
 


2. 2017-009224CUA (M. WOODS: (415) 558-6315) 
601 VAN NESS AVENUE – west side of Van Ness Avenue; Lot 027 in Assessor’s Block 0762 
(District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 202.4 and 303(j) to discontinue a Movie Theatre use (Opera Plaza Cinema) of 
approximately 6,380 square feet and propose a Retail Sales and Service use within a RC-4 
(Residential-Commercial High Density) Zoning District, the Van Ness Avenue 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). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on February 21, 2019) 


 (Proposed for Indefinite Continuance) 
 


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. 2019-000475CND (K. WILBORN: (415) 575-9114) 


863 HAIGHT STREET – north side of Haight Street, between Divisadero and Scott Streets; 
Lot 029 in Assessor’s Block 1239 (District 5) – Request for Condominium Conversion 
Subdivision to convert a three-story, five-unit building into residential condominiums 
within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 



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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-000475CND.pdf
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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 


 
C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


4. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for April 4, 2019 


 
5. 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 


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


Preservation Commission 
  


E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 


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


 
F. REGULAR CALENDAR   


 
The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that 
the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 
 
8. 1996.0013CWP (S. AMBATI: (415) 575-9183) 


2018 HOUSING INVENTORY REPORT – Informational Presentation - announcing the 
publication of the 2018 Housing Inventory. This report is the 49th in the series and 
describes San Francisco’s housing supply. Housing Inventory data accounts for new 
housing construction, demolitions, and alterations in a consistent format for the analysis of 
housing production trends.  Net housing unit gains are reported citywide, by zoning 
classification, and by planning district. Other areas covered include affordable housing 
production, condominium conversions, and changes to the residential hotel stock. In 



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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20190404_cal_min.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/1996.0013CWP_2018c1.pdf
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addition, a list of major housing projects completed and approved for construction in 2018 
is provided. Report is available for the public at the Planning Department and on the 
website. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational  
(Continued from canceled hearing on March 21, 2019) 


 
9. 2018-006127CUA (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177) 


201 19TH AVENUE – southwest corner of the California Street and 19th Avenue, Lot 001 of 
Assessor’s Block 1414 (District 1) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code sections 186, 209.2, 303, and 710 to allow a change of use from an existing 
grocery store to a restaurant in a Limited Commercial Use space within a RM-1 (Residential 
– Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The Project also 
includes the removal of the white signage band obscuring the second-story windows, and 
the removal of all paint and other features obscuring the transparency of the second-story 
windows. 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:  Disapprove 
(Continued from canceled hearing on March 21, 2019) 
Note: On November 29, 2018, adopted a Motion of Intent to Deny, continued to December 
13, 2018 by a vote of +4 -2 (Fong and Koppel against; Richards absent).  
On December 13, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to February 
14, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0 (Johnson absent).  
On February 14, 2019, without hearing, continued to March 14, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 
(Johnson, Richards absent).   
On March 14, 2019, without hearing, continued to March 21, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 
(Richards absent).  
On March 21, 2019, without hearing, continued to April 18, 2019. 


 
10. 2018-016549CUA (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177) 


40 WEST PORTAL AVENUE – northwest side of West Portal Avenue between Ulloa and 
Vicente Streets; Lot 004A in Assessor’s Block 2931 (District 7) - Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 729 to establish a 1,423 
square-foot Limited Restaurant (d.b.a. “Kale-fornia”) in a vacant retail space within the 
West Portal Avenue NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 26-X Height and 
Bulk District. The space was most recently occupied by a salon, a Personal Services use. 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 
(Continued from canceled hearing on March 21, 2019) 


 
11. 2018-012416CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742) 


1345 UNDERWOOD AVENUE – southwest side of Underwood Avenue between Jennings 
and Ingalls Streets; Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 4811 (District 10) - Request for Conditional 
Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.3 and 303 to establish a 9,383 
square-foot industrial agriculture (cannabis cultivation) use in an existing warehouse space 
within a PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution & Repair) Zoning District and 40-X Height 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-006127CUAc2.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-016549CUA.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-012416CUA.pdf
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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 


 
12. 2018-013332CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742) 


1555 YOSEMITE AVENUE – southwest side of Yosemite Avenue between Keith and 
Jennings Streets; Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 4848 (District 10) - Request for Conditional 
Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.3 and 303 to establish a 1,343 
square-foot cannabis microbusiness including industrial agriculture (cannabis cultivation), 
wholesale sales, light manufacturing, and parcel delivery service uses (d.b.a. “Black 
Pepper”) in an existing warehouse space within a PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution & 
Repair) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from canceled hearing on March 21, 2019) 


 
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. 2017-013841DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


295 COSO AVENUE – at Bonview; Lot 025 in Assessor’s Block 5521 (District 9) – Request for 
Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.1020.1854 for a 3rd story 
vertical addition to a two-story one-family house within a RH-1 (Residential-House, One-
Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 


 
ADJOURNMENT  



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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-013332CUAc1.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-013841DRP.pdf

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



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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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. 
 



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

		Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report l...

		F. REGULAR CALENDAR

		G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR

		Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringin...




CPC Action Items

To:	Planning Commission

From:	Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:	Action Items

Date:	April 12, 2019

	

		Request Date:

		Requested by:

		Action:

		 Staff Assigned:

		

Format:

		Scheduled:

		Completed:

		

Notes:



		

		

		Housing

		Rodgers

		Hearing

		

		

		Informational



		Jul 26, 2018

		Richards

		Family Housing

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Definition



		Apr 19, 2018

		Richards

		Rental Registry

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		



		Mar 1, 2018

		Fong

		SRO Inventory

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		



		Jan 7, 2016

		Moore

		Micro-units

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Department evaluation (ex. 1321 Mission St.)



		June 18, 2015

		Hillis

		Family Sized Units and Occupancy

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

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



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Priority No. 7

		CPC

		Live/Work Compliance

		TBD

		Hearing

		

		

		



		June 11, 2015

		Richards

		Live/Work Compliance

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		How many of the lofts have business licenses?



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		Institutions

		TBD

		Hearing

		

		

		



		Priority No. 6

		CPC

		Educational Institution forecasting

		TBD

		Hearing

		

		

		Specifically, project approvals and population growth



		Sep 8, 2016

		Moore

		Small Institutions

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Growth projections – cumulative effect



		Mar 31, 2016

		Richards

		Student Housing 

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		IMP Data



		Priority No. 8

		CPC

		IMP Origins 

		TBD

		Hearing

		

		

		And, how they should be used to plan the City



		April 23, 2015

		Moore

		IMP Origins

		TBD

		Memo

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		April 11, 2019

		Moore

		Prop M/Prop K 

		TBD

		Hearing

		

		

		



		April 4, 2019

		Richards

		Joint with Small Biz Commission

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Retail



		Aug 30, 2018

		Melgar

		Local Hiring in Central SOMA

		MOEWD

		TBD

		

		

		



		Aug 30, 2018

		Richards

		SF Water Supply

		SFPUC

		TBD

		

		

		



		Mar 1, 2018

		Moore

		Gas Stations Map Update

		Sider

		Memo

		

		

		



		Nov 30, 2017

		Moore

		Gas Stations & Laundromats

		Sider

		Memo

		

		

		



		Mar 1, 2018

		Richards

		Joint w/BoA

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		



		Dec 4, 2014

		Richards

		Development Fines

		TBD

		Memo

		

		

		



		Apr 13, 2017

		Richards 

		Ground Floor Retail Corridors

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Information Presentation/Futurist



		Mar 23, 2017

		Moore

		Census Update

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		



		Mar 16, 2017

		Richards

		Closed Session – PDA

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Recent Court Ruling on Personal devices and the Public Records Act



		Dec 1, 2016

		Richards

		NC20 – NC30-NC40

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		



		Mar 17, 2016

		Richards

		Tenderloin Projects

		TBD

		TBD

		

		

		Income Distribution data



		March 26, 2015

		Richards

		Small Business Joint Hearing

		TBD

		Hearing

		

		

		Invite SmallBiz Commission, Executive Director for an Informational.



		Jan 8, 2015

		Moore

		Residential Guidelines for neighborhood densification

		J.Joslin

		Meeting

		

		

		



		Dec 11, 2014

		Richards

		Residential Design Guidelines

		J.Joslin

		Meeting

		

		

		



		Priority No. 9

		CPC

		Auto Ownership rates and its current vs future impact on parking

		Exline

		Hearing

		

		

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



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		COMPLETED ACTION ITEMS



		Sept 19, 2018

		Richards

		HPC Joint

		TBD

		Hearing

		Feb 7, 2018

		

		Demo, Preservation Element



		Nov 30, 2017

		Richards

		Preservation Element

		Frye

		Hearing

		Feb 7, 2018

		

		



		Dec 4, 2014

		Richards

		Eating & Drinking Establishment Percentages

		TBD

		Memo/ 

Meeting

		

		

		



		Aug 30, 2018

		Hillis

		ADU Report

		Boudreaux

		Hearing

		Jun 7, 2018

		Jun 7, 2018

		



		Dec 14, 2017

		Richards

		Joint w/DBI

		TBD

		TBD

		4/12/18

		4/12/18

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



		May 11, 2017

		CPC

		Section 317 (RET)

		Bendix

		Hearing

		6/1/17

		12/7/17

		Continued Indefinitely



		Priority No. 5

		CPC

		MCD Interim Controls

		Sider

		Hearing

		6/8/17

		10/19/17

		Approved Legislation



		Dec 1, 2016

		Richards

		MCD Taskforce Update

		TBD

		TBD

		6/8/17

		10/19/17

		



		Dec 17, 2015

		Richards

		MCD Interim Controls

		TBD

		TBD

		6/8/17

		10/19/17

		



		May 19, 2016

		Johnson

		Child Care Facilities

		Nickolopoulos

		Legislation

		5/18/17

		5/18/17

		May 19, 2016



		July 16, 2015

		Richards

		Citywide ADU

		TBD

		TBD

		

		5/4/17

		Adopted Legislation



		Jan 14, 2016

		Richards

		Accessory Dwelling Units in the Castro

		TBD

		TBD

		

		5/4/17

		



		May 11, 2017

		Moore

		Architectural Controls on ADU’s

		TBD

		TBD

		

		5/4/17

		



		Sep 22, 2016

		Richards

		Rent Control Board Statement

		K.Conner

		Hearing

		4/13/17

		

		CPC Officer’s Briefing with Robert Collins - Hearing



		Priority No. 1

		CPC

		Affordable Housing Compliance

		K.Conner

		Hearing

		2/23/17

		2/23/17

		



		Priority No. 2

		CPC

		Enforcement & Fines Update

		C.Haw

		Hearing

		2/23/17

		2/23/17

		Fines and enforcement No.’s



		April 2, 2015

		Moore

		Enforcement Update

		C.Haw

		Hearing

		2/23/17

		2/23/17

		



		Sep 22, 2016

		Richards

		Controller’s Report Informational

		TBD

		TBD

		10/27/16

		10/27/16

		



		Sept 25, 2014

		Richards

		Eastern Neighborhoods Update

		G.Kelley

		Hearing

		10/1/16

		10/1/16

		



		Priority No. 3

		CPC

		EN Implementation & Monitoring Report

		G.Kelley

		Hearing

		7/22/16

		7/22/16

		



		Priority No. 4

		CPC

		SFMTA Joint Hearing

		M. Espinosa

		Hearing

		7/21/16

		7/21/16

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



		March 12, 2015

		Antonini

		Harding Theater Update

		S.Vellve

		Memo

		11/19/16

		11/19/16

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



		April 23, 2015

		Richards

		AAU Properties Strategy

		C.Haw

		Hearing

		10/1/16

		10/1/16

		



		April 23, 2015

		Moore

		AAU Hearing Dates

		C.Haw

		Hearing

		10/1/16

		10/1/16

		



		Nov 13, 2014

		Johnson

		SFMTA Joint Hearing

		TBD

		Potential Hearing

		7/21/16

		7/21/16

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



		Nov 13, 2014

		Johnson

		SFMTA Joint Hearing

		TBD

		Potential Hearing

		7/21/16

		7/21/16

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



		Dec 3, 2015

		Richards

		Short-Term Rental Update

		K.Guy

		Hearing

		7/14/16

		7/14/16

		



		May 7, 2015

		Richards

		Mission 2020 Plan

		TBD

		Hearing

		1/21/16

		Ongoing

		



		Jan 8, 2015

		Richards

		Policy Vision

		G.Kelley

		Hearing

		1/8/16

		1/15/16

5/14/16

		Two of five sessions completed.



		Dec 4, 2014

		Moore

		Parklets Informational Update

		R.Abad

		Hearing

		2/12/16

		2/12/16

		



		Oct 2, 2014

		Commission

		Mayor’s Office Housing Initiative Work Streams

		K.Conner

		Hearing

		11/20/15

		11/20/15

		



		Sept 18, 2014

		Moore

		Cultural Heritage Assets Informational Presentation (SF Heritage)

		T.Frye

		



Hearing

		11/6/15

		11/6/15

		



		Sept 15, 2014

		Richards/

Johnson

		CEQA Training

		S.Jones

		

Meeting

		9/30/15

10/1/15

		9/30/15

10/1/15

		



		Dec 11, 2014

		Richards

		Driveway Policy Discussion

		TBD

		Memo/

Hearing

		

		Nov 19, 2014 – Memo;

Feb 26, 2015 - Hearing 

		Driveway Location Policy; Living Alley Network Informational Presentation.
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CPC Hearing Results 2019

To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20428

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0651

                  

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



April 11, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to April 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-003223DRP

		15 El Sereno Court

		Winslow

		Continued to April 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-016326GPR

		Seawall Lots 323 & 324

		Alexander

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-016326CUA

		Seawall Lots 323 & 324

		Alexander

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-016667CUA

		3307 Sacramento Street

		Ganetsos

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20417

		2018-017057CUA

		1226 9th Avenue

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 7, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20418

		2019-003571MAP

		915 Cayuga Avenue Project Zoning Map Amendments [BF 190251]

		Flores

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0



		R-20419

		2016-013850PCAMAP

		915 Cayuga Avenue Project Special Use District [BF 190250]

		Flores

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0



		M-20420

		2016-013850DVA

		915 Cayuga Avenue Development Agreement [BF 190249]

		Flores

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0



		M-20421

		2016-013850CUA

		915 Cayuga Avenue

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		R-20422

		2019-001604PCA

		Building Standards

		Sanchez

		Approved with Staff Modifications and direction to Staff to pursue similar controls for RM districts.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		R-20423

		2013.4117CWP

		San Francisco Biodiversity Resolution

		Fisher

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		R-20424

		2017-016416PCA

		Code Reorganization Phase 3: Chinatown

		Starr

		Initiated and Scheduled a Hearing on or after May 9, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2016-013156SRV

		Citywide Cultural Resources Survey

		Lavalley

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		After hearing and Closing public comment; Continued to May 23, 2019 with direction from the Commission

		+6 -0



		M-20425

		2018-004711DNX

		555 - 575 Market Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20426

		2018-004711CUA

		555 - 575 Market Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20427

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include an update memo in one year.

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		DRA-0649

		2018-007006DRP

		2000 Grove Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0



		DRA-0650

		2017-010147DRP

		1633 Cabrillo Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and approved per private agreement

		+6 -0







April 4, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued to May 2, 2019

		



		

		2017-015590DRP

		4547 20th Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20409

		2019-000325CUA

		3600 Taraval Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 14, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20410

		2018-000532CUA

		468 Valley Street

		Ajello-Hoagland

		After being pulled off of Consent Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2014.0012E

		Better Market Street

		Thomas

		Received Public Comment

		



		

		2019-004406CRV

		Office Development Annual Limit Program Update

		Teague; Sucre

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2017-013801CUA

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		After hearing and Closing public comment; Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013801VAR

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		After hearing and Closing public comment; ZA Continued to May 23, 2019

		



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		After hearing and Closing public comment; Continued to June 6, 2019

		+6 -0



		M-20411

		2018-013413CUA

		1001 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2018-013230CUA

		2215 Quesada

		Christensen

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		M-20412

		2018-015071CUA

		2166 Market Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. No Amplified music outdoors;

2. Outdoor activities limited to 10 pm daily;

3. Outdoor activities with amplified music limited to 12 am on NYE, Castro Street Fair, Folsom Street Fair, Pride Week, and Halloween, only; and 

4. Provide a Community Liaison.

		+6 -0



		M-20413

		2018-017008CUA

		3512 16th Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards recused)



		M-20414

		2017-010011CUA

		840 Folsom Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20415

		2018-003066CUA

		1233 Connecticut

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		M-20416

		2018-003916CUA

		1326 11th Avenue

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Richards, Koppel absent)



		DRA-0647

		2017-013473DRP

		115 Belgrave Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved as revised per the private agreement

		+4 -0 (Richards, Koppel absent)



		DRA-0648

		2018-001541DRP

		2963 22nd Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+4 -0 (Richards, Melgar absent)







March 14, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-007303PCA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-007303DNXCUA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-006127CUA

		201 19th Avenue

		Weissglass

		Continued to March 21, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-004711DNXCUA

		555 - 575 Market Street

		Adina

		Continued to April 11, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-009503DRP

		149 Mangels Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2013.0655CUA

		1513A-F York Street

		Sucre

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2013.0655VAR

		1513A-F York Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued Indefinitely

		



		M-20402

		2018-003264CUA

		2498 Lombard Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 28, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		Senate Bill 50: Planning and Zoning: Housing Development: Equitable Communities Incentive (2019)

		Ikezoe

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20405

		2018-003593CUA

		906 Broadway

		Tran

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20406

		2018-007204CUA

		754 35th Avenue

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include fire access to the roof be replaced by a shipladder.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-007204VAR

		754 35th Avenue

		Ajello

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20407

		2018-007460CUA

		1226 10th Avenue

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20408

		2018-012687CUA

		657 - 667 Mission Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0645

		2017-014420DRP

		2552 Baker Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with a three-foot setback of the third-floor terrace railing.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0646

		2016-006123DRP-02

		279 Bella Vista Way

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with a condition to continue working with Staff on façade modifications.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)







March 7, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Continued to April 11, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-000547CUA

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		Continued to April 25, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Continued to April 25, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2015-015129DRP

		1523 Franklin Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20397

		2018-012727CUA

		3327-3380 19th Street

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20398

		2018-000813CUA

		939 Ellis Street

		Jimenez

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2018-000813VAR

		939 Ellis Street

		Jimenez

		Assistant ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20399

		2016-005805CUA

		430 Broadway

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20400

		2017-008875CUA

		920 North Point Street

		Salgado

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 21, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		R-20401

		2019-000048PCA

		Small Business Permit Streamlining

		Butkus

		Approved with modification, requiring CU for outdoor bar uses.

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 11, 2019.

		+6 -0



		

		2018-010552PCA

		Employee Cafeterias Within Office Space

		Sanchez

		Disapproved

		+3 -3 (Hillis, Johnson, Koppel against)



		R-20403

		2018-016401PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction

		Flores

		Approved with Staff modifications, except No. 2

		+5 -1 (Richards against)



		M-20404

		2018-007253CUA

		3356-3360 Market Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2017-007582CUA

		225 Vasquez Avenue

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to May 9, 2019.

		+6 -0



		DRA-0643

		2016-005189DRP

		216 Head Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with the condition that the lightwell be extended to accommodate the bedroom and bathroom windows.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0644

		2018-001681DRP

		120 Varennes Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+6 -0







February 28, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-007204CUA

		754 35th Avenue

		Ajello

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-007204VAR

		754 35th Avenue

		Ajello

		Acting ZA Continued to March 14, 2019

		



		

		2019-000048PCA

		Small Business Permit Streamlining

		Butkus

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 14, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20394

		2019-000931PCA

		Homeless Shelters in PDR and SALI Districts

		Conner

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20395

		2018-003324CUA

		2779 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended: 

1. Setback roof decks five feet from east and west property lines; and

2. Comply with the Planning Code.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Johnson absent)



		

		2018-003324VAR

		2779 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2009.3461CPW

		Area Plan Implementation Update and Inter-Department Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) Report

		Snyder

		None - Informational

		



		M-20396

		2017-016520CUA

		828 Arkansas Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended: 

1. Provide a matching lightwell in length; and

2. Provide a roof deck compliant with the Roof Deck Policy.

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)







February 21, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-003593CUA

		906 Broadway

		Tran

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-003916CUA

		1326 11th Avenue

		Dito

		Continued to April 4, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued to April 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 7, 2019

		Silva

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20389

		2018-016400PCA

		Arts Activities and Nighttime Entertainment Uses in Historic Buildings

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20390

		2019-000592PCA

		C-3 Retail to Office Conversion [Board File No. 190030, Previously Board File No. 180916]

		Butkus

		Approved

		+7 -0



		

		2014.0012E

		Better Market Street

		Perry

		None - Informational

		



		M-20391

		2016-011101CTZ

		Great Highway

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20392

		2016-015997CUA

		820 Post Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended, to work with staff on wall coloring/treatment.

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		M-20393

		2017-009635CUA

		432 Cortland Avenue

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions as amended: 

3. Work with staff on façade design;

4. Add Construction Impact Mitigation Plan; and

5. Remove roof deck & stair penthouse.

		+6 -1 (Melgar against)



		

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Sucre

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 21, 2018.

		+7 -0



		

		2017-012929DRP

		830 Olmstead Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2016-004967DRP

		929 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-0642

		2014-002435DRP

		95 Saint Germain Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as Proposed

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







February 14, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-016401PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction

		Flores

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-006127CUA

		201 19th Avenue

		Weissglass

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Continued to April 4, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued to April 4, 2019

		



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to April 4, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2017-005279VAR

		448 Valley Street

		Horn

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20380

		2018-013462CUA

		3995 Alemany Boulevard

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 24, 2019 – Joint with HPC

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 24, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 31, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20381

		2018-015439CUA

		205 Hugo Street

		Weissglass

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Limiting hours of operation to 9 pm; and 

2. Restricting amplified music outdoors.

		+7 -0



		

R-20382

		2018-015471CRV

		FY 2019-2021 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Johnson absent)



		

		

		Executive Directive on Housing (17-02) Report

		Bintliff

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

R-20383

		2019-001351CRV

		Nonprofit Organizations’ First-Right-To-Purchase Multi-Family Residential Buildings [BF 181212]

		Ikezoe

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval as amended, encouraging the pursuit of incentives.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

R-20384

		2018-016562PCA

		Inclusionary Housing Fee for State Density Bonus Projects [Bf 181154]

		Bintliff

		Disapproved

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20385

		2016-007303ENV

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Pollak

		Upheld the PMND

		+7 -0



		M-20386

		2018-007049CUA

		3378 Sacramento Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

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



		M-20387

		2017-005279CUA

		448 Valley Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20388

		2018-014721CUA

		1685 Haight Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-639

		2016-005555DRP-02

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+4 -1 (Fong against; Hillis, Richards absent)



		

		2016-005555VAR

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		ZA Closed the PH and took the matter under advisement.

		



		DRA-640

		2016-009554DRP

		27 Fountain Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and approved with conditions:

1. Provide an open to the sky  privacy screen for acoustic mitigation; and

2. Continue working with staff on a more defined entry to the garden unit.

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-641

		2017-014666DRP

		743 Vermont Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)







February 7, 2019 Special Off-Site Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.1543

		1979 Mission Street

		Sucre

		Reviewed and Commented

		







January 31, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-009635CUA

		432 Cortland Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to February 21, 2019

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



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Continued to March 7, 2019

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



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to March 7, 2019

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



		

		2018-016494PCA

		Central SoMa “Community Good Jobs Employment Plan”

		Chen

		Continued Indefinitely

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



		

		2017-010630DRP

		1621 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Continued to March 7, 2019

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



		

		2018-002409DRP

		1973 Broadway

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20376

		2018-012850CND

		3132-3140 Scott Street

		Wilborn

		Approved

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



		M-20377

		2018-009587CUA

		3535 California Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

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



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 17, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

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



		

		2018-016562PCA

		Inclusionary Housing Fee for State Density Bonus Projects [BF 181154]

		Bintliff

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

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Housing Strategies and Plans

		Chion

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20378

		2018-007259CUA

		88 Museum Way

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-007259VAR

		88 Museum Way

		Horn

		ZA closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20379

		2016-010079CUA

		3620 Buchanan Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

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



		

		2016-010079VAR

		3620 Buchanan Street

		Ajello

		ZA closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		DRA-638

		2015-008813DRP

		2337 Taraval Street

		Horn

		Took DR and approved with modifications:

1. Eliminating the roof deck; and

2. Providing a clear breezeway for the rear unit.

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







January 24, 2019 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Communication Between Commissions

		

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		

		Retained Elements Policy

		

		Reviewed and Commented

		







January 24, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-000813CUA

		939 Ellis Street

		Jimenez

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2013.0655CUA

		1513A-F York Street

		Sucre

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2013.0655VAR

		1513A-F York Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued to March 14, 2019

		



		

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Continued to April 4, 2019

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20373

		2018-011935CUA

		2505 Third Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20374

		2018-010700CUA

		4018 24th Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 10, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2018-015471CRV

		FY 2019-2021 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2016-003351CWP

		Racial & Social Equity Initiative

		Flores

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20375

		2018-008877CUA

		1519 Polk Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		DRA-637

		2015-011216DRP

		277 Judson Avenue

		Kwiatkowska

		Took DR and reduced the depth of the top floor seven feet (allowing a deck to replace the proposed addition) and staff recommended modifications.

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Richards absent)



		

		2016-005189DRP

		216 Head Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 7, 2018 with direction for additional information.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Koppel absent)



		

		2017-013175DRP

		1979 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		







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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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.



				April 11, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-013861PCAMAP		Large Residence Special Use District				fr: 12/6; 1/31; 3/7		Sanchez

						D11		to: 4/18

		2018-003223DRP		15 EL SERENO CT				to: 4/25		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-011011GPR		Teatro ZinZanni 				to: 5/2		Alexander

						General Plan referral for partial street vacation of a public right‐of‐way 

		2015-016326CUA		Teatro ZinZanni 				to: 5/2		Alexander

						demolish the existing 250 space parking lot and construct a mixed‐use development 

		2018-016667CUA		3307 Sacramento Street				CB3P 		Ganetsos

						retail professional service (real estate office) in an existing tenant space		to: Indefinite

		2018-017057CUA		1226 9th Avenue				CB3P 		Lindsay

						Limited Restaurant to Restaurant (d.b.a Tartine Manufactory) 

		2019-001604PCA		Building Standards 						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2013.4117CWP		San Francisco Biodiversity Resolution						Fisher

						Adoption

		2017-016416PCA		Code Reorg. Phase 3: Chinatown						Starr

						Inititation

				Citywide Cultural Survey 						LaValley

						Informational

		2016-013850CUAMAPPCADVA		915 Cayuga 						Flores

						DA, SUD, and Entitlements

		2018-012330CUA		447 Broadway				fr: 12/20; 1/17; 1/31; 3/7		Chandler

						use size in excess of 3,000 square feet.

		2018-004711DNXCUA		555 - 575 Market Street				fr: 3/14		Adina

						CUA for partial conversion of ground floor retail to office and Downtown Project Authorization 

		2018-015554CUA		95 Nordhoff St. 						Pantoja

						subdivision of an existing parcel into four new parcels

		2017-010147DRP		1633 CABRILLO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-007006DRP		2000 Grove Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				April 18, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-002217PCA		3150-18th Street				fr: 3/21		Butkus

						Legitimization Program for Non-Residential Uses 		to: 5/9

		2017-009224CUA		601 Van Ness Avenue				fr: 6/28; 9/13; 10/18; 12/20; 2/21		Woods

						CUA to remove movie theatre (Opera Plaza Cinema)		to: Indefinite

		2019-00475CND		863 Haight Street				CONSENT		Wilborn

						Convert a five-unit building into condominiums

		2018-013861PCAMAP		Large Residence Special Use District				fr: 12/6; 1/31; 3/7; 4/11		Sanchez

						D11

		1996.0013CWP		Housing Inventory				fr: 3/21		Ambati

						Informational

		2018-012416CUA		1345 Underwood						Christensen

						Industrial Agriculture (Cannabis Cultivation) in existing warehouse

		2018-016549CUA		40 West Portal Ave				fr: 3/21		Weissglass

						Limited Restaurant in the West Portal NCD

		2018-013332CUA		1555 Yosemite Avenue				fr: 3/21		Christensen

						Industrial Agriculture (Cannabis Cultivation) in existing warehouse

		2017-013841DRP		295 COSO AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				April 25, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-013537CUA		233 San Carlos Street 				fr: 2/21; 3/21		Durandet

						demo a single family residence and construction two new residences		to: 5/9

		2018-017254CUA		2750 Jackson Street				CB3P 		Ganetsos

						increase in student enrollment at the Town School for Boys 

		2018-011653PCA 		Temporary Uses on Development Sites						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Francis

						Design for Development 

		2018-016055PRJ		457-475 Minna St 						Alexander

						Informational

		2018-007366CUA		838 Grant Avenue				fr: 12/20; 1/31; 3/7		Foster

						CU for Restaurant Use + hours of operation

		2018-000547CUA 		42 Ord Court				fr: 3/7		Horn

						Corona Heights SUD

		2015-015789ENX   		828 Brannan Street 						Durandet

						Demolish an existing building and construct a new 7-story mixed use building

		2018-010426CUA		2675 Geary Blvd						May

						formula retail use (PetSmart) at the City Center 

		2015-007816CUA		400-444 Divisadero & 1048-1064 Oak Streets						Woods

						demo & new mixed-use building for 186 residential units and retail

		2017-012697CUA		3944A GEARY BLVD						Young

						legalize (d.b.a. U2 Beauty Health Spa) to a massage establishment

		2016-010589ENXOFA		2300 Harrison Street 						Hoagland

						6-story vertical addition, office/24 unit mixed use building, including State Density Bonus

		2018-003223DRP		15 EL SERENO CT				fr: 4/11		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-000240DRP		1322 WAWONA						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				May 2, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-012709CUA		990 PACIFIC AVENUE 				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility 

		2018-013395CUA		10 29th STREET 				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility 

				CASA						Chion

						Informational

		2016-007303PCA		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				fr: 12/6; 3/14		Adina

						Legislative Amendment to 188(g); Convert office building for hotel use

		2016-007303DNXCUA		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)				fr: 12/6; 3/14		Adina

						Convert existing office building for new Hotel use

		2016-004403CUA		2222 BROADWAY				fr: 1/24; 4/4		Young

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

		2017-001270CUAVAR		3140-3150 16th Street 				fr: 7/26; 10/4; 11/15; 11/29; 1/10; 2/14; 4/4		Sucre

						PDR to restaurant with accessory outdoor activity area

		2016-011011GPR		Teatro ZinZanni 				fr: 4/25		Alexander

						General Plan referral for partial street vacation of a public right‐of‐way 

		2015-016326CUA		Teatro ZinZanni 				fr: 4/25		Alexander

						demolish the existing 250 space parking lot and construct a mixed‐use development 

		2019-000189CUA		1860 9TH AVENUE				fr: 3/21		Horn

						Demo and new construction of 3 unit dwelling

		2015-015199CUA 		562 28th Avenue 						Dito

						demo SFD, construct six family dwelling with residential care facility

		2019-000186CUA		828 Innes Ave						Christensen

						Retail to Cannabis Retail

		2018-015127CUA		4526 3rd Street						Christensen

						Retail to Cannabis Retail

		2019-001017CUA		1700 Irving Street 						Hicks

						CUA to massage

		2019-003637CUA		2200 Market Street  						Hicks

						change of use for 2 spaces into one large amusement arcade / restaurant

		2017-000280CUAVAR		915 North Point Street 						Perry

						demo of parking garage and new construction of 37 dwelling units and ground floor commercial

		2018-008362DRP		237 CORTLAND AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				May 9, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-002217PCA		3150-18th Street				fr: 3/21; 4/18		Butkus

						Legitimization Program for Non-Residential Uses 

		2017-016416PCA		Code Reorg. Phase 3: Chinatown						Starr

						Adoption

		2019-003581PCA		Upper Market NCT and NCT-3 Zoning Districts						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2015-005255CWP		Sea Level Rise Vulnerability and Consequences Assessment						Wenger

						Informational

		TBD		Youth Engagement in Planning 						Exline

						Informational

		TBD		ConnectSF						Johnson

						Informational

		2017-013537CUA		233 San Carlos Street 				fr: 2/21; 3/21; 4/25		Durandet

						demo a single family residence and construction two new residences

		2017-007582CUA 		225 Vasquez Avenue				fr: 3/7		Horn

						Residential Demo and New Construction

		2018-011446CUA		399 Fremont St						Liang

						public pay parking in the existing accessory parking garage

		2018-013230CUA		2215 Quesada				fr: 4/4		Christensen

						Industrial Agriculture (Cannabis Cultivation) in existing warehouse

		2018-009551DRPVAR		3847-3849 18TH ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-013328DRP-02		2758 Filbert Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				May 16, 2019 - Joint w/BIC

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

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

						Informational

				May 16, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-000937CWP		 Civic Center Public Realm Plan						Perry

						Informational

		2018-016996CUA		517 Clement Street						Chandler

						C.U.A to establish a restaurant use

		2015-007816CUA		400-444 Divisadero & 1048-1064 Oak Streets						Woods

						demo & new mixed-use building for 186 residential units and retail

				May 23, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-003627PCA		South of Market Community Advisory Committee 						Chen

						Planning Code Amendment

		2017-013801CUAVAR		250 Randolph St				fr: 4/4		Campbell

						DEMO/NEW CONSTRUCTION Commercial & 2 Dwelling Unit

		2016-001794DNX		95 Hawthorne Street						Foster

						Downtown Project Authorization for SDB Project

		2019-000697CUA		1370 Wallace Avenue						Christensen

						Industrial Agriculture (Cannabis Cultivation) facility

		2016-009503DRP		149 MANGELS AVE				fr: 3/14		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-008431DRP		2220 TURK BLVD						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-008412DRP		2230 TURK BLVD						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				May 30, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				June 6, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		 2014.0948ENX		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street 				fr: 10/25; 11/15; 11/29; 12/6; 1/10; 2/14; 4/4		Jardines

						mixed-use building with 56 units with ground floor retail 

		2017-009224CUA		601 Van Ness Avenue				fr: 6/28; 9/13; 10/18; 12/20; 2/21; 418		Woods

						CUA to remove movie theatre (Opera Plaza Cinema)

		2018-009534CUAVAR		45 Culebra Terrace						Adina

						Demolition of SFD, 2 dwelling new construction

		2017-013309DRP-04		1 WINTER						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-006245DRP		50 SEWARD ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-006172DRP		709 LYON						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 13, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-000297DRP		1608 VALLEJO						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 20, 2019 - Joint w/Rec&Park

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				June 20, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

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

						Adoption

		2017-000465OTH		LGBTQ+ Cultural Heritage Strategy 						Caltagirone

						Endorsement

		2000.0875CWP		2018 Downtown Plan Monitoring Report 						Harris

						Informational

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 						May

						Public Initiated DR

		2018-014190DRP		1856 PACIFIC AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-016871DRP		3600 SCOTT ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 27, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-000987DRP		25 17TH AVENUE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-011962DRP		869 ALVARADO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 27, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				July 4, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				July 11, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-011960DRP		3235 BAKER ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-013582DRP		215 MONTANA ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 18, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				July 25, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				August 1, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				August 8, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				August 15, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				August 22, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		TBD		Balboa Reservoir 						Poling

						DEIR

				August 29, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				September 5, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				September 12, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				September 19, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-014028ENV		3333 CALIFORNIA STREET 						Zushi

						Certification of Final EIR

				September 26, 2019 - Joint w/DPH

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Health Care Services Master Plan						Nickolopoulos

						Adoption

				September 26, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

(CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Submissions to oppose developer requesting subdivision of 95 Nordhoff street lot (2 of 2) 2018-015554CUA
Date: Friday, April 12, 2019 12:32:53 PM
Importance: High

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

From: R Clarke <rohan_clarke@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2019 3:16 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Submissions to oppose developer requesting subdivision of 95 Nordhoff street lot (2 of 2)
2018-015554CUA
Importance: High
 

 

2018-015554CUA
 
Dear commissioners,
 
Our neighbours Jim and Simon couldn’t attend todays hearing, but wanted their letter of opposition
to the developers’ request to be part of the record.
 
Thank you,
 
Rohan Clarke
 

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:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Gabriela.Pantoja@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


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

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

(CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Submissions to oppose developer requesting subdivision of 95 Nordhoff street lot (1 of 2) 2018-015554CUA
Date: Friday, April 12, 2019 12:32:29 PM
Attachments: 2019-04-10 95 Nordhoff letter.docx
Importance: High

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

From: R Clarke <rohan_clarke@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2019 3:18 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Submissions to oppose developer requesting subdivision of 95 Nordhoff street lot (1 of 2)
2018-015554CUA
Importance: High
 

 

Dear commissioners,
 
My partner wasn’t able to attend today’s hearing but would like to submit her opposition to the
developer’s request for 95 Nordhoff street. I include her letter.
 
Thank you,
 
Rohan Clarke on behalf of Divya Chander

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:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Gabriela.Pantoja@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

Divya Chander	

566 Congo Street

San Francisco, CA  94131



April 10, 2019


RE: 95 Nordhoff Street, development proposal (Executive Summary Conditional Use Authorization, dated April 4, 2019, 2018-015554CUA)



To whom it may concern:



I write as a concerned neighbor in Glen Park regarding the aforementioned development proposal at 95 Nordhoff Street. I live at 566 Congo Street, and can see directly into the 95 Nordhoff lot, and my backyard abuts the two neighboring properties to 95 Nordhoff on Stillings and Nordhoff.



I am opposed to the current development plan of subdividing the lot into 4 parcels.

1. As it stands, 2 of the 4 proposed lots are substandard in width (< 25 ft) and 1 is substandard in size (< 1750 square feet); see the Executive Summary Conditional Use Authorization, dated April 4, 2019 (2018-015554CUA, p.5/91).

2. No persuasive argument has been made for granting an exception to the substandard lot width or area; the only obvious one is increased profit. The developer has not reached out to the neighborhood to get neighbor opinions regarding the effect that the proposed increased in density would cause to the neighborhood.

3. The proposed dwellings are not in keeping with the nature and character of the neighborhood in Glen Park. This is one of the oldest neighborhoods in the city, and a refuge for citizens of San Francisco to start rebuilding after the 1906 earthquake. The developer plans and 3-D renderings show homes that are substantially different than the surrounding homes in look, size, feel or character. They are also much larger than surrounding homes, especially in height and number of bedrooms. They are 4-story dwellings, not 3-story, and they are also 4-bedroom dwellings, not 3-bedroom (as they claim in their cover sheet 2018-015554CUA, p.51/91, but see their contradictory drawings on the earlier pages, pp. 26-27, 34, 41/91).

4. Building 4 dwellings, versus 3, will increase the contractor traffic, noise and parking problems in an area that is already unsafe and plagued with such daily vehicular problems and traffic jams. The site is uniquely located on the corner of 2 streets, which are 2-way, but cannot fit 2 cars traveling in both directions at the same time. Contractor vehicles will bring this to a crisis situation for all the locals in the neighborhood. The developer actually lied about this in his response to the Executive Summary Conditional Use Authorization, dated April 4, 2019 (2018-015554CUA, p. 7/91 of total document or p. 5 of the Draft Authorization).



I, and my neighbors, are surprised that once again, the developer has duplicitously convinced the city to have “20 letters of support” in favor of the current development plan. 19 of the letters are identical and written by the developer’s team. This letter states, word for word, that:



“It is really nice to see the cooperation of the developer team who worked over the past year to satisfy all of the neighbors as best as possible. The planning commission should now be able to approve the proposed lot split at 95 Nordhoff Street.”



· It is signed by 19 people who do not live in the neighborhood under consideration.

· It was not written by those 19 people, or each letter would not be identical.

· None of those people are affected by the current proposal because they are very far from the proposed development.

· The letter is patently false. The developer team did NOT “work to satisfy all of the neighbors as best as possible,” or you would not be hearing from us in writing.



Further, it should be illegal for a developer to submit cloned letters, not attributable to the people whose signatures adorn them. It’s almost like ballot box stuffing.



We are grateful that the city and the developer have agreed, based on public comment, to save the existing redwood on the lot, and to preserve the historic Stillings farmhouse on the lot.



We believe it is possible to minimize some of the above problems by:

· decreasing the total subdivision of the single lot from 4 to 3, 

· building homes more in character with the existing homes.



Thank you for your attention to this neighborhood comment. I hope to be apprised of further developments and opportunity for comment.



Best regards-



Divya Chander

566 Congo Street

San Francisco, CA  94131

415-400-4256
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

(CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Submissions to oppose developer requesting subdivision of 95 Nordhoff street lot (3rd email) 2018-

015554CUA
Date: Friday, April 12, 2019 12:32:19 PM
Attachments: Letter to the SF Planning dept for the public hearing 4-11-2019 - opposing developer"s request (2018-

015554CUA).docx
Importance: High

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

From: R Clarke <rohan_clarke@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2019 3:26 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Submissions to oppose developer requesting subdivision of 95 Nordhoff street lot (3rd
email) 2018-015554CUA
Importance: High
 

 

 
Dear commissioners,
 
I would like to submit my written letter of opposition to the developers’ request to be part of the
record.
 
Thank you,
 
Rohan Clarke
 

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:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Gabriela.Pantoja@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

Rohan Clarke

566 Congo street

San Francisco, CA 94131



I am a neighbor of 95 Nordhoff street and live 38 feet from 95 Nordhoff. I am happy that the developer is saving the redwood tree and will at least renovate the old Victorian farmhouse – it will not look the same as the original house, but this is better than demolition.

I would like to be clear that I do not oppose development of the property at 95 Nordhoff, however there should be a balance struck.

I oppose allowing the developer being allowed to subdivide the lot of 95 Nordhoff street to 4 lots – it would create a far too dense living situation that is simply out of sync with the neighborhood and will also exacerbate traffic jams throughout construction. As an example, 3 lots would be better and, after looking at the proposal, would still allow the developer a massive profit – in the millions of dollars. Isn’t subdividing a lovely old property into 3 new ones sufficient to make millions of dollars in profit?

I contest that the developer’s submission states ‘There are no features of the project that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working the area’. This isn’t correct. The construction of 4 new lots will definitely have an adverse impact on the neighbourhood for years.

These streets have become a major connection artery between 280 North, 280 South and 101 and they are narrow and tiny to begin with. If you put construction vehicles for this much time, blocking those outlets, you are going to cause collisions and potential fatalities and we aren’t going to be able to easily access our homes anymore. Already, arguments and fights that neighbors have witnessed have broken out on the street due to traffic jams.

Has the developer confirmed that all three of the (currently) requested buildings will be built congruently rather than one after the other – drawing out the inconvenience for the neighbors and anyone travelling through the neighborhood? Each new house would approximate a years’ worth of construction and traffic with the associated contractors involved.

Our neighborhood is comprised of people who have been drawn to the peace and tranquility of this neighborhood. They have lived here for decades – some for generations - and these kind of developments will destroy the neighborhood. It isn’t SOMA.

In reference to Exhibit D (page 51 of the developer’s PDF submission) I will point out that none of the new housing will be below market rate or ‘affordable’ housing. None. This isn’t about allowing ‘average’ persons/couples/families to buy a new home in San Francisco – and clearly not to support those who can’t afford a home to buy one in the neighbourhood. The submission by the developer to subdivide the single lot into as many lots as they possibly could allowing new homes to be built upon them is simply the developer trying  to maximize his profit to an excessive level. A developer who will make his quick buck (millions of dollars on each property) and leave. He won’t have to live through years of construction for each new house or renovation or the end result of such overly dense 4 story houses in his neighborhood.

The consensus of the neighborhood from my discussions with neighbors is that they all oppose subdivision of the Nordhoff property into 4 new lots and they oppose 4 story new homes that are out of character with the neighborhood. Please note that more neighbors who oppose the request to subdivide the Nordhoff property to 4 lots wanted to attend the public hearing, however they were unable to attend due to the hearing time which is right in the middle of a work day. This stands to favour the developer.

The new properties proposed do not fit in with the character of the neighborhood at all – they are not 3 story buildings as mentioned, but 4 – the wording of three story over garage obfuscates the reality of four stories. These are not common building types in the area. Please walk or drive around the immediate neighboring streets and neighborhood – you will immediately know what I am talking about – 2 story – with most of those  having a garage level for one of them as the norm and that’s even for new builds in the area (at least from the street level view).

I would also like to highlight that I contest the letters submitted to the SF Planning department. The wording ‘the developer team who worked over the past year to satisfy all of the neighbors as best as possible…’ is also incorrect. My partner and I, and as far as I’m aware all the neighbors surrounding the Nordhoff property, were not consulted by the developer at all. The developer did not reach out to us. So this is a complete untruth.

Most importantly, out of a preliminary 10 minute search online this morning I found some pertinent information from the signed letters submitted by the developer in support of his proposal – the majority of the people are realtors for Coldwell Banker Real Estate (and a few others work for Title companies or housing lenders – clearly they are going to support a developer! Note, also that only 1 of the 20 people signing letters lives in Glen Park. Nineteen (19) letters are exactly the same wording and were clearly given by the developer to get signatures to help pad out his application to the Planning department)

No real estate agent has a vested in the neighborhood – they almost shouldn’t have the right to comment as they will likely profit from the developers’ multiple constructions on Nordhoff street. IT IS A CLEAR CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND THE SECOND TIME THIS DEVELOPER HAS DONE THIS IN SUPPORT OF HIS BUILDING DEVELOPMENTS:

Luis Moran - Realtor, San Francisco, Coldwell Banker Global Luxury

5348 Mission street



Jim Zeng - Real Estate Agent - San Francisco, CA – Coldwell Banker

126 Irving street



Paige Ginger

3936 Folsom street

 (she signed in the 1st batch of letters the developer used to try to justify cutting down the redwood tree) - Coldwell Banker/NRT in San Francisco – ‘20 years of experience in the real estate market of San Francisco’



Milton Ow - Real Estate Agent - San Francisco, CA - Coldwell Banker

1741 15th Ave



Patricia Nguyen - Realtor - Coldwell Banker Real Estate

126 Shields street



Margaret Lanphier - Office Coordinator - Coldwell Banker 

424 Ellington Ave



Grace Ieong - Real Estate Agent - San Francisco, CA - Coldwell Banker

2367 14th Ave



Eric Chia - Real Estate Agent | ColdwellBanker

816 Faxon Ave



Nancy J Weber 

2187 25th Ave

Business Development Manager Lawyers Title San Francisco – ‘Lawyers Title is committed to help lenders’

LinkedIn profile – ‘Passionate Title and Escrow Marketeer with a long standing relationship within the Real Estate Industry. Old school tactics with new age technology!’ 



Bob Bednarz 

110 Museum Way

VP of Mortgage Lending at Guaranteed Rate Affinity – ‘If you are looking for an affordable mortgage interest rate, I want to be your end point in your mortgage shopping.’



Jeffrey DeJong – Realtor – Coldwell Banker

738 23rd Ave



Tina Low-Lee – Realtor – Coldwell Banker CalDRE#: 01007952

2577 21st Ave



Lily Chan – Realtor – Coldwell Banker

322 25th Ave



Jin Chen – Realtor – Coldwell Banker CalDRE#: 01021644

63 Stratford drive



Thank you,

Rohan Clarke

566 Congo street

San Francisco, CA 94131
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I am a neighbor of 95 Nordhoff street and live 38 feet from 95 Nordhoff. I am happy that the developer is 


saving the redwood tree and will at least renovate the old Victorian farmhouse – it will not look the same as 


the original house, but this is better than demolition. 
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These streets have become a major connection artery between 280 North, 280 South and 101 and they are 


narrow and tiny to begin with. If you put construction vehicles for this much time, blocking those outlets, you 


are going to cause collisions and potential fatalities and we aren’t going to be able to easily access our homes 


anymore. Already, arguments and fights that neighbors have witnessed have broken out on the street due to 
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through the neighborhood? Each new house would approximate a years’ worth of construction and traffic with 


the associated contractors involved. 


Our neighborhood is comprised of people who have been drawn to the peace and tranquility of this 


neighborhood. They have lived here for decades – some for generations - and these kind of developments will 


destroy the neighborhood. It isn’t SOMA. 


In reference to Exhibit D (page 51 of the developer’s PDF submission) I will point out that none of the new 


housing will be below market rate or ‘affordable’ housing. None. This isn’t about allowing ‘average’ 


persons/couples/families to buy a new home in San Francisco – and clearly not to support those who can’t 


afford a home to buy one in the neighbourhood. The submission by the developer to subdivide the single lot 


into as many lots as they possibly could allowing new homes to be built upon them is simply the developer 


trying  to maximize his profit to an excessive level. A developer who will make his quick buck (millions of 


dollars on each property) and leave. He won’t have to live through years of construction for each new house or 


renovation or the end result of such overly dense 4 story houses in his neighborhood. 


The consensus of the neighborhood from my discussions with neighbors is that they all oppose subdivision 


of the Nordhoff property into 4 new lots and they oppose 4 story new homes that are out of character with 


the neighborhood. Please note that more neighbors who oppose the request to subdivide the Nordhoff 


property to 4 lots wanted to attend the public hearing, however they were unable to attend due to the 


hearing time which is right in the middle of a work day. This stands to favour the developer. 


The new properties proposed do not fit in with the character of the neighborhood at all – they are not 3 story 


buildings as mentioned, but 4 – the wording of three story over garage obfuscates the reality of four stories. 


These are not common building types in the area. Please walk or drive around the immediate neighboring 


streets and neighborhood – you will immediately know what I am talking about – 2 story – with most of those  



Rohan Clarke

566 Congo street

San Francisco, CA 94131



I am a neighbor of 95 Nordhoff street and live 38 feet from 95 Nordhoff. I am happy that the developer is saving the redwood tree and will at least renovate the old Victorian farmhouse – it will not look the same as the original house, but this is better than demolition.

I would like to be clear that I do not oppose development of the property at 95 Nordhoff, however there should be a balance struck.

I oppose allowing the developer being allowed to subdivide the lot of 95 Nordhoff street to 4 lots – it would create a far too dense living situation that is simply out of sync with the neighborhood and will also exacerbate traffic jams throughout construction. As an example, 3 lots would be better and, after looking at the proposal, would still allow the developer a massive profit – in the millions of dollars. Isn’t subdividing a lovely old property into 3 new ones sufficient to make millions of dollars in profit?

I contest that the developer’s submission states ‘There are no features of the project that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working the area’. This isn’t correct. The construction of 4 new lots will definitely have an adverse impact on the neighbourhood for years.

These streets have become a major connection artery between 280 North, 280 South and 101 and they are narrow and tiny to begin with. If you put construction vehicles for this much time, blocking those outlets, you are going to cause collisions and potential fatalities and we aren’t going to be able to easily access our homes anymore. Already, arguments and fights that neighbors have witnessed have broken out on the street due to traffic jams.

Has the developer confirmed that all three of the (currently) requested buildings will be built congruently rather than one after the other – drawing out the inconvenience for the neighbors and anyone travelling through the neighborhood? Each new house would approximate a years’ worth of construction and traffic with the associated contractors involved.

Our neighborhood is comprised of people who have been drawn to the peace and tranquility of this neighborhood. They have lived here for decades – some for generations - and these kind of developments will destroy the neighborhood. It isn’t SOMA.

In reference to Exhibit D (page 51 of the developer’s PDF submission) I will point out that none of the new housing will be below market rate or ‘affordable’ housing. None. This isn’t about allowing ‘average’ persons/couples/families to buy a new home in San Francisco – and clearly not to support those who can’t afford a home to buy one in the neighbourhood. The submission by the developer to subdivide the single lot into as many lots as they possibly could allowing new homes to be built upon them is simply the developer trying  to maximize his profit to an excessive level. A developer who will make his quick buck (millions of dollars on each property) and leave. He won’t have to live through years of construction for each new house or renovation or the end result of such overly dense 4 story houses in his neighborhood.

The consensus of the neighborhood from my discussions with neighbors is that they all oppose subdivision of the Nordhoff property into 4 new lots and they oppose 4 story new homes that are out of character with the neighborhood. Please note that more neighbors who oppose the request to subdivide the Nordhoff property to 4 lots wanted to attend the public hearing, however they were unable to attend due to the hearing time which is right in the middle of a work day. This stands to favour the developer.

The new properties proposed do not fit in with the character of the neighborhood at all – they are not 3 story buildings as mentioned, but 4 – the wording of three story over garage obfuscates the reality of four stories. These are not common building types in the area. Please walk or drive around the immediate neighboring streets and neighborhood – you will immediately know what I am talking about – 2 story – with most of those  having a garage level for one of them as the norm and that’s even for new builds in the area (at least from the street level view).

I would also like to highlight that I contest the letters submitted to the SF Planning department. The wording ‘the developer team who worked over the past year to satisfy all of the neighbors as best as possible…’ is also incorrect. My partner and I, and as far as I’m aware all the neighbors surrounding the Nordhoff property, were not consulted by the developer at all. The developer did not reach out to us. So this is a complete untruth.

Most importantly, out of a preliminary 10 minute search online this morning I found some pertinent information from the signed letters submitted by the developer in support of his proposal – the majority of the people are realtors for Coldwell Banker Real Estate (and a few others work for Title companies or housing lenders – clearly they are going to support a developer! Note, also that only 1 of the 20 people signing letters lives in Glen Park. Nineteen (19) letters are exactly the same wording and were clearly given by the developer to get signatures to help pad out his application to the Planning department)

No real estate agent has a vested in the neighborhood – they almost shouldn’t have the right to comment as they will likely profit from the developers’ multiple constructions on Nordhoff street. IT IS A CLEAR CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND THE SECOND TIME THIS DEVELOPER HAS DONE THIS IN SUPPORT OF HIS BUILDING DEVELOPMENTS:

Luis Moran - Realtor, San Francisco, Coldwell Banker Global Luxury

5348 Mission street



Jim Zeng - Real Estate Agent - San Francisco, CA – Coldwell Banker

126 Irving street



Paige Ginger

3936 Folsom street

 (she signed in the 1st batch of letters the developer used to try to justify cutting down the redwood tree) - Coldwell Banker/NRT in San Francisco – ‘20 years of experience in the real estate market of San Francisco’



Milton Ow - Real Estate Agent - San Francisco, CA - Coldwell Banker

1741 15th Ave



Patricia Nguyen - Realtor - Coldwell Banker Real Estate

126 Shields street



Margaret Lanphier - Office Coordinator - Coldwell Banker 

424 Ellington Ave



Grace Ieong - Real Estate Agent - San Francisco, CA - Coldwell Banker

2367 14th Ave



Eric Chia - Real Estate Agent | ColdwellBanker

816 Faxon Ave



Nancy J Weber 

2187 25th Ave

Business Development Manager Lawyers Title San Francisco – ‘Lawyers Title is committed to help lenders’

LinkedIn profile – ‘Passionate Title and Escrow Marketeer with a long standing relationship within the Real Estate Industry. Old school tactics with new age technology!’ 



Bob Bednarz 

110 Museum Way

VP of Mortgage Lending at Guaranteed Rate Affinity – ‘If you are looking for an affordable mortgage interest rate, I want to be your end point in your mortgage shopping.’



Jeffrey DeJong – Realtor – Coldwell Banker

738 23rd Ave



Tina Low-Lee – Realtor – Coldwell Banker CalDRE#: 01007952

2577 21st Ave



Lily Chan – Realtor – Coldwell Banker

322 25th Ave



Jin Chen – Realtor – Coldwell Banker CalDRE#: 01021644

63 Stratford drive



Thank you,

Rohan Clarke

566 Congo street

San Francisco, CA 94131
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I am a neighbor of 95 Nordhoff street and live 38 feet from 95 Nordhoff. I am happy that the developer is 


saving the redwood tree and will at least renovate the old Victorian farmhouse – it will not look the same as 


the original house, but this is better than demolition. 


I would like to be clear that I do not oppose development of the property at 95 Nordhoff, however there 


should be a balance struck. 


I oppose allowing the developer being allowed to subdivide the lot of 95 Nordhoff street to 4 lots – it would 


create a far too dense living situation that is simply out of sync with the neighborhood and will also exacerbate 


traffic jams throughout construction. As an example, 3 lots would be better and, after looking at the proposal, 


would still allow the developer a massive profit – in the millions of dollars. Isn’t subdividing a lovely old 


property into 3 new ones sufficient to make millions of dollars in profit? 


I contest that the developer’s submission states ‘There are no features of the project that could be detrimental 


to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working the area’. This isn’t correct. The construction 


of 4 new lots will definitely have an adverse impact on the neighbourhood for years. 


These streets have become a major connection artery between 280 North, 280 South and 101 and they are 


narrow and tiny to begin with. If you put construction vehicles for this much time, blocking those outlets, you 


are going to cause collisions and potential fatalities and we aren’t going to be able to easily access our homes 


anymore. Already, arguments and fights that neighbors have witnessed have broken out on the street due to 


traffic jams. 


Has the developer confirmed that all three of the (currently) requested buildings will be built congruently 


rather than one after the other – drawing out the inconvenience for the neighbors and anyone travelling 


through the neighborhood? Each new house would approximate a years’ worth of construction and traffic with 


the associated contractors involved. 


Our neighborhood is comprised of people who have been drawn to the peace and tranquility of this 


neighborhood. They have lived here for decades – some for generations - and these kind of developments will 


destroy the neighborhood. It isn’t SOMA. 


In reference to Exhibit D (page 51 of the developer’s PDF submission) I will point out that none of the new 


housing will be below market rate or ‘affordable’ housing. None. This isn’t about allowing ‘average’ 


persons/couples/families to buy a new home in San Francisco – and clearly not to support those who can’t 


afford a home to buy one in the neighbourhood. The submission by the developer to subdivide the single lot 


into as many lots as they possibly could allowing new homes to be built upon them is simply the developer 


trying  to maximize his profit to an excessive level. A developer who will make his quick buck (millions of 


dollars on each property) and leave. He won’t have to live through years of construction for each new house or 


renovation or the end result of such overly dense 4 story houses in his neighborhood. 


The consensus of the neighborhood from my discussions with neighbors is that they all oppose subdivision 


of the Nordhoff property into 4 new lots and they oppose 4 story new homes that are out of character with 


the neighborhood. Please note that more neighbors who oppose the request to subdivide the Nordhoff 


property to 4 lots wanted to attend the public hearing, however they were unable to attend due to the 


hearing time which is right in the middle of a work day. This stands to favour the developer. 


The new properties proposed do not fit in with the character of the neighborhood at all – they are not 3 story 


buildings as mentioned, but 4 – the wording of three story over garage obfuscates the reality of four stories. 


These are not common building types in the area. Please walk or drive around the immediate neighboring 


streets and neighborhood – you will immediately know what I am talking about – 2 story – with most of those  
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Commissioners,.
 
Yesterday, I accidently only sent you the attachment to the report. Attached, please find my
complete and “adequate” report.
 
Thanks,
 
Aaron Starr, MA
Manager of Legislative Affairs
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6362 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: aaron.starr@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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Land Use Committee 


• 190230 Interim Zoning Controls - Conditional Use Authorization for Conversion of 


Child Care Facilities to Other Uses. Sponsors: Yee; Mar and Fewer. Staff: Flores  


 


At this week’s land use hearing the Committee considered interim controls from 


Supervisor Yee, that would require conditional use authorization for a change of 


use from a Childcare Facility to another use. The intention behind these interim 


controls is to slow the displacement of childcare facilities in the short term, while 


providing time to develop a long-term solution. As an interim control this item did 


not come to the Planning Commissions; however, staff will be working with 


Supervisor Yee’s office on permanent controls, which will come to you for your 


consideration and adoption.  
 
Government Audit and Oversight Committee 
 


Last Thursday, the government audit and oversight committee held a hearing on 


a resolution to “oppose SB 50, unless amended”. At the hearing there was 


significant discussion about the City’s RENA goals and how we are over 


performing for “Above Moderate” housing; while falling short on the lower income 


groups.  Staff also noted that the most recent RHNA goals were produced during 


an economic down-cycle; and had regional agencies known growth would be this 


strong, the RHNA targets would likely have been larger.  Further, since San 


Francisco has a large unmet need, when SF produces 100% of the RHNA goals 


we’re only producing enough to meet expected growth and not enough to 


counteract the housing deficit.  Staff also shared new information produced by 


Berkeley that looked at the feasibility for new housing under SB50 in both a high-


income area (Menlo Park) and a lower-income area (Frutivale). The UC Berkeley 


study showed that new housing under SB50 would be highly profitable in Menlo 


Park but would not be profitable in Fruitvale.   


 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3874331&GUID=0633D127-EE34-44BB-8E6D-38F557653E63
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The GAO hearing lasted several hours with most speakers expressing concern 


about the state bill. Supervisors Mar & Fewer expressed support for infill housing 


and added density—but wanted these changes to come from a community 


process. They were concerned that the current bill may increase displacement 


pressures on already stressed communities. Supervisor Brown was sympathetic 


to these concerns. She asked that San Francisco work with the state legislature 


on amendments that would protect our interests and enable support of the 


bill.  The Committee then forwarded the resolution to the Full Board with minor 


amendments.  
 
Full Board  


• 190030 Planning Code - Union Square Park, Recreation, and Open Space Fee. 


Sponsor: Peskin. Staff: Butkus. PASSED Second Read 


• 181154 Planning Code - Inclusionary Housing Fee. Sponsor: Peskin. Staff: 


Bintliff. PASSED Second Read 


• 190188 Planning Code - Amending Landmark Designation - 906 Broadway 


(Iglesia de Nuestra Señora de Guadalupe/Our Lady of Guadalupe Church. 


Sponsor: Peskin. Staff: Smith. Passed First Read 


• 190319 Opposing California State Senate Bill No. 50 (Wiener) - Housing 


Development: Incentives - Unless Amended] Sponsors: Mar; Mandelman, Yee, 


Fewer, Peskin, Walton and Ronen 


 


Next the board considered the resolution SB 50.  At the Full Board hearing, 


Supervisor Brown offered specific amendments (see attached) so that the SB 50 


program could not be combined with the State Density Bonus and so that there 


would not be additional incentives & concessions that would weaken our local 


code. She also offered amendments to increase protections for sensitive 


communities by allowing cities to define the sensitive areas. She suggested an 


anti-Monster Home provision and asked for more clarity on the ability of cities to 


add inclusionary and/or designate plan areas as compliant with SB50.  The BOS 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3830723&GUID=68D5288D-531E-4E8F-BA9A-DB21B93AD4D4

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3765430&GUID=6D54D8AF-7CAE-48BC-8373-C41CC321CAE2

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3863527&GUID=D9A32D2A-B416-497C-B0D8-B5BE5CA2E2BE

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3895581&GUID=08395B8A-BD12-4A67-8932-C5B7836FC35A
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expressed interest in developing these amendments and duplicated the file so 


that the GAO Committee could consider the amendments later. With that, the 


BOS voted 9-2 (Brown Safai) to approve the more general “oppose, unless 


amended” resolution so that the City could state clearly its interest in getting 


amendments before any further action by the state legislature. 
 


• 190093 Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Community Plan Evaluation - 1052-


1060 Folsom Street and 190-194 Russ Street. Staff: Sheyner, Espiritu, White. 


3:00 PM Special Order, Items 20-23 


• 190097 Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - Proposed Project at 


1052-1060 Folsom Street and 190-194 Russ Street. Staff: Sucre/Starr. 3:00 Pm 


Special Order. Items 24-27 
 


Finally, the Board took up the CEQA and CU appeal 1052-1060 Folsom Street. 


This Project includes the demolition of five existing buildings on three lots, 


merger of the lots into one parcel, and the construction of a new seven-story, 


mixed use building containing ground floor retail space and 63 dwelling units. 


 


The CEQA appeal dealt mainly with whether the shadow was a significant impact 


to the adjacent park. During the CEQA hearing Supervisor Peskin made several 


comments about the original intention of Proposition K and the ability of the Rec 


and Parks Commission and the Planning Commission’s to hold join hearings on 


shadow issues, which did not happen in this case. He also discussed the ability 


of the Rec and Parks commission to weigh the benefits of the project against the 


projected shadow. This issue was germane because the Rec and Parks 


commission had rejected an early project that was significantly smaller a few 


years ago for shadow impacts. Supervisor Haney, though, did not feel that the 


CEQA review as inadequate and made a motion to uphold the CEQA 


determination and reject the appeal. This motion passed with Supervisor Peskin 


voting against it and Supervisor Safai recused.  



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3846978&GUID=0472DB6C-AFCA-41AA-95EA-DBF6A49C8D0E

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3846979&GUID=4ABDF7CF-7C63-4215-8D67-7F9EEEA7111D
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On the issue of the CU however, the Board had more latitude to evaluate the 


merits of the project. The public comment for this item was very long, and dozens 


of children who live in the area and use the park, as well as other members of the 


community spoke out against the project. Their concerns were over the proposed 


shadow on the park and the continuing gentrification of their neighborhood. 


There were also several speakers in favor of the proposed project, who noted the 


need for more housing in San Francisco, and the fact that the proposed project 


would provide 15 on-site Inclusionary units and not cause displacement of 


existing residents. 


 


At the end of the public comment, Supervisor Haney made a motion to overturn 


the Planning Commission’s CU approval and send the project back to the 


Commission stating that the proposed project’s impact on the adjacent park 


rendered it not necessary or desirable. This motion passed on a unanimous vote 


with Supervisor Safai recused.  







~ ~ ~~~K


Potential Amendments to SB50 to Address San Francisco concerns:


1) to preclude use of SB50 as the base zoning for purposes of calculating the State Density
Bonus ("no double dipping" provision);


~ 2) to eliminate the ability for SB50 projects to request three/additional incentives or
t! concessions identical to those offered under the State Density Bonus Law;


~ 3) to preserve the authority of local jurisdictions to deny demolition permits to code
complying SB50 projects which involve demolition of existing residential units,
including any proposed,changes under current or future state legislation to amend the
Housing Accountability Act;


4) to guarantee San Francisco local authority to increase inclusionary requiref~ients on
SB50 projects of 10 units or less, as well as on all SB 50 projects equivalent to or greater
than rates applied under HOME-SF or as otherwise proposed through San Francisco's
established process for updating its Inclusionary Housing program, involving the
Controller's Office and Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee; '~jp


5) to preclude use of SB50 incentives for construction of ̀monster homes' and to ensure
use of SB50 results in a net increase of units ("anti-monster home" provision);


6) to establish threshold criteria for increased zoned capacity which if met by local Area
Plans would preclude application of SB50 to neighborhoods covered by said Area Plans;


7) to amend application of Costa Hawkins and the Ellis Act to allow for greater tenant
protection in sensitive communities, as defined by the legislation; and


8) to provide a meaningful community feedback process on proposed boundaries of
~-' sensitive communities, for the State to consider, respond to, and revise said boundaries


~~ where appropriate. This process might, for example, mirror the federal process for public
~ review and comment on the decennial census.
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From: Starr, Aaron (CPC)
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC);

Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Board Report
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2019 12:26:02 PM
Attachments: 2019_04_11 with Attatchment.pdf
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Please see attached.
 
Aaron Starr, MA
Manager of Legislative Affairs
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6362 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: aaron.starr@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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Potential Amendments to SB50 to Address San Francisco concerns:


1) to preclude use of SB50 as the base zoning for purposes of calculating the State Density
Bonus ("no double dipping" provision);


~ 2) to eliminate the ability for SB50 projects to request three/additional incentives or
t! concessions identical to those offered under the State Density Bonus Law;


~ 3) to preserve the authority of local jurisdictions to deny demolition permits to code
complying SB50 projects which involve demolition of existing residential units,
including any proposed,changes under current or future state legislation to amend the
Housing Accountability Act;


4) to guarantee San Francisco local authority to increase inclusionary requiref~ients on
SB50 projects of 10 units or less, as well as on all SB 50 projects equivalent to or greater
than rates applied under HOME-SF or as otherwise proposed through San Francisco's
established process for updating its Inclusionary Housing program, involving the
Controller's Office and Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee; '~jp


5) to preclude use of SB50 incentives for construction of ̀monster homes' and to ensure
use of SB50 results in a net increase of units ("anti-monster home" provision);


6) to establish threshold criteria for increased zoned capacity which if met by local Area
Plans would preclude application of SB50 to neighborhoods covered by said Area Plans;


7) to amend application of Costa Hawkins and the Ellis Act to allow for greater tenant
protection in sensitive communities, as defined by the legislation; and


8) to provide a meaningful community feedback process on proposed boundaries of
~-' sensitive communities, for the State to consider, respond to, and revise said boundaries


~~ where appropriate. This process might, for example, mirror the federal process for public
~ review and comment on the decennial census.
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SWEET SONG TURNED SOUR
When that great song was written, you could actually SEE 'halfway to the stars'—the top of Nob Hill—from the cable car turntable
at Powell and Market Streets. Now, you can't. This classic shot from 1964 shows the view that was essentially unchanged for half a
century. Today, the view is gone, the block is dark, and historic elements have been removed. Market Street Railway wants to help

change that, giving our cable cars the surroundings they deserve. STORY, Page 2. Photo from OpenSFNistory.org, image wnp25.4639.
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Dear Joel:

The California Land Use Law Conference is back, and you won't want to miss a minute of the

valuable programming and networking opportunities.

Your engaging faculty has identified the hot topics affecting all of California. They will provide

all points of view on real-world examples of ongoing or recent cases, giving you practical

information that you can use.

• Affordable and Multi-Family Housing

• Regional Planning for the 2020's

• CEQA

• General Plans and Zoning

• Evolving State and Federal Law

• Litigation

• Fees, Dedications, and Takings

• Disaster Recovery: A Critical Issue for Public Agencies

... and much more

Register today! We look forward to seeing you in June.

Sincerely,

The best faculty. The best experience.
t , /

/'~`
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Alan Murphy, Esq., Program Co-Chair
Perkins Coie, San Francisco

Featuring Experts From:
• Building Industry Association

• City of San Clemente

• City of Santa Rosa

• David J. Powers &Associates

• Dyett & Bhatia

■ Good City Company

■ Habitat for Humanity

• Redwood City

... and California's leading law firms!

Alan Murphy, a partner with Perkins Coie in
San Francisco, focuses his practice on land use
and development matters, including associated
environmental review. He secures and defends
land use entitlements for complex projects
and counsels clients in preparing development
applications, throughout the approval process
and in due diligence. Mr. Murphy has significant
experience with local general plans, specific
plans, zoning codes, use permits, variances, the
Density Bonus Law, other state housing legislation,
development agreements, and CEQA. Mr. Murphy
regularly represents clients before city councils
and boards of supervisors, planning commissions,
courts, and local appellate boards.
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Veronica Ramirez, Esq., Program Co-Chair
City Attorney
Redwood City

Veronica Ramirez was appointed as City Attorney
of Redwood City in 2016, after previously serving
as Senior Assistant City Attorney, counseling
Redwood City departments on a wide variety of
legal matters. She acts as chief legal officer to the
City Council, City Manager, and other executives
on key issues. She has extensive experience with
a variety of complex, high-profile projects in
the areas of land use and real estate, including
acting as chief legal advisor to the City's Planning
Commission. Prior to working for Redwood City,
Ms. Ramirez worked for a variety of Northern
California law firms, specializing in litigation, land
use, and transactions.

CONFERENCE
LOCATION &HOTEL
ACCOMMODATIONS

The BASF Conference Center in the
Bentley Reserve building is centraiiy
located in the F;nancial District,
adjacent to the Embarcadero Center,
and is a 5-10 minute walk from the
Montgomery and Embarcadero
BART stations.

Hotel Reservations
Club Quarters Hotel
424 Clay Street
San Francisco, CA 94111
memberservices@clubquarters.com
203-905-2100
Group Code: ABA612

Locateii less than one block froi~~
BASF Conference Center, the Club
Quarters Hotel offers the hest of both
business and leisure attractions. Parks,
shops, and restaurants surround the
hotel, while Chinatown, Market Street,
and the Ferry Quilding are al l a short
walk away.

REGISTER NOW cle.com/CaliforniaLandUseLaw or (800) 873-7130

REGISTER NOW! cle.com/CaliforniaLandUseLaw or (800) 873-7130 SCHEDULE AND INFORMATION INSIDE

Bar Association of
San Francisco (BASF)
Conference Center
301 Battery Street
San Francisco, CA 94111



THURSDAY, JUNE 13

8:00 Registration and Networking Continental Breakfast

8:30 Welcome and Introduction
Overview of Day One

Alan Murphy, Esq., Program Co-Chair
Perkins Coie, San Francisco

Veronica Ramirez, Esq., Program Co-Chair, City Attorney
Redwood City

8:45 hand Use Litigation
What Litigators and Non-Litigators Need to Know

Rick W. Jarvis, Esq.
Jarvis, Fay &Gibson, Oakland

Amanda Monchamp, Esq.
Monchamp Meldrum, San Francisco

10:00 Networking Break

io:is General Plans and Zoning
Revisions to Guidelines and Other Changes

Vivian Kahn, FAICP, Associate Principal
Dyett & Bhatia, Oakland

Steven T. Mattas, Esq.
Meyers Nave, Oakland

11:15 Evolving State and Federal Law
Grab Bag of Current Environmental Issues

Coastallssues
Cecilia Gallardo-Daly, Community Development Director
City of San Clemente

The Endangered Species Act
Kathryn Oehlschlager, Esq.
Downey Brand, San Francisco

Federal and State Clean Water Acts, and WOTUS
Roderick E. Walston, Esq.
Best Best &Krieger, Walnut Creek

12::30 Lunch Break (on your own)

1:45 Affordable and Multifamily Housing
Overview of the Law and Discussion of Current Developments

Tamsen Plume, Esq.
Holland &Knight, San Francisco

Maureen Sedonaen, MBA, CEO
Habitat for Humanity, Greater San Francisco

Alan Murphy, Esq., Program Co-Chair

3:00 Networking Break

3:15 Exactions
Fees, Dedications, and Takings, and How to Think Through
the Issues; Multiple Perspectives on Nuts and Bolts,
and Litigation Issues

Alexandra Barnhill, Esq.
Jarvis, Fay &Gibson, Oakland

Geoffrey L. Robinson, Esq.
Perkins Coie, San Francisco

Kevin D. Siegel, Esq.
Burke, Williams &Sorensen, Oakland

4:30 Elimination of Bias
Issues in Life. and Land Use

Stacey N. Sheston, Esq.
Best Best &Krieger, Sacramento

5;30 Adjourn

FRIDAY, JUNE 14

8:00 Continental Breakfast

8,25 Welcome Back
Overview of Day Two

Alan Murphy, Esq., Program Co-Chair

Veronica Ramirez, Esq., Program Co-Chair

s:3o The CEQA Review Process
When to Prepare and How to Review an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR)

Akoni Danielsen, Vice President and Principal Project Manager
David J. Powers and Associates, San Jose

Jennifer Hernandez, Esq.
Holland &Knight, San Francisco

~ 3o CEQA Reform
Updates to Guidelines and Draft Legislation

Margaret Sohagi, Esq.
The Sohagi Law Group, Los Angeles

10:15 Networking Break

10:30 Disaster Recovery
A Critical Issue for Public Agencies

Sue A. Gallagher, Esq., City Attorney and
David M. Guhin, Assistant City Manager/
Director, Planning and Economic Development
City of Santa Rosa

11:45 Lunch Break (on your own)

~:oo Regional Planning for the 2020's
Where We're Going and How to Get There

Aaron Aknin, AICP, Principal/Co-Owner
Good City Company, San Carlos

Paul Campos, Esq., Senior Vice President of Governmental
Affairs and General Counsel
Building Industry Association, Sacramento

2:~5 Ethics
California's New Rules of Professional Responsibility in the Land
Use Context

Amy L. Bomse, Esq.
Arnold &Porter, San Francisco

3:15 Evaluations and Adjourn

Earn up to 12 Hours MCLE Credit
Including One Hour of Ethics and
One Hour of Elimination of Bias

Earn up to 12 Hours of AICP Credit
<`,

MEET YOUR DISTINGUISHED FACULTY

PROGRAM CO-CHAIRS

Alan Murphy, Esq.
Program Co-Chair
Perkins Coie, San Francisco

Veronica Ramirez, Esq.
Program Co-Chair
City Attorney
Redwood City

SPEAKERS

PROGRAM ATTORNEY: Kerry Mason, kerry@cle.com

Aaron Aknin, AICP, Principal/Co-Owner
Good City Company, San Carlos

Alexandra Barnhill, Esq.
Jarvis, Fay &Gibson, Oakland

Amy L. Bomse, Esq.
Arnold &Porter, San Francisco

Paul Campos, Esq., Senior Vice President of
Governmental Affairs and General Counsel
Building Industry Association, Sacramento

Akoni Danielsen
ice President and Principal Project Manager
David J. Powers &Associates, San Jose

Sue A. Gallagher, Esq., City Attorney
City of Santa Rosa

Cecilia Gallardo-Daly
Community Development Director
City of San Clemente

David M. Guhin, Assistant City Manager/
Director, Planning and Economic Development
City of Santa Rosa

Jennifer Hernandez, Esq.
Holland &Knight, San Francisco

Rick W. Jarvis, Esq.
Jarvis, Fay &Gibson, Oakland

Vivian Kahn, FAICP, Associate Principal
Dyett & Bhatia, Oakland

Steven T. Mattas, Esq.
Meyers Nave, Oakland

Amanda Monchamp, Esq.
Monchamp Meldrum, San Francisco

Tamsen Plume, Esq.
Holland &Knight, San Francisco

Kathryn Oehlschlager, Esq.
Downey Brand, San Francisco

Geoffrey L. Robinson, Esq.
Perkins Coie, San Francisco

Maureen Sedonaen, MBA, CEO
Habitat for Humanity, Greater San Francisco

Stacey N. Sheston, Esq.
Best Best &Krieger, Sacramento

Kevin D. Siegel, Esq.
Burke, Williams &Sorensen, Oakland

Margaret Sohagi, Esq.
The Sohagi Law Group, Los Angeles

Roderick E. Walston, Esq.
Best Best &Krieger, Walnut Creek
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YES! Please register the following: Mail Code: AMP2

Name noel Koppel

Email

Name

Email

Name

Email

Firm

Address 1650 Mission St Ste 400

City San Francisco

State CA Zip+4 94103-2480

Phone Fax

Cancellation
Full tuition refunds (less a $75 administrative charge) will be given only if
notice of cancellation is received at least seven days prior to the
Conference. Substitutions may be made at any time.

Course Materials provided in electronic format only.

Tuition (Includes Course Materials) -Same Price as Last Year
❑ $895 per person
❑ $795 each for 2 or more
❑ $695 each for 5 or more

Government or Nonprofit:

❑ $795 per person
❑ $695 each for 2 or more
❑ $595 each for 5 or more

Audio Home Study -available after the Conference
❑ $895 Audio Transcript and Course Materials

Course Materials Only -available after the Conference
❑ $250

Payment
Check payable to CLE International $ or charge my:

❑ VISA ❑ MASTERCARD ❑AMEX Expiration Date:

Cardholder Name

Card No.

Signature
OO 2019 CLE I NTERNATIONAL SFO W L4

REGISTER NOW! cle.com/CaliforniaLandUseLaw or (800) 873-7130 REGISTER NOW! cle.com/CaliforniaLandUseLaw or (800) 873-7130
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Water Boards ~ ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIOS

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board ~ECE' V rch 2019
Ep

Clean-up Plan Proposed APR ~ 1 ?019
Invitation for Public Comment ~~TP~&NNOUNTY pF S F

India Basin, 900 Innes Avenue, San Francisco CPCMPC TMENT

The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) is the lead agency
overseeing the environmental clean-up of the India Basin, 900 Innes Avenue site (Site), for use as a
future public park. Figure 1 shows the location and extent of the Site. The Water Board is holding a
30-day public comment period from March 29, 2019 to April 30, 2019 on the Draft Clean-up Plan, also
known as a "Draft Remedial Action Plan and Remedial Design Report." A Public Meeting will be held to
present the Draft Clean-up Plan, answer questions, and receive comments. Public Meeting details and
how you may comment are listed below. Copies of the Draft Clean-up Plan are available online or at the
document locations listed on page 5.

The Draft Clean-up Plan details the work that the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (City)
w i l l perform, focusing on landside (onshore) soils and nearshore and offshore Bay sediments.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: March 29, 2019 —April 30, 2019

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING: Tuesday, April 16, 2019, 5:30pm-6:30pm at

Our Lady of Lourdes Parish Hall, 404 Hawes Street San Francisco, CA 94124

You can submit comments orally or in writing. Please send your comments by April 30,
2019, to: Mark Johnson, Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region,
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, California 94612, mark.johnson@waterboards.ca.~
or phone: (510) 622-2493.

Site History and Background

The Site is located on the eastern shoreline of San Francisco, in the Bayview-Hunters Point
neighborhood.

The 900 Innes property functioned as a boat building and repair facility for over 120 years. The City
acquired the property in 2014. The Site, which is no longer in use, contains historical buildings, paved
areas, boat launches, and docks. The Site location, layout and historical uses are shown in Figure 1
below.

The City plans to redevelop the Site to create improved parkland along the shoreline, connect the Site to
the India Basin Shoreline Park (to the north), and fil l a gap in the Bay Trail.
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San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

Environmental Studies

Since 2013, several studies have been completed at the Site to determine the type and levels of pollution present.

Contaminants found in onshore soil and Bay sediment include metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, polycyclic aromatic

hydrocarbons, and polychlorinated biphenyls. These chemicals are commonly associated with boat building and repair

operations. The highest contaminant concentrations in the onshore soil were measured within the top 1 foot (green area,

Figure 2). Below this depth, the highest concentrations were measured near the historical boat launch (yellow area, Figure 2).

The highest contaminant concentrations in the Bay sediment were measured near the shoreline (purple area, Figure 2).

Further offshore, contaminants were mostly buried under several feet of sediment, except in one isolated location where

contaminants were found near the surface (dotted tan circle, upper right, Figure 2). Site groundwater contained various

metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons but at low concentrations that would not pose a

significant threat to the Bay or would require active clean-up.

Draft Clean-up Plan

The City is carrying out a voluntary clean-up of the Site to protect both future park users and the environment. The Draft

Clean-up Plan addresses pollutant impacts found on the Site. These impacts are categorized into two major areas that are

targeted for clean-up: (i) onshore soils and (ii) nearshore and offshore Bay sediments. These clean-up areas are shown on

Figure 2.

Clean-up goals and designs were developed for identified pollutants to protect future human health and aquatic uses at the

Site. The onshore soils will be removed to depths of 2 feet and 5 feet (shown in green and yellow on Figure 2). The historical

Shipwright's Cottage will be saved and cleaned up during the clean-up work. All other debris will be removed. The nearshore

sediments will be removed to a depth of 4 feet (shown in purple on Figure 2). Removed soils, sediments, and debris will be

hauled off-site by truck to one or more appropriately permitted landfill facilities.

Soil removal on the onshore portion will be followed by geotextile placement (bright colored plastic net fabric), then by a

Clean Cover of 2 to 5 feet of fill soil to restore final surface grades. The geotextile will act as a marker between the Clean Cover

soil and native site soil. All fill soil will be tested prior to use to confirm it is clean. Clean Cover placement will eliminate

exposure to any residual contamination in soil. Sediment removal in the nearshore area will also be followed by Clean Cover

placement but will not include the geotextile marker. One area in the offshore sediments (dotted tan circle, upper right,

Figure 2) will be capped with clean layer of sand.

Samples will be collected during the clean-up work to confirm that the clean-up goals are met. These efforts will protect

future park users and plants and animals in the Bay.
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San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

Once clean-up has been completed, a Land Use Control and Site Management Plan (SMP) will be applied to the property. The
Land Use Control requires that the Site uses protect the clean-up actions taken. The SMP sets forth procedures for soil

handling to be used both during and following park construction to protect human health, the environment and make sure

the Clean Cover is protected. The SMP will also ensure that deeper soil below the clean fill layer is handled properly and not
brought to the surface.

Next Steps

The public is encouraged to submit comments on the Draft Clean-up Plan. The public review period is from March 29, 2019 to
April 30, 2019. A public meeting will take place on April 16, 2019, from 5:30pm to 6:30pm, at Our Lady of Lourdes Parish Hall,
404 Hawes Street San Francisco, CA 94124. The Water Board will review, consider and respond to all comments.
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San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

The Water Board will then respond to the Draft Clean-up Plan.

Draft Clean-up Plan Availability

The Draft Clean-up Plan can be found in the following locations:

Online: The Water Board maintains their files online on the GeoTracker website at:

https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov. (Click first on "Tools" and then on "Advanced Search" and enter Case ID

number: T10000009966).

Bayview/Linda Brooks-Burton Public Library, Reference Desk

5075 3rd Street

San Francisco, California 94124

Hours of Operation

Sunday: 1:00 p.m. — 5:00 p.m.

Monday: 10:00 a.m. — 6:00 p.m.

Tuesday: 10:00 a.m. — 8:00 p.m.

Wednesday: 10:00 a.m. — 8:00 p.m.

Thursday: 10:00 a.m. — 6:00 p.m.

Friday: 1:00 p.m. — 6:00 p.m.

Saturday: 10:00 a.m. — 6:00 p.m.

Additional Information

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was published on September 13, 2017, for public comment. Responses to

comments on the Draft EIR were published on July 11, 2018. The Draft and Final EIR can be found on the City and County of

San Francisco Planning Department website: https://sf-plannin~.or~/environmental-impact-reports-negative-declarations.

Additional project information can be found at the City's website dedicated to the India Basin Waterfront redevelopment

project: http://ibwaterfrontparks.com.

Water Board Contact Information

Mark Johnson

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region

1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400,

Oakland, California 94612

(510) 622-2493

mark.johnson@waterboards.ca.gov

ESTE AVISO ESTA DISPONIBLE EN ESPAIVOL

Se puede solicitar este aviso en espanol. Por favor pongase en contacto con Mark Johnson

del Tablero (Junta) de Control de Calidad de Agua Regional, Region de la Bahia de San

Francisco por correo electronico a mark.iohnson@waterboards.ca.~ov para recibir una

version traducida. Tambien se puede encontrar en el sitio Web GeoTracker:

https://~eotracker.waterboards.ca.~ov. (Naga clic en "Tools" y entonces en "Advanced

Search" e ingrese el numero de identification del caso: T10000009966).
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