From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC); Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: File No. 2019-004216CUA

Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 9:02:06 AM

Attachments: Ms Hicks Planning.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Daniel Bergerac <danielbergerac@mac.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 3:16 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: File No. 2019-004216CUA

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

Daniel Bergerac
Jobetty, LLC/Mudpuppy's
Office 415/231-6350
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JOBETTY 536 Castro Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

T 415-231-6350

danielbergerac@mac.com

May 22, 2019

Bridget Hicks, Staff Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103
Re: File No. 2019-004216CUA

Re: Eureka Sky (Sugar) 3989-17th Street, San Francisco
Romwald (Ray) Connolly, Desmond Morgan, Chris Callaway

Dear Ms. Hicks,

As a merchant on Castro Street, | am very excited to welcome Mr.’s Connolly and
Morgan to the neighborhood.  The Castro neighborhood has been plagued with
empty storefronts and this new business will fill an important location. Having met
and worked with both gentlemen, | am certain they will run a top notch retail store.

-Best

i
;é -

/

Daniel Bergerac






From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2017-007582CUA 225 VASQUEZ AVE

Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 9:01:31 AM

Commissioners,
Please be advised that 225 Vasquez will be requesting a continuance to 6/27.

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 4:30 PM

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

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>
Subject: 2017-007582CUA 225 VASQUEZ AVE

Hi Jonas,

2017-007582CUA on tomorrow’s agenda is requesting a continuance to June 27t

This project is new construction with an ADU, so approval is contingent on the Legislation currently
with the BOS.

Thanks!

Jeff Horn, Senior Planner

Southwest Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 415-575-6925 | Email: jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org |San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Jeff Burris <jeff@studiol2arch.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 4:18 PM

To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Land Use Committee

Jeff,
To be clear: Please request a continuance to June 27th.
And if an early slot is possible, please lobby for that.
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Thanks,
Jeff.

On Tue, May 21, 2019 at 6:29 PM Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org> wrote:
Hi Jeff,

It is likely best to continue.

If the Legislation is approved by LU on 6/3, it could be have it’s 1% read at the full BOS on 6/11.

We would like to recommend to you a date of 6/27, based on current availability of our June
Commission agenda’s.

Jeff Horn, Senior Planner

Southwest Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-6925 | Email: jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org |San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Jeff Burris <jeff@studiol2arch.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 2:40 PM

To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Land Use Committee

What shall we do to move our hearing to the next calendar?
Do | need to request a continuance at the hearing?

On Tue, May 21, 2019 at 1:45 PM Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org> wrote:
Hi Jeff,

The Amendment was continued to June 3rd, but more for logistics than big edits/changes. The
Amendment was “duplicated”, which means they pulled out all the controversial items into a
new Code Amendment that will go back to the Planning Commission.

The Amendment that goes back to LU Commission on June 3" will have much more limited in
scope, but will include the language to allow an ADU in a new construction project.

Jeff Horn, Senior Planner

Southwest Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-6925 | Email: jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org
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From: Jeff Burris <jeff@studiol2arch.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 5:22 PM

To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>
Subject: Land Use Committee

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

Jeff,

Did you hear how the Land Commission voted today?

Jeff Burris | Studiol2 Architecture
principal
p 415.503.0212

www.studiol2arch.com

1501 Mariposa Street, #319
San Francisco, CA 94107

Jeff Burris | Studio12 Architecture
principal
p 415.503.0212

www.studiol2arch.com

1501 Mariposa Street, #319
San Francisco, CA 94107

Jeff Burris | Studio12 Architecture
principal
p 415.503.0212

www.studiol2arch.com

1501 Mariposa Street, #319
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San Francisco, CA 94107



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Please vote YES and support Eureka Sky on June 13that 3989 17thStreet — Castro

Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 8:59:51 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Rita Schmid <ritavny@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 6:14 PM

To: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>; Rodriguez, Marisa (ADM)
<marisa.rodriguez@sfgov.org>

Cc: ray@castroplace.com

Subject: Please vote YES and support Eureka Sky on June 13that 3989 17thStreet — Castro

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

Dear Bridget Hicks, Planning Commissioners and Marisa Rodriquez,

I’'m writing to express my strong support for Eureka Sky (formally Sugar) opening a Retail Cannabis

Dispensary at 3989 171"St, San Francisco CA 94114. This location is essential for me in “The Castro” for
both recreational and medicinal cannabis. | am excited about Eureka Sky, they are providing a much-
needed service in the neighborhood. The business and convenient location to public transportation will
be a fantastic addition to the neighborhood

Please vote “YES” on June 13!, - File No. 2019-004216CUA and Application No. 8-12497

Many thanks in advance for your support.

Rita V. Schmid
Broker Associate
Cell: 917.892.1212

Ritavny@gmail.com
RitaSchmidSF
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Butkus, Audrey (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Activspace Small Business Owner Comment

Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 8:59:41 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Anne-Marie Basso <therapy@abassolmft.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 7:00 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Activspace Small Business Owner Comment

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

Hello Mr. Lonin,

I am a small business owner in the Activspace building in the mission. | have had a private practice
therapy business out of Activspace for the past three years. When looking for an office three years
ago | looked at many around the city. | chose activespace for several reasons:

¢ | had worked out of a therapy collective serving the queer community in the castro for the
four years prior and needed to find an office nearby so my clients could move with me.

e because as a women | felt safe at Activspace with its security cameras and locked doors and
community feel.

o Affordability. As a woman owning a small business with only myself supporting me | was not
able to afford most offices in the city. | found maybe two others | could afford but | would
have been afraid to go to work and my clients may have been too. The offices in the same
price range did not feel safe physically and were quite dirty.

My grandparents immigrated to San Francisco from Italy in 1914. My dad was raised in city. | was
raised on the peninsula and | have been living in SF for the past 15 years. | am a renter in this city
and | have already resigned to the reality that | may not ever own a home here as my working class
grandparents did. Now possibly getting evicted from my office is another reminder that | may not be
welcome in this city. | would like for that not to be true as | think | am a positive contributor to the
community. | hope the planning department will make the right decision and allow us to stay and
develop our businesses further.
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As an addition my business is booming at Activspace. This place is a unique and vibrant beehive of
services for the Mission. Because there are so many startups and tech businesses in the
neighborhood now these employees need local small businesses to get their personal needs met. |
get calls daily of local employees wanting therapy they can walk to from work. It would be a
detriment to the current community to lose the many services activspace offers.

Thank you for taking my comments into consideration.

Sincerely,
Anne-Marie Basso LMFT
415-205-3955

Anne-Marie Basso, LMFT



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Butkus, Audrey (CPC)

Subject: FW: ActivSpace Business Legitimization Program

Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 8:58:18 AM

Jonas P. Tonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Shana Astrachan <sastrachan@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 8:25 AM

To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: ActivSpace Business Legitimization Program

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

Hello,

I am a tenant at ActivSpace in the Mission in SF. I cannot attend the meeting today. However I would like to express
my concern of the Legitimization Program. I am an artist and use the space for production, so the program would
not effect me as deeply as other business in the building. However I am aware that so many use the building for
businesses that are really needed in San Francisco such as therapists and other personal services. As a resident of
San Francisco that has lived in the city for over twenty years I am aware of the lack of options for spaces for small
businesses. I urge you to make it easier for these businesses to stay where they are. Please put any financial
responsibilities of fees on the building owners. They should be responsible for the fees and any paperwork related to
this. They have rented to business and individuals that should not have to suddenly incure added fees and paperwork
to continue their business.

Thank you
Shana

415-420-0527
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 400 Divisadero — Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing
Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 8:57:56 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Jim Summers <att6jim@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 8:07 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@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>; Woods, Mary (CPC) <mary.woods@sfgov.org>;
affordabledivis@gmail.com

Subject: Opposition to 400 Divisadero — Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

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

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am a neighbor who is opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St., and 1048-
1064 Oak St., as proposed, for the following reasons:

The style and architecture of this building proposal wouldn't even pass a planning
commission approval in Texas, where the developers are based. So, why would we be
allow something like this to be built here in SF, in 2019!?!. This is beautiful historical
victorian SF neighborhood, full of beautiful turn of the century victorians. The proposed
building looks like some type of administrative hospital building, in South Texas.

Also, a mere 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.The project
fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero
Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50%
affordability in new projects.The developer has consistently ignored community
demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community
engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.” The project
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is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit
to neighborhood residents and community members.

Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and the community members of SF,
and DO NOT approve this project.

Thank you in advance, for any help with stoping this,

Jim Summers
415/730-7739



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: 400 divis

Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 8:57:11 AM
Attachments: Please Support 400 Divisadero @ Oak Complex.msa

Opposition to 400 Divisadero Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing.msg
Re 400 Divisadero Project (Agenda Item 18 May 23 2019 hearing).msa
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Please Support 400 Divisadero @ Oak Complex

		From

		DPH-jxlowell.jal

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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



 



Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
I am a neighbor in full support to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reason yes it has 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units.

Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and approve this project.

Thank you, 






Peace be with you,



 



John Alex Lowell








Email address: jxlowell.jal@gmail.com



881 Hayes Street




Cell phone: 415-533-7857






Opposition to 400 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Karla Nagy

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Brown, Vallie (BOS)

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com; vallie.brown@sfgov.org





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







Dear Planning Commissioners,



I have lived at Page and Divisadero for 25 years and participated in the development of the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan. I am opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons:



1) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.



2) The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.



3) The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”



4) The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community members.



Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project as proposed until there is a higher percentage of affordable housing.



Thank you




Re: 400 Divisadero Project (Agenda Item 18, May 23, 2019 hearing)

		From

		Dean Preston

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Cc

		Woods, Mary (CPC)

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org



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



 



Earlier today, after submission of the original version of my letter, Planner Mary Woods corrected her prior statement and confirmed that the three replacement units are not being counted toward the required BMR units. I appreciate the prompt correction. Based on the correction from Planning, the paragraph beginning "In addition, the current proposal appears not to comply with even the minimal 20% BMR requirement..." is no longer relevant. A revised letter removing that paragraph (with no other changes) is attached. 









Thank you again for your attention to this matter.








Dean Preston






On Wed, May 22, 2019 at 10:48 AM Dean Preston <deanpreston7@gmail.com> wrote:




Attached is a letter regarding 400 Divisadero, reprinted below. Thank you for your attention to this matter.



Dean Preston



***





May 22, 2019





By Email





President Melgar & Commissioners



San Francisco Planning Commission








Dear President Melgar & Commissioners:





I am writing to express serious concerns about the proposed development at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak Street, San Francisco, which is before the Planning Commission on May 23, 2019 for Conditional Use authorization.  I live four blocks from the site. 





I welcome housing at this site, but cannot support this proposal without substantial changes. Put simply, San Francisco can do better for its residents at this location. The project does not provide enough affordable housing, has not committed to using union labor, does not offset its transit impacts, and fails to address the Divisadero Community Plan.  I request that the Commission impose additional conditions on approval, including but not limited to: 





*	Require the developer to provide at least 33% BMR units onsite (in addition to the three replacement units)



*	Require the developer to commit to using union labor for the project



*	Require additional transit impact fees to relieve proximate MUNI lines from overcrowding



*	Explicitly address the Divisadero Community Plan and incorporate requirements of that plan to the greatest extent possible, with an explanation of the basis for rejecting any elements of that community plan. 





To the extent that the Commission does not make these changes at this week’s hearing, I request that the Commission grant a short continuance to allow for negotiations on these key issues.





Background





This is a large development that will have a lasting impact on the neighborhood for years to come. This is one of the largest developable sites in District 5. The Planning Commission has an opportunity to improve the project to make it an asset to the neighborhood instead of a liability.





In 2015, Divisadero was upzoned without meaningful community input. This site was proposed for 51 units of housing before the rezoning, and was amended after the upzoning to more than triple the number of units on the same site.  It is now proposed at 184 units. Thanks to the upzoning, the developer’s profits will increase dramatically.





The original rezoning included no increase in the affordability rates or other community benefits.  This was astonishing. The community organized to form Affordable Divis and push back on the giveaway, calling for higher affordability rates.  Ultimately, due to our pressure, then-Supervisor Breed introduced legislation to require 23% affordable on Divis. That legislation sat on the Supervisor’s desk for over two years, going nowhere despite community demands. Finally, in 2018, Supervisor Brown advanced a version of the legislation. Despite being inadequate, the affordability legislation was a step forward. For pipeline projects like 400 Divis, the new legislation calls for 20% BMR units onsite.





It is worth noting that despite repeated attempts by community members to negotiate the number of affordable units with the developer, the developer has steadfastly refused to make any commitments to more affordable housing than the minimum required by law. 





Lack of Affordable Housing





80% of the proposed units will be completely unaffordable to most residents of the neighborhood where the project is proposed. The proposed 20% BMR is just too low.  





The City’s own 2016 nexis study shows that development at this rate of affordability does not even address the new affordable housing need created by the project.  This project as proposed will accelerate gentrification and displacement from the neighborhood.





Residents in the area overwhelmingly approved a Community Plan calling for 50% BMR in new large-scale developments on Divisadero, a plan completely ignored by the developer and City Hall decision makers. In addition, with respect to pipeline projects, a community petition called for at least ⅓ of the units to be affordable. Both documents have previously been shared with Planning and the developer.





In 2016, San Francisco voters approved 25% inclusionary housing by a ⅔ margin. Support for that measure was even stronger in District 5, the site of the project, where a whopping 75% of voters demanded 25% affordable housing in new developments. This was a requirement that applied to projects citywide in the absence of any upzoning.  We should certainly be demanding more than that where there is upzoning that confers significant value upon developers.





It is worth contrasting the Divisadero project with 65 Ocean Avenue, a project of a similar scale.  65 Ocean Ave was a 191 unit project approved in 2018 with 48 BMR units (25% BMR). Developers on Divisadero do not even meet this level of affordability, despite the fact that units on Divisadero will generate significantly higher returns to the developers than on Ocean Avenue. 





In addition, the current proposal appears not to comply with even the minimal 20% BMR requirement. There are three rent controlled units that are being demolished to make way for the  project. According to an email from City Planner Mary Woods to Affordable Divis on May 21, 2019, “three replacement units would be part of the 37 BMR count.” It makes no sense to count those replacement units toward the 20% BMR required for new construction at this site. One for one replacement of the rent controlled units should be required in addition to the BMR units required, not in place of required BMR units. 





No Union Commitment





Too often, developers seek entitlements not to build the project, but to sell the entitlements. In such circumstances, developers may be reluctant to commit to using union labor, as part of an effort to make the project more attractive to buyers/investors. 





My understanding is that the developer of 400 Divisadero has not committed to using union labor on this project. That is unacceptable and threatens to deprive our local workforce of union jobs simply to maximize investor profits. The Planning Commission should consider a continuance to encourage the developer to commit to using union labor in the development of this site as part of making the case for real community benefits from the project.  





Failure to Offset Transit Impacts





Divisadero was rezoned under NCT legislation on the basis that it is well served by major transit lines. The irony here is not lost on MUNI riders: this project got a windfall density bonus because of transit proximity, yet there were no increased requirements on developers to fund or offset the transit impacts of the high density development.  





According to the staff report, “the proposed Project is not anticipated to generate traffic at levels that would be impediments or burdens on existing transit services and streets. ... The Project Site is well-served by several MUNI lines, including the 6-Haight/Parnassus, 7-Haight/Noriega, 21-Hayes, 24-Divisadero, and N-Judah.”  In fact, the area may have many transit lines but they are currently overburdened. It is common at nearby stops for the buses to be so full during rush hour that passengers cannot even board. Adding hundreds of new residents on one corner with no plan for MUNI certainly does not meet our “Transit First” city policy. We need a plan, rather than simply denial of the problem. 





Failure to Consider Divisadero Community Plan





As noted in a recent letter from Affordable Divis, the Divisadero Community Plan was created in 2015-2016 through a series of five community meetings involving over 500 residents in the immediate neighborhood and sets forth community needs and desires for new development in the Divisadero area.” The Divisadero Community Plan calls for 50% affordability in all new housing development that is ten units or more, and states that increases to bulk, density and height should only be allowed if affordability and all other development requirements of the Plan are adhered to. There has been no response to the plan from the developer or Planning Department.





For these reasons, I urge the Planning Commission to impose additional conditions on the developer as set forth at the beginning of this letter.  Alternatively, I respectfully urge the Commission to grant a short continuance and direct the developer to (a) negotiate with community residents, including Affordable Divis, for more substantial affordability in this project, (b) negotiate with labor representatives for commitments to use union labor in the construction of this project, and (c) come up with a plan to address MUNI impacts of this project.





Thank you for your consideration of these comments.





Sincerely,





Dean Preston





DP Letter to Planning Commission re 400 Divisadero, Revised.pdf

May 22, 2019
By Email

President Melgar & Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission

Dear President Melgar & Commissioners:

I am writing to express serious concerns about the proposed development at 400-444
Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak Street, San Francisco, which is before the Planning
Commission on May 23, 2019 for Conditional Use authorization. | live four blocks from the site.

| welcome housing at this site, but cannot support this proposal without substantial changes. Put
simply, San Francisco can do better for its residents at this location. The project does not
provide enough affordable housing, has not committed to using union labor, does not offset its
transit impacts, and fails to address the Divisadero Community Plan. | request that the
Commission impose additional conditions on approval, including but not limited to:

e Require the developer to provide at least 33% BMR units onsite (in addition to the three
replacement units)
Require the developer to commit to using union labor for the project
Require additional transit impact fees to relieve proximate MUNI lines from overcrowding
Explicitly address the Divisadero Community Plan and incorporate requirements of that
plan to the greatest extent possible, with an explanation of the basis for rejecting any
elements of that community plan.

To the extent that the Commission does not make these changes at this week’s hearing, |
request that the Commission grant a short continuance to allow for negotiations on these key
issues.

Background

This is a large development that will have a lasting impact on the neighborhood for years to
come. This is one of the largest developable sites in District 5. The Planning Commission has
an opportunity to improve the project to make it an asset to the neighborhood instead of a
liability.

In 2015, Divisadero was upzoned without meaningful community input. This site was proposed
for 51 units of housing before the rezoning, and was amended after the upzoning to more than
triple the number of units on the same site. It is now proposed at 184 units. Thanks to the
upzoning, the developer’s profits will increase dramatically.
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The original rezoning included no increase in the affordability rates or other community benefits.
This was astonishing. The community organized to form Affordable Divis and push back on the
giveaway, calling for higher affordability rates. Ultimately, due to our pressure, then-Supervisor
Breed introduced legislation to require 23% affordable on Divis. That legislation sat on the
Supervisor’s desk for over two years, going nowhere despite community demands. Finally, in
2018, Supervisor Brown advanced a version of the legislation. Despite being inadequate, the
affordability legislation was a step forward. For pipeline projects like 400 Divis, the new
legislation calls for 20% BMR units onsite.

It is worth noting that despite repeated attempts by community members to negotiate the
number of affordable units with the developer, the developer has steadfastly refused to make

any commitments to more affordable housing than the minimum required by law.

Lack of Affordable Housing

80% of the proposed units will be completely unaffordable to most residents of the
neighborhood where the project is proposed. The proposed 20% BMR is just too low.

The City’s own 2016 nexis study shows that development at this rate of affordability does not
even address the new affordable housing need created by the project. This project as proposed
will accelerate gentrification and displacement from the neighborhood.

Residents in the area overwhelmingly approved a Community Plan calling for 50% BMR in new
large-scale developments on Divisadero, a plan completely ignored by the developer and City
Hall decision makers. In addition, with respect to pipeline projects, a community petition called
for at least V3 of the units to be affordable. Both documents have previously been shared with
Planning and the developer.

In 2016, San Francisco voters approved 25% inclusionary housing by a % margin. Support for
that measure was even stronger in District 5, the site of the project, where a whopping 75% of
voters demanded 25% affordable housing in new developments. This was a requirement that
applied to projects citywide in the absence of any upzoning. We should certainly be demanding
more than that where there is upzoning that confers significant value upon developers.

It is worth contrasting the Divisadero project with 65 Ocean Avenue, a project of a similar scale.
65 Ocean Ave was a 191 unit project approved in 2018 with 48 BMR units (25% BMR).
Developers on Divisadero do not even meet this level of affordability, despite the fact that units
on Divisadero will generate significantly higher returns to the developers than on Ocean
Avenue.
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No Union Commitment

Too often, developers seek entitlements not to build the project, but to sell the entitlements. In
such circumstances, developers may be reluctant to commit to using union labor, as part of an
effort to make the project more attractive to buyers/investors.

My understanding is that the developer of 400 Divisadero has not committed to using union
labor on this project. That is unacceptable and threatens to deprive our local workforce of union
jobs simply to maximize investor profits. The Planning Commission should consider a
continuance to encourage the developer to commit to using union labor in the development of
this site as part of making the case for real community benefits from the project.

Failure to Offset Transit Impacts

Divisadero was rezoned under NCT legislation on the basis that it is well served by major transit
lines. The irony here is not lost on MUNI riders: this project got a windfall density bonus
because of transit proximity, yet there were no increased requirements on developers to fund or
offset the transit impacts of the high density development.

According to the staff report, “the proposed Project is not anticipated to generate traffic at levels
that would be impediments or burdens on existing transit services and streets. ... The Project
Site is well-served by several MUNI lines, including the 6-Haight/Parnassus, 7-Haight/Noriega,
21-Hayes, 24-Divisadero, and N-Judah.” In fact, the area may have many transit lines but they
are currently overburdened. It is common at nearby stops for the buses to be so full during rush
hour that passengers cannot even board. Adding hundreds of new residents on one corner with
no plan for MUNI certainly does not meet our “Transit First” city policy. We need a plan, rather
than simply denial of the problem.

Failure to Consider Divisadero Community Plan

As noted in a recent letter from Affordable Divis, the Divisadero Community Plan was created in
2015-2016 through a series of five community meetings involving over 500 residents in the
immediate neighborhood and sets forth community needs and desires for new development in
the Divisadero area.” The Divisadero Community Plan calls for 50% affordability in all new
housing development that is ten units or more, and states that increases to bulk, density and
height should only be allowed if affordability and all other development requirements of the Plan
are adhered to. There has been no response to the plan from the developer or Planning
Department.
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For these reasons, | urge the Planning Commission to impose additional conditions on the
developer as set forth at the beginning of this letter. Alternatively, | respectfully urge the
Commission to grant a short continuance and direct the developer to (a) negotiate with
community residents, including Affordable Divis, for more substantial affordability in this project,
(b) negotiate with labor representatives for commitments to use union labor in the construction
of this project, and (c) come up with a plan to address MUNI impacts of this project.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,

Dean Preston










From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)

Subject: FW: In support of 400 Divis

Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 8:56:55 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Elliot Schwartz <elliot.schwartz@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 9:27 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: In support of 400 Divis

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

| am writing in support of 400 Divis. This city needs more housing as soon as possible to address our
housing crisis.

Elliot Schwartz
San Francisco
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: 400 Divis

Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 8:54:48 AM

Attachments: Opposition to 400 Divisadero Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing.msg

Opposition to 400 Divisadero Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing.msg

re 400 Divis agenda item 18 (minimum BMR is not enough).msq

Opposition to 400 Divisadero Project Not Enough Affordable Housing for Our Divisadero Community .msq
Opposition to 400 Divisadero Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing.msg
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Opposition to 400 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Capt Nemo

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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



 



Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
I am a neighbor opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons:
 
1) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

2) The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.

3) The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”

4) The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community members.

Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project as proposed until there is a higher percentage of affordable housing.

Thank you 

J.W. Sheffield, LCSW

Resident adjacent to proposed project
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		To
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Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
I am a neighbor opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons:
 
1) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

2) The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.

3) The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”

4) The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community members.

Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project as proposed until there is a higher percentage of affordable housing.

Thank you




re: 400 Divis, agenda item 18 (minimum BMR is not enough)

		From

		Quintin Mecke

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Cc

		Woods, Mary (CPC)

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org



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



 



May 22, 2019








Dear President Melgar & Commissioners:








I am writing to express serious concerns about the proposed development at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak Street, San Francisco, which is before the Planning Commission on May 23, 2019 for Conditional Use authorization.  








We can all agree that building housing at this site is needed but we simply have to do better with the opportunity that this project, now significantly upzoned, offers the neighborhood and the city.








80% of the proposed units will be completely unaffordable to most residents of the neighborhood where the project is proposed. The proposed 20% BMR is just too low.  








There is no trickle down effect of affordability and upzoning this project without a significant increase in the percentage of affordable units available simply means you are building high-end housing in a desirable location with little to no benefit for working class San Franciscans. This is the textbook definition of gentrification.








The proposal in front of you only exacerbates the growing divide between highly-paid tech and knowledge workers and much lower-paid working people and families employed in service jobs. 








Where is the consideration to provide affordable housing to working class San Franciscans?








Contrasting the 400 Divisadero project with 65 Ocean Avenue, a project of a similar scale.  65 Ocean Ave was a 191 unit project approved in 2018 with 48 BMR units (25% BMR). Developers on Divisadero do not even meet this level of affordability, despite the fact that units on Divisadero will generate significantly higher returns to the developers than on Ocean Avenue. 









The City’s own 2016 nexis study shows that development at this rate of affordability does not even address the new affordable housing need created by the project. This project as proposed will accelerate gentrification and displacement from the neighborhood.








Residents in the area overwhelmingly approved a Community Plan calling for 50% BMR in new large-scale developments on Divisadero, a plan completely ignored by the developer and City Hall decision makers. In addition, with respect to pipeline projects, a community petition called for at least ⅓ of the units to be affordable. Both documents have previously been shared with Planning and the developer.








In 2016, San Francisco voters approved 25% inclusionary housing by a ⅔ margin. Support for that measure was even stronger in District 5, the site of the project, where a whopping 75% of voters demanded 25% affordable housing in new developments. This was a requirement that applied to projects citywide in the absence of any upzoning.  We should certainly be demanding more than that where there is upzoning that confers significant value upon developers.








We can all understand the limits of relying on private development as a primary vehicle to provide affordable housing, but the city (and our neighborhood) needs to get more and deeper levels of affordability than just the minimum requirement for this project.









For these reasons, I respectfully urge the Commission to grant a continuance and direct the developer to (a) negotiate with community residents, including Affordable Divis, for more substantial affordability in this project.








Thank you for your consideration.








Sincerely,



Quintin Mecke






Opposition to 400 Divisadero Project: Not Enough Affordable Housing for Our Divisadero Community 
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		Lisa Awbrey

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
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May 17, 2019





Dear Commissioners,





We are writing to express serious concerns about the lack of affordability in the proposed 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St project.





The proposed 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St project is a 65’ tall six-story residential building containing 186 units (consisting of studio, one, and two-bedroom units) and ground floor retail. 





Yet in the midst of nationally recognized affordability crisis, only 37 of those units are proposed as Below Market Rate or “affordable” units. This represents just 20% affordability for this proposed project, the legal minimum. 





We have specific concerns (outlined below) around the following issues:



*	Lack of Affordability



*	Failure to Address Neighborhood Needs



*	Lack of Public Outreach and Dialogue



*	Need for Increased Affordability to Compensate for (5) CU approvals





There is no trickle down effect of affordability and upzoning this project without a significant increase in the percentage of affordable units available simply means you are building high-end housing in a desirable location with little to no benefit for working class San Franciscans. This is the textbook definition of gentrification.





The proposal in front of you only exacerbates the growing divide between highly-paid tech and knowledge workers and much lower-paid working people and families employed in service jobs. Where is the consideration to provide affordable housing to working class San Franciscans?





As a result, we strongly urge the Planning Commission to stand with neighbors in the Divisadero area and vote NO on the 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St project until there is a significantly higher percentage of affordable housing in this development. 





Project Concerns:





1.) Lack of Affordability and the Divisadero Community Plan





The proposed project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St contains 186 units, yet only 37 of those are proposed as Below Market Rate or “affordable” units. 





This represents just 20% affordability for this proposed project. 





The Divisadero Community Plan (attached) was created in 2016 through a series of five community meetings involving over 500 residents in the immediate neighborhood and dictates community needs and desires for new development in the Divisadero area. This process was led by Affordable Divisadero, a coalition formed in 2015 to in response to the rezoning of Divisadero Street.





The Divisadero Community Plan calls for 50% affordability in all new housing development that is ten units or more, and states that increases to bulk, density and height should only be allowed if affordability and all other development requirements of the Community Plan are adhered to.





It is worth noting that at no time has the developer offered more BMR units than that which is legally mandated by the city, despite our urging at every opportunity that the developer consider neighborhood input and voluntarily increase the percent of below market units. 





The developer for the project claimed that anything more was not feasible, and declined our requests for the numbers on which such a claim was based. The claim is belied by the developers’ continued pursuit of the project despite the increase from 13% to 19% after the 2018 affordability legislation. 





We have long understood that pipeline projects might not meet the 50% standard that the community desires as stated in the Divisadero Community Plan. An early community petition that preceded the Community Plan and was signed by several hundred neighbors called for at least 1/3 of the units to be affordable in these pipeline projects, a standard the current proposal does not come close to meeting. 





It is worth remembering that Divisadero was rezoned for the benefit of these developers in 2015 with no meaningful input from the neighborhood. No increased requirements were placed on developers for this giveaway, Affordable Divisadero fought long and hard to get back some of the benefits for the community. We scored a partial victory last year with the 2018 legislation to increase affordability, though it remains inadequate.





2.) Failure to Address Neighborhood Needs and Preferences as Articulated in the 2016 Divisadero Community Plan





Both the developer and planning staff totally ignored neighborhood needs and preferences for new mixed use development along Divisadero Street as specifically enunciated in the  Divisadero Community Plan of 2016.





It is impossible to understand how staff could determine a projects necessity or desirability , required under Planning Code, without detailed reference to the Divisadero Community Plan. With this failure it is simply impossible for the Commission to make the necessary determination that the proposed size and shape, traffic patterns, the adequacy of parking and commercial loading - all specifics addressed in the Divisadero Community Plan - is, in fact, NOT detrimental to the convenience or general welfare of people living and working in the immediate neighborhood. 





By failing to address the affordability, infrastructure and transit, and preservations and enhancement of neighborhood serving retail uses in the neighborhood specifically raised in the Divisadero Community Plan the Planning Department and the Commission cannot grant a conditional use permit for this project until that analysis is made. 





3.) Lack of Public Outreach and Dialogue





Promotional materials for the 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St project inaccurately state that proper outreach to Divisadero area residents and community members has been done. The project website states that “The development team began early discussions with community leaders and neighborhood groups in June 2015 to ensure that the final proposal reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site,” even citing Affordable Divis. This is false. The developer has offered no increase in affordability despite continued requests from community members.





The two main community meetings held in March of 2018 and again on March 23, 2019 did not allow for or include public question and answer sessions. At the meetings, the developer focused their presentation on the design of the building, but did not allow for discussion of neighborhood impacting issues related to the project such as affordable housing, infrastructure, pedestrian safety, and increased traffic congestion. The developer has effectively silenced public comment on this project and has NOT taken community concerns into consideration.





4.) Increased Affordability Needed to Compensate for CU Approvals





This project is seeking not just one but five Conditional Use approvals, which especially heightens the need for this project to have increased benefit to Divisadero area residents through the provision of increased affordable housing. 





We strongly urge the Planning Commission to stand with neighbors in the Divisadero area and vote NO on the 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St project until there is a significantly higher percentage of affordable housing in this development. 





As it currently exists, this project does not meet the standard for conditional use authorization and we request that CU be rejected, and the developers return to the table to create a revised project that is consistent with the neighborhood input and concerns.





We understand the limits of relying on private development as a primary vehicle to provide affordable housing, but the city (and our neighborhood) needs to get more and deeper levels of affordability than just the minimum requirement for this project.





Sincerely,








Affordable Divis
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Affordable

DIVISADERO COMMUNITY PLAN
Adopted 1/12/2016

Alarmed by City Hall's unaffordable, high density development plans for our neighborhood, the
Affordable Divis coalition formed in September 2015 to make sure the community had a part in
shaping the future of the neighborhood. In a series of five community meetings from September
through January 2016, residents of the Divisadero area came together to discuss development
and identify points of unity. This community plan is the result of that community driven process.
Over 500 residents participated in the development of this plan.

Community Plan Area:
The boundaries of the plan area are Geary Blvd., Pierce St., Waller St., Baker St.

Part 1. Height/Bulk and Design Principals for New and Infill development

1. Allow bulk, density, and height increases only if affordability and all other development
requirements of this plan are strictly adhered to. Any project seeking bulk, density, or height
increase within the Divisadero Community Plan Area must go through the Conditional Use
authorization process with the San Francisco Planning Department.

2. Except for 100% affordable projects, no height increase shall exceed two floors above
current zoning, as depicted in the attached map as of January 2016.

3. No unit shall be less than 400 square feet in any new development; exceptions may be
granted for developments that include 100% senior housing.

4. Unit types must be varied in any new private development and include 40% 2-bedroom or
30% 3-bedroom units to accommodate families.

5. Project design must maintain and contribute to the architectural character of the
neighborhood. No demolition of buildings that are architecturally and/or historically
contributory to the character of the neighborhood.

6. The "Affordable Housing Density Bonus Program" (AHBP) as currently proposed as of
January 2016 threatens neighborhood character, fails to require sufficient affordability, and
fails to protect existing rent controlled units and neighborhood serving retail businesses. The
AHBP shall not apply in the community plan area for this reason, and affordability and
density levels defined in this plan shall apply instead.

Part 2. Affordability

1. Rent controlled units and/or subsidized units shall not be demolished, eliminated, or reduced
in any way.

2. Development shall not displace current residents.

3. In light of the acute need for affordable housing, the community wishes to prioritize and
affirmatively attract development projects that are 100% affordable to low, moderate, and
middle income San Franciscans.
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Area Median Income shall be for the city of San Francisco only, not the HUD Metro AMI,
which includes Marin and San Mateo counties.

In mixed income developments, all affordable units shall be built onsite.

Any new development of 10 units or more shall have 50% of the units affordable to
households under the San Francisco median income. One half of those affordable units
must be affordable to households earning below or up to 50% of the San Francisco AMI, one
fourth must be affordable to households earning between 50%-80% of the AMI, and the
remaining affordable units must be affordable to households earning between 80-100% of
the AMI.

Affordability restrictions must be permanent.

Affordable rental units in new developments must be maintained as affordable permanently
even if the building converts to ownership units.

The community is particularly concerned with the lack of housing for seniors. Housing
affordable to seniors on fixed incomes is a neighborhood priority.

Part 3. Infrastructure and Transit

1.

Infrastructure and transit improvements must be linked to development. The City, SFMTA,
and PG&E must present a plan including a timetable and budget on these improvements as
a condition of new high-density development (10 units or more). The City shall publicize any
proposed infrastructure/transit plan and budget for the Divisadero neighborhood prior to
processing any high-density project application. The proposed plan shall be released to the
public as a draft through mailings to property owners, renters, and residents, as well as
neighborhood groups, with an opportunity for public comment. No new high-density
development shall be approved without infrastructure and public transit improvements.
Developer shall pay a Transit Impact Development Fee as shown below. The funds shall be
used for public transit improvements that benefit the neighborhood.

a. Residential projects up to 50 units: $7.74 per square foot

b. Residential projects of 51 to 99 units: $8.98 per square foot

c. Residential projects of 100 units or more: $10.21 per square foot
The City shall conduct a community benefit nexus study for the Divisadero Community Plan
Area to determine a Community Benefit Fee, and the developer shall pay the maximum
Community Benefit Fee as determined by the nexus study.
Pedestrian use must be maximized in all new development with minimum number of curb
cuts to minimize car interactions with pedestrians/bikers.
No new curb cuts on Divisadero Street. Curb cuts on Oak and Fell streets pose particular
problems in light of the volume of traffic on these streets, and are disfavored.
Bike friendly street design, which reduces bike conflicts between both cars and pedestrians,
must be established. Publically accessible bike sharing pods shall be sited inside new
developments whenever possible.
Development shall add green space for community and natural areas. This includes space
between buildings, on sidewalks, and rear garden areas. Maximize public access to open
spaces created as part of new developments.
Minimum sidewalk width abutting new developments over 10 units shall be 12 feet. The
depth of the front setback requirement shall be the average of the existing setbacks of the
two adjacent buildings.
The City shall provide more public trash cans with any increase in population.
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Part 4: Preservation and Enhancement of Neighborhood Serving Retail Uses

1.

Neighborhood-serving retail uses, as defined in the Planning Code, are a priority in the plan
area.

High-density new development must dedicate at least 50% of its proposed retail space as
neighborhood-serving retail.

No new formula retail shall be allowed in any development seeking a density bonus
Nonprofit use of commercial space shall be encouraged. The community also favors local
hiring, businesses that serve a range of income groups, and businesses that are family
friendly

Current requirement of Conditional Use authorization for businesses over 4000 sq. feet shall
be maintained and strictly enforced by the City.

Part 5: Neighborhood Notice

1.

Neighborhood Notice. In addition to notice required by law, for any proposed high-density
development (10 units or more) in the Community Plan Area, the project developer shall
notify all residents and merchants in the Community Plan Area at least 60 days before its
required pre-application meeting. Such notice includes, but is not limited to, mailings to both
renters and owners near the proposed project, outreach to neighborhood associations and
groups, posting in public view, and notice to anyone who has signed up for such notice.
Rezoning — Community Meeting. Any rezoning of the neighborhood must be preceded by a
community meeting hosted by the Planning Department and the District 5 Supervisor, and
the Affordable Divis organization, and shall be preceded by 60 days' notice calculated to
reach all residents and merchants in the Community Plan Area. In advance of that meeting,
the Planning Department shall prepare a written summary of the zoning change that
includes specific examples of what would be newly allowable under the change.
Opportunity to Comment on Transit/Infrastructure Plan. The City shall release its draft
infrastructure/transit plan and budget for the plan area prior to processing any high-density
development applications. The City shall notify neighbors and neighborhood groups in the
Community Plan Area of the draft plan, with 60 days’ notice, with an opportunity for public
comment.

Amendments to Existing Applications. In addition to any notification already required for
changes in development applications, any project increasing density, bulk or height by more
than 10% from that specified in an original application must begin with a new application,
and Planning Department must commence review as if the project is new.
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Opposition to 400 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Vinyl Dreams

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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



 



Subject: Opposition to 400 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am a neighbor opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons:

The proposed project is currently @ 80% market rate/luxury.
37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.

The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”

The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community members.

Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project.

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Michelangelo Battaglia
Lower Haight





From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support 400 Divisidero

Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 8:54:27 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Meggie Bonner <meggiebonner@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 8:04 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support 400 Divisidero

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

I'd like to voice my support for the 400 Divisidero project. Getting more housing instead of an
unsightly gas station is a win win for the neighborhood.

Thanks,
Margaret Bonner

58 Clayton St. Apt 8
San Francisco CA 94117
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Woods, Mary (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Haight Neighbors Support Housing at 400 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 8:54:02 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: HAND <hand4sf@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 3:19 PM

To: 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>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Hand4sf
<hand4sf@gmail.com>; BrownStaff <brownstaff@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie (BOS)
<vallie.brown@sfgov.org>

Subject: Haight Neighbors Support Housing at 400 Divisadero

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

Planning Commission Members and Supervisor Brown,

Haight-Ashbury Neighbors for Density (HAND) is a group of pro-housing and pro-transit neighbors
around the Haight and district 5 neighborhoods and we support the proposed housing at 400
Divisadero.

We believe this project represents exactly the type of infill housing that our neighborhood needs. It's
creating on-site affordable housing, new rental apartments in a dire rental housing shortage, new
businesses on Divisadero, and a much improved neighborhood resource than the existing gas
station. The BOS has declared a climate crisis and we believe that building transit-adjacent housing
like this to replace a gas station is an excellent example of putting this declaration into practice.

Please pass this housing proposal as presented at the 5/23 Planning Commission meeting.

Thank you.

More information on HAND at https://www.facebook.com/haightfordensity
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Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density

To opt out of future emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe"



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Woods, Mary (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: I support 400 Divisadero

Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 8:53:54 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Kat Hawthorne <kathryne.h@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 3:08 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: | support 400 Divisadero

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

| live a few blocks away (Oak and Pierce) from this proposed new development at 400 Divisadero and
| am excited to welcome new neighbors as a part of this plan. | believe it should go through as-is.

Thank you for helping more people enjoy calling San Francisco home,
Kat
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Woods, Mary (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposition to the Development at 400 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 8:53:33 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 2:29 PM

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

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Noeneighborhoodcouncil Info <info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com>
Subject: Opposition to the Development at 400 Divisadero

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

President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission,

On behalf of Noe Neighborhood Council, | am writing to urge you to reject the
proposed project at 400 Divisadero unless the developer increases the number of on-
site affordable units in this project.

Giving only 20% to affordable housing is not enough for a project that should give at
least 30% to break even on the affordable housing needs generated by the proposed
186 units at this site. The irony of this is that the proposed development will put tens
of low-income immigrants who are currently working at the car wash on that site out
of work. Building more BMR units than a measly 37 apartments is the least the
developer should do to make up for the misery they will inflict on the hard working
low-income employees of this car wash.

Please show your support for more affordable housing and reject this project unless
the developer ups the number of BMR units to a level befitting the consequences of
this development.
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Sincerely,

Ozzie Rohm



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Butkus, Audrey (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3150 18th Street, SF, CA - Thursday 5/23/19 agenda

Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 2:11:26 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Giulietta Octavio <giuliettaoctavio@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 1:11 PM

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

Subject: RE: 3150 18th Street, SF, CA - Thursday 5/23/19 agenda

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

Please allow health services to continue to exist at this address. | personally know over 100 care
providers serving over 5000 SF residents with a wide array of affordable health and mental health
services. If these providers are required to move, the cost of relocation and additional rental fees
will decimate these businesses and the people they serve. They were knowingly misled by the
property owners and told that the building was zoned for their use. They represent the heart of
small business entrepreneurship that is giving back to SF residents and their community. These units
are not suitable for PDR and never should have been zoned as such. Most are far to small and all are
not adequately ventilated or powered for PDR. Removing them would not actually bring more PDR
rental back, it would be a pure loss for all sides.

Thank you, Giulietta Octavio
Attachments area
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)

Subject: FW: I Support 400 Divisadero

Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 2:10:35 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: marty cerles <martycerles@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 1:59 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: | Support 400 Divisadero

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

Hello,

My name is Marty Raymond Cerles Jr. | was born and raised at the corner of Anza and Masonic, and
currently reside at Bush and Divisadero. | wholeheartedly support the construction of homes at 400
Divisadero. Between the time | was born 30 years ago to today, San Francisco has DRASTICALLY
underproduced housing, which has led to me being unable to live in the neighborhood | grew up in
even though | am better off economically than my parents. This is completely due to over-regulation
by City/Local government, and out-sized influence by NIMBY groups. | strongly strongly urge you to
allow this development to proceed with no delay. Thank you.

Regards,

Marty R Cerles Jr
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 400 Divisadero — Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 2:10:25 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: Lori Liederman <lbliederman@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 1:19 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@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>; Woods, Mary (CPC) <mary.woods@sfgov.org>;
affordabledivis@gmail.com

Subject: Opposition to 400 Divisadero — Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

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

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am a neighbor opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the
following reasons:

1) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

2) The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan,
created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.

3) The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming
“community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”

4) The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to
neighborhood residents and community members. There is no value recapture for the neighborhood or the city in
exchange for a massive giveaway to the developer in additional density which translates directly to a substantial
increase in profit. I urge the Planning Commission to use every tool at your disposal to reject this project unless
and until there is commensurate benefit to the community.

Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project as
proposed until there is a higher percentage of affordable housing.


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Thank you

Lori Liederman



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Glen Park Association Board - Support for 149 Mangels Discretionary Review
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 2:10:15 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: WILLIAM WYCKO <wyckowilliam@comcast.net>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 12:42 PM

To: Scott Stevenson <ssscottss@gmail.com>; aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com;
dianematsuda@hotmail.com; Black, Kate (CPC) <kate.black@sfgov.org>;
ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com; RSEJohns@yahoo.com; jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com;
Andrew Wolfram <andrew@tefarch.com>; Frye, Tim (CPC) <tim.frye@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>;
Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@gmail.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John
(CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mundy, Erin (BOS) <erin.mundy@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
<rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: Glen Park Association Board - Support for 149 Mangels Discretionary Review

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

Scott,

Thanks for your support. After the applicant finally agreed to meet with us last week
for the first time, we reached a framework for agreement regarding repair and
protection of our foundation, a three feet reduction in the project's height, and
modifications to the project's adjacent lightwell but which does not address a number
of other important issues affecting our neighborhood, the adjacent Joost Baden Park,
or affordability.
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We belatedly received a draft agreement this morning from the applicant's attorney
without revised plans and are attempting to get modifications consistent with last
week's framework for agreement. If this can be done in the very limited time available
due to the applicant's last-minute negotiating strategy, our DR Appeal would be
withdrawn; if not, the DR Appeal Hearing will need to proceed tomorrow with limited
neighborhood participation as we have chosen to focus on good-faith negotiation over
the past two weeks instead of outreach.

Bill Wycko & Lisa Katzman

On May 22, 2019 at 9:43 AM Scott Stevenson <ssscottss@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission and Planning Department

The Glen Park Association Board has reviewed the Discretionary Review filed
for the 149 Mangels project.

The Board has attached our formal comments in support of the DR,

focusing to address a specific issue regarding the project.

Please include our comments in the ongoing discussion about the 149 Mangels
project at the DR hearing scheduled for 5/23/19.

We are hopeful for a resolution to this issue.

Thank You,

Glen Park Association Board


mailto:ssscottss@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)

Subject: FW: I Support 400 Divisadero

Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 12:27:56 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Joe Hooker <joekhooker@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 12:25 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: | Support 400 Divisadero

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

| live at 320 Pierce St, only a few blocks away. | support this project because it will add much-needed
housing to the neighborhood. | hope that the Commission approves this project and others like it to
address the housing issues in San Francisco.

Thank you,
Joe Hooker

320 Pierce St
San Francisco


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:mary.woods@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (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
(CPQ); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SAN FRANCISCO MUSEUMS FOR ALL
PROGRAM

Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 11:19:23 AM

Attachments: 5.22.19 SF Museums for All.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:54 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SAN FRANCISCO MUSEUMS
FOR ALL PROGRAM

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, May 22, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SAN FRANCISCO
MUSEUMS FOR ALL PROGRAM

Program will provide free summer admission to local museums and cultural institutions for
San Francisco residents who receive public benefits

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the San Francisco Museums
for All program, which will provide free admission throughout the summer to more than 15
museums and cultural institutions for residents who receive public benefits including Medi-
Cal and CalFresh.

The program, which will run from June 1st through September 2nd, 2019, builds on Mayor
Breed’s commitment to provide equitable access to the City’s resources and institutions.
Nearly one in four San Franciscans receive these benefits and can visit museums free of
charge through this program.

“All San Franciscans, regardless of their income, should have access to the art and culture
institutions that San Francisco has to offer,” said Mayor Breed. “This partnership will ensure
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, May 22, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SAN FRANCISCO
MUSEUMS FOR ALL PROGRAM

Program will provide free summer admission to local museums and cultural institutions for
San Francisco residents who receive public benefits

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the San Francisco Museums
for All program, which will provide free admission throughout the summer to more than 15
museums and cultural institutions for residents who receive public benefits including Medi-Cal
and CalFresh.

The program, which will run from June 1st through September 2nd, 2019, builds on Mayor
Breed’s commitment to provide equitable access to the City’s resources and institutions. Nearly
one in four San Franciscans receive these benefits and can visit museums free of charge through
this program.

“All San Franciscans, regardless of their income, should have access to the art and culture
institutions that San Francisco has to offer,” said Mayor Breed. “This partnership will ensure that
no one is priced-out, and help provide opportunities for our children to remain engaged even
when school is out for the summer.”

Admission fees at many institutions can range from $20 to $150 for a family of four to visit,
which often creates a barrier for people to access the cultural and educational benefits that these
institutions offer. To address this challenge, Mayor Breed worked with City departments, arts
nonprofits and organizations, and leaders of local museums and cultural centers — including
SFMOMA, the de Young Museum, and California Academy of Sciences — to ensure free
summer admission for more than 210,000 San Francisco residents that are eligible to participate
in the program.

The program was created in collaboration with Treasurer José Cisneros’s Financial Justice
Project, which works to ensure that lower-income residents receive discounts on fines and fees
that place a disproportionate burden on low-income families, and to streamline eligibility
processes for these discounts.

“No San Franciscan should be excluded from our amazing museums and cultural institutions
because of the size of their wallet,” said Treasurer José Cisneros. “We all benefit when all San
Franciscans, regardless of income, can participate in the cultural life of our city.”

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





LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

“It’s wonderful to see the City’s museums come together to make it clear that their doors are
open to everyone,” said Director of Grants for the Arts Matthew Goudeau.

San Francisco residents who currently receive public benefits from the Human Services Agency
(HSA) can receive free admission at participating museums for up to four individuals when they
present their Electronic Benefits Card (EBT) or Medi-Cal card and proof of San Francisco
residency.

“Research tells us that exposure to the arts increases health and educational outcomes for all
people,” says San Francisco Arts Commission Director of Cultural Affairs Tom DeCaigny. “We
hope this program will have a lasting positive effect on the community and foster more
participation in the arts across the City.”

HSA will conduct outreach to City residents who receive public benefits, and promote
participation among community organizations that serve qualifying households, including
children, and older adults, and people with disabilities.

“All San Franciscans should be able to enjoy the same access to rich cultural and artistic life
experiences regardless of their income level,” said Trent Rhorer, Executive Director of the San
Francisco Human Service Agency. “We’re coming together to invite all households who receive
public benefits to visit our world-class museums this summer so they too can experience the
cultural abundance of our City.”

The participating cultural institutions are:

Asian Art Museum
Botanical Garden
Cartoon Museum Randall Museum

Conservatory of Flowers San Francisco Museum of Modern
Contemporary Jewish Museum Art (SF MoMA)

de Young Museum Walt Disney Museum

Japanese Tea Garden e Yerba Buena Center for the Arts
Legion of Honor

Museum of the African Diaspora

Museum of Craft and Design
Presidio Trust

San Francisco Museums for All builds on the national Museums for All initiative, which works
with museums across the country to offer free or discounted admission fees to individuals and
families that receive public benefits. The initiative, which several San Francisco museums
participate in, has broadened visitor bases and expanded access to museums, engaged
underserved communities, and raised public awareness.
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To participate, eligible families need to bring to participating museums:
1. An Electronic Benefits Transfer (EBT) or Medi-Cal card.
2. Proof of San Francisco residency such as a driver’s license, student or college ID card, or
library card.

More information can be found at sfmuseumsforall.org, or by calling 3-1-1 or emailing
sfmuseumsforall@sfgov.org.

HH#
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that no one is priced-out, and help provide opportunities for our children to remain engaged
even when school is out for the summer.”

Admission fees at many institutions can range from $20 to $150 for a family of four to visit,
which often creates a barrier for people to access the cultural and educational benefits that
these institutions offer. To address this challenge, Mayor Breed worked with City
departments, arts nonprofits and organizations, and leaders of local museums and cultural
centers — including SFMOMA, the de Young Museum, and California Academy of Sciences —
to ensure free summer admission for more than 210,000 San Francisco residents that are
eligible to participate in the program.

The program was created in collaboration with Treasurer José Cisneros’s Financial Justice
Project, which works to ensure that lower-income residents receive discounts on fines and fees
that place a disproportionate burden on low-income families, and to streamline eligibility
processes for these discounts.

“No San Franciscan should be excluded from our amazing museums and cultural institutions
because of the size of their wallet,” said Treasurer José Cisneros. “We all benefit when all San
Franciscans, regardless of income, can participate in the cultural life of our city.”

“It’s wonderful to see the City’s museums come together to make it clear that their doors are
open to everyone,” said Director of Grants for the Arts Matthew Goudeau.

San Francisco residents who currently receive public benefits from the Human Services
Agency (HSA) can receive free admission at participating museums for up to four individuals
when they present their Electronic Benefits Card (EBT) or Medi-Cal card and proof of San
Francisco residency.

“Research tells us that exposure to the arts increases health and educational outcomes for all
people,” says San Francisco Arts Commission Director of Cultural Affairs Tom DeCaigny.
“We hope this program will have a lasting positive effect on the community and foster more
participation in the arts across the City.”

HSA will conduct outreach to City residents who receive public benefits, and promote
participation among community organizations that serve qualifying households, including
children, and older adults, and people with disabilities.

“All San Franciscans should be able to enjoy the same access to rich cultural and artistic life
experiences regardless of their income level,” said Trent Rhorer, Executive Director of the San
Francisco Human Service Agency. “We’re coming together to invite all households who
receive public benefits to visit our world-class museums this summer so they too can
experience the cultural abundance of our City.”

The participating cultural institutions are:

Asian Art Museum
Botanical Garden
Cartoon Museum
Conservatory of Flowers



o Contemporary Jewish Museum

e de Young Museum

o Japanese Tea Garden

e Legion of Honor

e Museum of the African Diaspora
e Museum of Craft and Design

e Presidio Trust

o Randall Museum

e San Francisco Museum of Modern Art (SF MoMA)
¢ Walt Disney Museum

o Yerba Buena Center for the Arts

San Francisco Museums for All builds on the national Museums for All initiative, which
works with museums across the country to offer free or discounted admission fees to
individuals and families that receive public benefits. The initiative, which several San
Francisco museums participate in, has broadened visitor bases and expanded access to
museums, engaged underserved communities, and raised public awareness.

To participate, eligible families need to bring to participating museums:
1. An Electronic Benefits Transfer (EBT) or Medi-Cal card.
2. Proof of San Francisco residency such as a driver’s license, student or college ID card,
or library card.

More information can be found at sfmuseumsforall.org, or by calling 3-1-1 or emailing

sfmuseumsforall@sfgov.org.
Hi#H


mailto:sfmuseumsforall@sfgov.org

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: 400 divis

Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 11:18:51 AM

Attachments: Please approve 400 Divisadero - my neighborhood is a great place for MORE HOMES! .msa

Opposition to 400 Divisadero.msq
400 Divisadero Project (Agenda Item 18 May 23 2019 hearing).msa



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

Please approve 400 Divisadero - my neighborhood is a great place for MORE HOMES! 

		From

		Kearstin Dischinger

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC)

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org



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



 



Dear Commissioners. 








My neighborhood, Alamo/Divisadero, is extremely well served by transit (Fulton and Haight have rapid buses, Divis and hayes have local buses). Castro Station, Church station and civic center are a short walk away.   We have three grocery stores in walking distance (BiRite, Falletti, and Lucky).  We have access to Alamo Square Park and Golden Gate park.  We have bike share and tons of bike lanes.  Basically this is exactly the kind of neighborhood that San Francisco should be building housing and lots of it!!!  








The side in question is a carwash and gas station - which no longer fits with the character of Divis.  People walk to stores and bike through the pan handle past this site.  The neighborhood WILL benefit from an improved pedestrian realm and better vehicle egress into the site.  








The community and project sponsor have been working and negotiating for years on this project. I realize everyone is NOT getting EVERYTHING they want - rarely does that happen.  If I had my druthers, we'd build far more housing on this site - 85 feet seems right to me, but we can't all get EXACTLY what we want.  









I have friends raising their kids in laundry rooms, others getting displaced by fires, some married couples still living with their roommates because there is no where else for them to move.  We need MORE HOMES. 








Please approve this project, 186  needed new homes, 36 new BMRS!!!, better ped realm, and a major improvement to my neighborhood!. 








Kindly, 



Kearstin Dischinger



Grove Street Resident, Alamo Square



Planner and Affordable Housing Developer






Opposition to 400 Divisadero

		From

		Jessica Lettween

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC)

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org



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



 



Dear Planning Commissioners,



I’m writing to voice my opposition to the 400-444 Divisadero and 1048-1064 Oak St project, as I am unable to attend the hearing. I realize the need for more housing, but our neighborhood can’t support the scale of this project for the following reasons: 



Affordability



37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough. The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.



The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”



The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community members.








Infrastructure



Our infrastructure can’t accommodate the giant influx of people this project would bring.  Already in the past few years, traffic and congestion on Divis and Fell has noticeably worsened. Crashes had been rare, but in one recent week there were two cars that crashed along Divis - one onto the sidewalk and into a building and one onto the sidewalk and into a light pole (how no one was injured is a miracle). The 400 Divis building will eliminate eight street parking spots and only has garage spots for 1/3 of the units - that's going to push all the other units to park on the street which is already maxed out of space and lead to people circling and competing for spots. I know they're trying to dissuade people from owning cars, but many, especially the families this project is claiming to help, absolutely need a vehicle to function day to day. I went to one of Supervisor Brown’s housing meetings a while back and it was clear that Homes Not Cars/YIMBY people are majority single, no-kid, able-bodied people with no clue or care about how people unlike them live. They don’t care that you can’t put a baby and groceries for four on a “family” bike, or that if your kid doesn’t get assigned to your neighborhood school it might take 45 minutes on MUNI to get your kid to their lottery-assigned school, or that it’s unsafe and against the law (and expensive!) for a small child to ride in a Lyft without a car seat. They don’t care that elderly people physically can’t ride a bike or that many of them still work and need a car to get to their job. The fact of the matter is, people are going to bring their cars to this massive project and it’s going to put extreme pressure on the surrounding neighborhood in a variety of ways.



All the people moving into 400 Divis are going to demand various deliveries (there are only two small grocery stores nearby), ride shares, and tech busses (who already use that bus stop like their own personal stop), thereby contributing to even more gridlock. The line to get into Arco is going to get even longer and block even more traffic. Divis is almost like a two-lane street as it is because of all the double parking. Now you’re going to add an extra block of it, plus worsened air pollution with all the extra idling and circling  cars.



Another infrastructure issue concerns our public schools. The PTAs at our public schools are working nonstop to fundraise for critical programs not supported by the bare-bones state budget, and are finding that fundraising has flatlined. The district is expected to break even next year, then operate at a deficit for at least a couple years after that. The pro-400 Divis people don’t understand that unlike other states, property taxes only support 25% of CA’s school budget. Most PTAs already fund a Class Size Reduction Teachers for upler grades so kids can learn properly. This project (and others in the pipeline) claims to support families and those who’d like to start families, but with our district running a deficit, how can we properly educate even more students who'd possibly be enrolling? 








Architectural Identity



Then there's the issue of changing the character and visual identity of the neighborhood. People travel from all over the world to see and experience this particular neighborhood - contributing millions of tourist dollars to our city. People want to live here because there’s nowhere else like it. Six stories and five lots is excessively tall and wide for this neighborhood. Just because there are a couple other tall buildings in the neighborhood doesn’t mean there should be more. You can walk through other high-density cities with the warmth of the sun rarely hitting your face, wind tunnels, constant traffic and aggression, the geography of the land hidden by too-tall buildings, and generic, incongruent architecture — that shouldn’t be what S.F. becomes. Projects like 400 Divis just contribute to diluting what's interesting, desirable, healthy, and incredibly unique about this city. 








Community-building and sustainability



I'm unconvinced a project of this size is going to help out people who actually live in our neighborhood and work in the city. I see this project as nothing more than transitional housing - its tiny units are not the kind of housing that encourages people to put down roots. People don’t desire to live in studio apartments. Families can’t live comfortably in one-bedroom apartments. It is short-term housing for the benefit of developers and city officials who want the optics like they’re doing something at the expense of the neighborhood, making it more unlivable, undesirable, and pushing long-time residents out. Just this past year three families (including teachers and artists) I know who’ve lived in SF for decades moved out of state from pure frustration caused by myriad factors that make this city inhospitable to families. New construction should be designed to alleviate those problems, not contribute to them. S.F. should be a city where people can live, enjoy, and thrive - not a revolving door of frustration. There are other policies that can be pursued (like addressing the tens of thousands of existing units that sit vacant) before caving to the very loud and intimidating “Build, baby, build!” people and real estate speculators that don’t care about the myriad factors that actually create sustainable communities.








If you’ve read all the way through, thank you for hearing my concerns and I hope you take them seriously.



Sincerely,



Jessica Lettween



1329 McAllister St











400 Divisadero Project (Agenda Item 18, May 23, 2019 hearing)
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Attached is a letter regarding 400 Divisadero, reprinted below. Thank you for your attention to this matter.



Dean Preston



***





May 22, 2019





By Email





President Melgar & Commissioners



San Francisco Planning Commission








Dear President Melgar & Commissioners:





I am writing to express serious concerns about the proposed development at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak Street, San Francisco, which is before the Planning Commission on May 23, 2019 for Conditional Use authorization.  I live four blocks from the site. 





I welcome housing at this site, but cannot support this proposal without substantial changes. Put simply, San Francisco can do better for its residents at this location. The project does not provide enough affordable housing, has not committed to using union labor, does not offset its transit impacts, and fails to address the Divisadero Community Plan.  I request that the Commission impose additional conditions on approval, including but not limited to: 





*	Require the developer to provide at least 33% BMR units onsite (in addition to the three replacement units)



*	Require the developer to commit to using union labor for the project



*	Require additional transit impact fees to relieve proximate MUNI lines from overcrowding



*	Explicitly address the Divisadero Community Plan and incorporate requirements of that plan to the greatest extent possible, with an explanation of the basis for rejecting any elements of that community plan. 





To the extent that the Commission does not make these changes at this week’s hearing, I request that the Commission grant a short continuance to allow for negotiations on these key issues.





Background





This is a large development that will have a lasting impact on the neighborhood for years to come. This is one of the largest developable sites in District 5. The Planning Commission has an opportunity to improve the project to make it an asset to the neighborhood instead of a liability.





In 2015, Divisadero was upzoned without meaningful community input. This site was proposed for 51 units of housing before the rezoning, and was amended after the upzoning to more than triple the number of units on the same site.  It is now proposed at 184 units. Thanks to the upzoning, the developer’s profits will increase dramatically.





The original rezoning included no increase in the affordability rates or other community benefits.  This was astonishing. The community organized to form Affordable Divis and push back on the giveaway, calling for higher affordability rates.  Ultimately, due to our pressure, then-Supervisor Breed introduced legislation to require 23% affordable on Divis. That legislation sat on the Supervisor’s desk for over two years, going nowhere despite community demands. Finally, in 2018, Supervisor Brown advanced a version of the legislation. Despite being inadequate, the affordability legislation was a step forward. For pipeline projects like 400 Divis, the new legislation calls for 20% BMR units onsite.





It is worth noting that despite repeated attempts by community members to negotiate the number of affordable units with the developer, the developer has steadfastly refused to make any commitments to more affordable housing than the minimum required by law. 





Lack of Affordable Housing





80% of the proposed units will be completely unaffordable to most residents of the neighborhood where the project is proposed. The proposed 20% BMR is just too low.  





The City’s own 2016 nexis study shows that development at this rate of affordability does not even address the new affordable housing need created by the project.  This project as proposed will accelerate gentrification and displacement from the neighborhood.





Residents in the area overwhelmingly approved a Community Plan calling for 50% BMR in new large-scale developments on Divisadero, a plan completely ignored by the developer and City Hall decision makers. In addition, with respect to pipeline projects, a community petition called for at least ⅓ of the units to be affordable. Both documents have previously been shared with Planning and the developer.





In 2016, San Francisco voters approved 25% inclusionary housing by a ⅔ margin. Support for that measure was even stronger in District 5, the site of the project, where a whopping 75% of voters demanded 25% affordable housing in new developments. This was a requirement that applied to projects citywide in the absence of any upzoning.  We should certainly be demanding more than that where there is upzoning that confers significant value upon developers.





It is worth contrasting the Divisadero project with 65 Ocean Avenue, a project of a similar scale.  65 Ocean Ave was a 191 unit project approved in 2018 with 48 BMR units (25% BMR). Developers on Divisadero do not even meet this level of affordability, despite the fact that units on Divisadero will generate significantly higher returns to the developers than on Ocean Avenue. 





In addition, the current proposal appears not to comply with even the minimal 20% BMR requirement. There are three rent controlled units that are being demolished to make way for the  project. According to an email from City Planner Mary Woods to Affordable Divis on May 21, 2019, “three replacement units would be part of the 37 BMR count.” It makes no sense to count those replacement units toward the 20% BMR required for new construction at this site. One for one replacement of the rent controlled units should be required in addition to the BMR units required, not in place of required BMR units. 





No Union Commitment





Too often, developers seek entitlements not to build the project, but to sell the entitlements. In such circumstances, developers may be reluctant to commit to using union labor, as part of an effort to make the project more attractive to buyers/investors. 





My understanding is that the developer of 400 Divisadero has not committed to using union labor on this project. That is unacceptable and threatens to deprive our local workforce of union jobs simply to maximize investor profits. The Planning Commission should consider a continuance to encourage the developer to commit to using union labor in the development of this site as part of making the case for real community benefits from the project.  





Failure to Offset Transit Impacts





Divisadero was rezoned under NCT legislation on the basis that it is well served by major transit lines. The irony here is not lost on MUNI riders: this project got a windfall density bonus because of transit proximity, yet there were no increased requirements on developers to fund or offset the transit impacts of the high density development.  





According to the staff report, “the proposed Project is not anticipated to generate traffic at levels that would be impediments or burdens on existing transit services and streets. ... The Project Site is well-served by several MUNI lines, including the 6-Haight/Parnassus, 7-Haight/Noriega, 21-Hayes, 24-Divisadero, and N-Judah.”  In fact, the area may have many transit lines but they are currently overburdened. It is common at nearby stops for the buses to be so full during rush hour that passengers cannot even board. Adding hundreds of new residents on one corner with no plan for MUNI certainly does not meet our “Transit First” city policy. We need a plan, rather than simply denial of the problem. 





Failure to Consider Divisadero Community Plan





As noted in a recent letter from Affordable Divis, the Divisadero Community Plan was created in 2015-2016 through a series of five community meetings involving over 500 residents in the immediate neighborhood and sets forth community needs and desires for new development in the Divisadero area.” The Divisadero Community Plan calls for 50% affordability in all new housing development that is ten units or more, and states that increases to bulk, density and height should only be allowed if affordability and all other development requirements of the Plan are adhered to. There has been no response to the plan from the developer or Planning Department.





For these reasons, I urge the Planning Commission to impose additional conditions on the developer as set forth at the beginning of this letter.  Alternatively, I respectfully urge the Commission to grant a short continuance and direct the developer to (a) negotiate with community residents, including Affordable Divis, for more substantial affordability in this project, (b) negotiate with labor representatives for commitments to use union labor in the construction of this project, and (c) come up with a plan to address MUNI impacts of this project.





Thank you for your consideration of these comments.





Sincerely,





Dean Preston





DP Letter to Planning Commission re 400 Divisadero.pdf

May 22, 2019
By Email

President Melgar & Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission

Dear President Melgar & Commissioners:

I am writing to express serious concerns about the proposed development at 400-444
Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak Street, San Francisco, which is before the Planning
Commission on May 23, 2019 for Conditional Use authorization. | live four blocks from the site.

| welcome housing at this site, but cannot support this proposal without substantial changes. Put
simply, San Francisco can do better for its residents at this location. The project does not
provide enough affordable housing, has not committed to using union labor, does not offset its
transit impacts, and fails to address the Divisadero Community Plan. | request that the
Commission impose additional conditions on approval, including but not limited to:

e Require the developer to provide at least 33% BMR units onsite (in addition to the three
replacement units)
Require the developer to commit to using union labor for the project
Require additional transit impact fees to relieve proximate MUNI lines from overcrowding
Explicitly address the Divisadero Community Plan and incorporate requirements of that
plan to the greatest extent possible, with an explanation of the basis for rejecting any
elements of that community plan.

To the extent that the Commission does not make these changes at this week’s hearing, |
request that the Commission grant a short continuance to allow for negotiations on these key
issues.

Background

This is a large development that will have a lasting impact on the neighborhood for years to
come. This is one of the largest developable sites in District 5. The Planning Commission has
an opportunity to improve the project to make it an asset to the neighborhood instead of a
liability.

In 2015, Divisadero was upzoned without meaningful community input. This site was proposed
for 51 units of housing before the rezoning, and was amended after the upzoning to more than
triple the number of units on the same site. It is now proposed at 184 units. Thanks to the
upzoning, the developer’s profits will increase dramatically.
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The original rezoning included no increase in the affordability rates or other community benefits.
This was astonishing. The community organized to form Affordable Divis and push back on the
giveaway, calling for higher affordability rates. Ultimately, due to our pressure, then-Supervisor
Breed introduced legislation to require 23% affordable on Divis. That legislation sat on the
Supervisor’s desk for over two years, going nowhere despite community demands. Finally, in
2018, Supervisor Brown advanced a version of the legislation. Despite being inadequate, the
affordability legislation was a step forward. For pipeline projects like 400 Divis, the new
legislation calls for 20% BMR units onsite.

It is worth noting that despite repeated attempts by community members to negotiate the
number of affordable units with the developer, the developer has steadfastly refused to make

any commitments to more affordable housing than the minimum required by law.

Lack of Affordable Housing

80% of the proposed units will be completely unaffordable to most residents of the
neighborhood where the project is proposed. The proposed 20% BMR is just too low.

The City’s own 2016 nexis study shows that development at this rate of affordability does not
even address the new affordable housing need created by the project. This project as proposed
will accelerate gentrification and displacement from the neighborhood.

Residents in the area overwhelmingly approved a Community Plan calling for 50% BMR in new
large-scale developments on Divisadero, a plan completely ignored by the developer and City
Hall decision makers. In addition, with respect to pipeline projects, a community petition called
for at least V3 of the units to be affordable. Both documents have previously been shared with
Planning and the developer.

In 2016, San Francisco voters approved 25% inclusionary housing by a % margin. Support for
that measure was even stronger in District 5, the site of the project, where a whopping 75% of
voters demanded 25% affordable housing in new developments. This was a requirement that
applied to projects citywide in the absence of any upzoning. We should certainly be demanding
more than that where there is upzoning that confers significant value upon developers.

It is worth contrasting the Divisadero project with 65 Ocean Avenue, a project of a similar scale.
65 Ocean Ave was a 191 unit project approved in 2018 with 48 BMR units (25% BMR).
Developers on Divisadero do not even meet this level of affordability, despite the fact that units
on Divisadero will generate significantly higher returns to the developers than on Ocean
Avenue.
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In addition, the current proposal appears not to comply with even the minimal 20% BMR
requirement. There are three rent controlled units that are being demolished to make way for
the project. According to an email from City Planner Mary Woods to Affordable Divis on May
21, 2019, “three replacement units would be part of the 37 BMR count.” It makes no sense to
count those replacement units toward the 20% BMR required for new construction at this site.
One for one replacement of the rent controlled units should be required in addition to the BMR
units required, not in place of required BMR units.

No Union Commitment

Too often, developers seek entitlements not to build the project, but to sell the entitlements. In
such circumstances, developers may be reluctant to commit to using union labor, as part of an
effort to make the project more attractive to buyers/investors.

My understanding is that the developer of 400 Divisadero has not committed to using union
labor on this project. That is unacceptable and threatens to deprive our local workforce of union
jobs simply to maximize investor profits. The Planning Commission should consider a
continuance to encourage the developer to commit to using union labor in the development of
this site as part of making the case for real community benefits from the project.

Failure to Offset Transit Impacts

Divisadero was rezoned under NCT legislation on the basis that it is well served by major transit
lines. The irony here is not lost on MUNI riders: this project got a windfall density bonus
because of transit proximity, yet there were no increased requirements on developers to fund or
offset the transit impacts of the high density development.

According to the staff report, “the proposed Project is not anticipated to generate traffic at levels
that would be impediments or burdens on existing transit services and streets. ... The Project
Site is well-served by several MUNI lines, including the 6-Haight/Parnassus, 7-Haight/Noriega,
21-Hayes, 24-Divisadero, and N-Judah.” In fact, the area may have many transit lines but they
are currently overburdened. It is common at nearby stops for the buses to be so full during rush
hour that passengers cannot even board. Adding hundreds of new residents on one corner with
no plan for MUNI certainly does not meet our “Transit First” city policy. We need a plan, rather
than simply denial of the problem.

Failure to Consider Divisadero Community Plan

As noted in a recent letter from Affordable Divis, the Divisadero Community Plan was created in
2015-2016 through a series of five community meetings involving over 500 residents in the
immediate neighborhood and sets forth community needs and desires for new development in
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the Divisadero area.” The Divisadero Community Plan calls for 50% affordability in all new
housing development that is ten units or more, and states that increases to bulk, density and
height should only be allowed if affordability and all other development requirements of the Plan
are adhered to. There has been no response to the plan from the developer or Planning
Department.

For these reasons, | urge the Planning Commission to impose additional conditions on the
developer as set forth at the beginning of this letter. Alternatively, | respectfully urge the
Commission to grant a short continuance and direct the developer to (a) negotiate with
community residents, including Affordable Divis, for more substantial affordability in this project,
(b) negotiate with labor representatives for commitments to use union labor in the construction
of this project, and (c) come up with a plan to address MUNI impacts of this project.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,

Dean Preston










From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support for 400 Divis

Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:28:34 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Robin Kutner <robin.kutner@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 3:58 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for 400 Divis

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

Hi there,

| cannot attend the Planning Commission hearing on Thursday but | want to write in my support for

the 400 Divis development. | live just a couple blocks away, on the 100 block of Divisadero. | support
more housing in our neighborhood, | am excited that the blight of that corner's third gas station will

be replaced by something better, | look forward to better commercial options and walkability on the
section of Divis near Oak, and | believe David Kroziere has done an excellent job listen to the existing
community and shaping this project to meet multiple stakeholders' preferences.

| support 400 Divis!

Thanks,
Robin Kutner
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Samonsky, Ella (CPC)

Subject: FW: Please support housing at \"One Vassar\" on Harrison Street

Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:28:16 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: whitfield.cw@gmail.com <whitfield.cw@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 5:10 PM

To: Rich Hillis <richhillissf@yahoo.com>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please support housing at \"One Vassar\" on Harrison Street

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

Commissioner Hillis,

My name is Charles Whitfield, and I’'m a D6 resident and voter.

I’m writing to ask you to support the housing element of the proposed development on
Harrison Street discussed in this article. I live in an apartment complex directly across the
street from the proposed development. As an immediate neighbor of the project, I want the
project to include as much housing as possible.

I’m concerned that opposition to this project may result in a height reduction that will reduce
the number of homes included. The Central SoMa plan already has insufficient capacity for
housing; reducing the number of homes in projects like this will only worsen our city’s
already terrible housing shortage.

Therefore, I urge to you make every effort to maximize the amount of housing built and
allowed, both in this project, in Central SoMa more broadly, and across the city.

Sincerely,

Charles Whitfield
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)

Subject: FW: I Support 400 Divisadero

Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:27:40 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Matt <mschoolfield@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 5:33 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: | Support 400 Divisadero

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

| live in the neighborhood (near hayes and cole), and i'd love to be a homeowner one day. The only
way that can happen is with more residences. | support this new building, that will make the
neighborhood more inviting.

Thanks,
Matt Schoolfield
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 237 Cortland St, Case No. 2018.008362DRP

Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:27:21 AM

Attachments: 237 Cortland St.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Ben Libbey <ben@carlaef.org>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 5:59 PM

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

Subject: 237 Cortland St, Case No. 2018.008362DRP

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

5/21/2019

San Francisco Planning Commission
City Hall, Room 400

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; David. Winslow(@sfgov.org;
Via Email

Re: 237 Cortland Street
Case No. 2018.008362DRP

Dear Planning Commissioners,

The California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund (CaRLA) submits this letter to
inform you that the San Francisco Planning Commission has an obligation to abide by all
relevant state housing laws when evaluating the above captioned proposal, including the

Housing Accountability Act.

California Government Code § 65589.5, the Housing Accountability Act, prohibits localities
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California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund

1260 Mission St

San Francisco, CA 94103

hi@carlaef.org C&RLA

5/21/2019

San Francisco Planning Commission

City Hall, Room 400

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; David.Winslow@sfgov.org;
Via Email

Re: 237 Cortland Street
Case No. 2018.008362DRP

Dear Planning Commissioners,

The California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund (CaRLA) submits this
letter to inform you that the San Francisco Planning Commission has an obligation to
abide by all relevant state housing laws when evaluating the above captioned
proposal, including the Housing Accountability Act.

California Government Code § 65589.5, the Housing Accountability Act, prohibits
localities from denying housing development projects that are compliant with the
locality’s Zoning Ordinance and General Plan at the time the application was deemed
complete, unless the locality can make findings that the proposed housing
development would be a threat to public health and safety. The most relevant section
is copied below:

(j) When a proposed housing development project complies with applicable,
objective general plan and zoning standards and criteria, including design
review standards, in effect at the time that the housing development project's
application is determined to be complete, but the local agency proposes to
disapprove the project or to approve it upon the condition that the project be
developed at a lower density, the local agency shall base its decision regarding
the proposed housing development project upon written findings supported by
substantial evidence on the record that both of the following conditions exist:

(1) The housing development project would have a specific, adverse
impact upon the public health or safety unless the project is disapproved
or approved upon the condition that the project be developed at a lower
density. As used in this paragraph, a "specific, adverse impact" means a
significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on
objective, identified written public health or safety standards, policies, or
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conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed
complete.

(2) There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the
adverse impact identified pursuant to paragraph (1), other than the
disapproval of the housing development project or the approval of the
project upon the condition that it be developed at a lower density.

The Applicant proposes to demolish a one-story commercial building and construct a
four-story mixed-use building with ground floor commercial space and 3 residential
units.

The above captioned proposal is zoning compliant and general plan compliant,
therefore, your local agency must approve the application, or else make findings to
the effect that the proposed project would have an adverse impact on public health
and safety, as described above.

CaRLA is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation whose mission is to restore a legal
environment in which California builds housing equal to its needs, which we pursue
through public impact litigation and providing educational programs to California city
officials and their staff.

Sincerely,

Sonja Trauss
Co-Executive Director
California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund

Cc:  Jeremy Schaub
1360 9th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94010

California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund - hi@carlaef.org
1260 Mission St, San Francisco, CA 94103






from denying housing development projects that are compliant with the locality’s Zoning
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Sonja Trauss
Co-Executive Director
California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund

Cc: Jeremy Schaub
1360 9th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94010



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Woods, Mary (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: I Support 400 Divisadero

Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:26:39 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Taylor Watson <taylorkwatson@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 7:09 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: | Support 400 Divisadero

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

| live at Central and Waller and support this development.

Taylor Watson
516 672 0224

taylorkwatson@gmail.com

http://www.linkedin.com/in/taylorkwatson
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposition to 400 Divisadero — Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:25:58 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 7:14 PM

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

Subject: Opposition to 400 Divisadero — Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

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

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am a SF housing advocate opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064
Oak St as proposed for the following reasons: 1) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186
units is not enough. 2) The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016
Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which
calls for 50% affordability in new projects. 3) The developer has consistently ignored
community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community
engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.” 4) The project is
seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to
neighborhood residents and community members. Please support Divisadero neighbors,
residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project as proposed until there
is a higher percentage of affordable housing.

Too many projects ignore the balance of housing, open space, ammenities, and
transit/infrastructural needs. Think through the issues of community input and ensure that the
cities existing citizens do not further get displaced by green-$-greed....

Thank you

A.Goodman D11
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter of Support for Eureka Sky

Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:13:58 AM

Attachments: Eureka Sky.docx

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Terry Asten Bennett <terry@cliffsvariety.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 3:37 PM

To: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>; Rodriguez, Marisa (ADM)
<marisa.rodriguez@sfgov.org>; ray castroplace.com <ray@castroplace.com>

Cc: CASTRO MERCHANTS <info@castromerchants.com>

Subject: Letter of Support for Eureka Sky

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

Attached is my letter of support for Eureka Sky's Conditional Use Permit and Change of Use Permit.
If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact me.

Terry Asten Bennett
General Manager
Cliff's Variety

(415) 431-5365

www.cliffsvariety.com
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479 Castro Street San Francisco CA 94114

415-431-5365 ext. 4

Terry@CliffsVariety.com



Bridget Hicks, Staff Planner

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco CA 94103

    Re: File No. 2019-004216CUA



Marisa Rodriguez, Director

San Francisco office of Cannabis

City Hall, Room 018

1 Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco CA 94102

    Re: Application No. 8-12497, Case No. 00013148



    Re: Eureka Sky (Sugar) 3989-17th Street, San Francisco

           Romwald (Ray) Connolly, Desmond Morgan, Chris Callaway



Dear Ms. Hicks and Ms. Rodriquez,            



	I am writing today in support of the conditional use and change of use application for 3989 17th Street.  The proposed business, Eureka Sky, will activate the space in a positive manner while providing much needed security at that corner.  The applicants have proven themselves to be conscientious neighbors and active community partners.  We look forward to seeing their business thrive in our neighborhood.



	If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.   



Sincerely,

	[image: ]

Terry Asten Bennett

President/General Manager

[bookmark: _GoBack]Cliff’s Variety



  



image1.jpeg







image2.gif

@HW@V IETY







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 400 Divisadero
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:12:16 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Chet Corcos <ccorcos@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 4:29 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@yahoo.com;
millicentljohnson@sfgov.org; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Woods, Mary (CPC)
<mary.woods@sfgov.org>

Cc: David Kriozere <DavidK@genesisliving.com>

Subject: 400 Divisadero

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

Dear Planning Commission,

I've been meeting with the David Kriozere, the developer of 400 Divisadero for over a year. He held
an open-house meeting to hear concerns from the neighbors and that is how | met him. He has been
very responsive to all of my concerns and soliciting feedback from my neighbors.

| heartily support his project because | think it will be good for the neighborhood. The Shell station /
car wash attracts a lot of loiterers and drug dealers making it an uncomfortable environment for
pedestrians. The new apartments will offer much needed housing in an area where rent is too high
for apartments that are unmaintained. And the storefronts will bring new life to the neighborhood.

Thank you,

Chet Corcos


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 400-444 Divisidero Project, Opposed Neighbor
Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 3:43:59 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Hamid R. Bronner <hrbronner@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 3:30 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@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>; Woods, Mary (CPC) <mary.woods@sfgov.org>;
affordabledivis@gmail.com

Subject: 400-444 Divisidero Project, Opposed Neighbor

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

Hello Commissioners,

I am a neighbor in very close proximity to this project, which does not seem to be a well thought-out
project. It conspicuously follows the trend of much of the latest hasty development throughout San
Francisco in the last decade or so.

My concern that too many issues correlating to this project are being dismissed or ignored, points to
a push to exploit a perceived space for development. The net result however, is not a benefit to the
neighborhood. There is not much consideration to those who currently live here, and need to

continue their lives in this place.

Along with a following prepared letter below that | am in agreement with, I'd like to add a few of the
points that would impact all who live and spend a fair amount of time along Divisidero.

Please consider these additional points as well as the letter below:

- The ongoing turnover of Small Businesses shows the sterilization of local-commercial culture


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

benefiting larger corporations which can afford extreme commercial rates.

- The loss of balance in existing demographics (a lesser measured stat, however clearly visible on
the ground). This is an area closely tied to some vulnerable San Francisco ethnicities and cultures,
some more obvious than others and an area which should preserve the ideal of civil interactions,
without becoming too much of an influx of a homogeneous particular industry-culture (in this case
part of the city-tech-wave-influx).

-The prior point leads to the issue of encouraging commuting far away to Silicon Valley and using
San Francisco as a corporate perk/campus. This is a well established issue in the news from the start
of the recent giveaways, and certainly something that should be looked at as a local area, region-by-
region pressing issue. It also relates to traffic, both automotive and pedestrian. Electric gadget
modes of transportation are not factoring well among conventional Divisidero street traffic, so
they will be more and more taking sidewalks. This issue is coupled with commuting and the point
goes to giving perks at the expense of people actually living, not short-term transient stays in SF. The
attracted increase of accidents, petty crime, congestion to a narrowing transit corridor (more and
more side streets are closed off to cross-town traffic) shows the need for projects planned with
foresight and accounting for inevitable secondary and tertiary consequences.

- The aforementioned concern(s) points to an issue of vitality for this area. It is my estimation that
area should attract and allow visitors and tourists to stop and find a unique and interesting place.
Congestion and transient tech-labor will not add to this or allow people to come comfortably and
the area to develop organically and uniquely. It will be too imbalanced with people using the area
at high expense and with frequent turn over. The possibility that more affordable housing done in a
responsible way will lead to comparable or with better benefits to this area is more likely.

- Lastly I'd add, when | walk this stretch regularly | feel the coldness a larger than average building
would create. It would take a piece of the skyline that would be a bad precedent and severe loss
along this 'corridor.' It would not be friendly and welcoming, and it would not fit with the
surrounding buildings. The geographic position at the base of the Haight St. and Divisidero Hill side
does not compliment a tall and wide building here. The design seems to not include this concern.

Thank you for reading my concerns and the following prepared letter of the conscientious
neighbor(s) below.

Dear Planning Commissioners,

| am a neighbor opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed
for the following reasons: 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough. The project
fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan,
created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects. The
developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while
claiming “community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”



The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to
neighborhood residents and community members. Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents,
and community members and DO NOT approve this project.

Thank you,

Arts of The Ancients .com

CRIMSON GATE TEA .COM



http://artsoftheancients.com/
http://crimsongatetea.com/

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Please vote YES and support Eureka Sky on June 13th at 3989 17th Street — Castro

Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 3:42:25 PM

Attachments: LetterofSupport 2019-004216CUA-8-12497.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Christopher Sharpe <info@nordenliving.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 3:10 PM

To: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>; Rodriguez, Marisa (ADM)
<marisa.rodriguez@sfgov.org>; ray@castroplace.com

Subject: Please vote YES and support Eureka Sky on June 13th at 3989 17th Street — Castro

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
Greetings,
Please find attached my Letter of Support for Eureka Sky @ 3989 17th Street — Castro District.
Best Regards,

Christopher Sharpe
Co-Owner

Christopher Sharpe - 415.235.9583
Terje Arnesen - 415.577.6208

Showroom:

3618 17th Street

San Francisco, CA 94114
415.757.0805

Store Hours:
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NORDEN
LIVING

San Francisco May 21, 2019

Dear Bridget Hicks, Planning Commissioners and Marisa Rodriquez,

As a Castro District merchant, I'm writing to express my strong
support for Eureka Sky opening a Retail Cannabis Dispensary at 3989
17 St, San Francisco CA 94112.

Not only am | excited too see another retail space be inhabited, but a
business like Eureka Sky is much needed in the neighborhood.

Please vote “YES” on June 13" - File No. 2019-004216CUA and
Application No. 8-12497

Thank you very much for your kind support.

Kind regards,

Christopher Sharpe
Co-Owner

Norden Living -

scandinavian design redefined

3618 17th Street ® San Francisco CA 94114 e 415.757.0805
info@nordenliving.com






Weds-Fri: 11am-6pm
Sat-Sun: 11am-5pm

* Please take a moment to review us below! Thank you, C& T
Google

Yelp
Facebook


https://www.google.com/maps/place/Norden+Living/@37.7631542,-122.4289837,17z/data=!4m7!3m6!1s0x808f7e18fd0c0001:0x5f88418f869a17ee!8m2!3d37.7631504!4d-122.4267949!9m1!1b1
https://www.yelp.com/biz/norden-living-san-francisco
https://www.facebook.com/pg/NordenLivingSF/reviews/?ref=page_internal

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Woods, Mary (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: I support 400 Divisadero

Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 2:53:26 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Riley Avron <riley.avron@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 2:20 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: | support 400 Divisadero

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

Hello,

I'm a resident in district 5, and I've heard that there might be resistance to the 400 Divisadero
project, which would replace a gas station with sorely needed housing in the city. Accordingly, I'm
writing to express my support for that project, as a resident in the neighborhood. The city needs
more housing stock, as quickly as possible, and this project won't even displace any current
residents. It should be approved without delay.

Thank you.

Riley
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 400 Divisadero — Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing
Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 2:53:12 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org

www.sfplanning.org

From: Denis Mosgofian <denismosgofian@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 2:23 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@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>; Woods, Mary (CPC) <mary.woods@sfgov.org>;
affordabledivis@gmail.com

Subject: Opposition to 400 Divisadero — Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

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

Dear Planning Commissioners,
I am opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons:
1) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

2) The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan,
created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.

3) The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming
“community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”

4) The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to
neighborhood residents and community members.

Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project as
proposed until there is a higher percentage of affordable housing.

Thank you

Denis Mosgofian
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: PLEASE increase the affordable units in these projects!!
Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 2:53:05 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: SB <sbsanfran@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 2:46 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Cc: Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Woods, Mary (CPC) <mary.woods@sfgov.org>
Subject: PLEASE increase the affordable units in these projects!!

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

To the Planning Commission,

Please address the lack of affordability in the proposed 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St project. Until
this happens, please VOTE NO on the project.

This project is not good for the neighborhood, or for the lower income residents of the area!

There has not been appropriate outreach to the neighborhood, despite their claims to the contrary. At several of these
meetings we couldn’t even ask questions! They just made their presentations, and then dismissed the audience with
no chance for input! We had come with questions, but we were ignored.

The proposed project 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St contains 186 units, yet only 36 of those are
proposed as Below Market Rate or “affordable” units. This is just NOT enough!

Our neighborhood put together a plan called The Divisadero Community Plan. We had quite a few community
meetings where we all could give input. I was at many of these meetings, and everyone in the neighborhood feels
very strongly about this!

The Divisadero Community Plan calls for 50% affordability in all new housing development that is ten units or
more, and states that increases to bulk, density and height should only be allowed if affordability and all other

development requirements of the Plan are adhered to.

Please support the Divisadero neighborhood and VOTE NO on the 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St.
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

project until there is a much high percentage of affordable housing.

Please don’t let the needs of the current community get outweighed by the higher-income people who could afford
to live in those buildings. San Francisco has a history of not doing right by its lower-income (often long-time)
residents.

Let’s turn it around and do the right thing this time!

Thank you!

Susan Brock



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Woods, Mary (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: I support 400 Divisadero

Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 1:41:22 PM

Jonas P. Tonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Phillip Kobernick <phillipkobernick@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 12:53 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I support 400 Divisadero

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

Zero displacement? Check.

Affordable inclusionary? Check.

More rental apartments in a rental housing crisis? Check.
Getting a better neighborhood use than a gas station? Check.

Planning Commission, this project checks all the boxes. Please support this housing for renters.

Thx,
Phillip

Sent from my iPhone
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

400 Divis

Tuesday, May 21, 2019 1:41:12 PM

Opposition to 400 Divisadero Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing.msg
Opposition to 400 Divisadero Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing.msg
Opposition to 400 Divisadero Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing.msg
Opposition to 400 Divisadero Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing.msg
Opposition to 400 Divisadero Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing.msg
Do Not Approve 400 Divisadero as Proposed.msq

Opposition to 400 Divisadero Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing.msg
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Opposition to 400 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Instructor Ruiz

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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



 



Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
I am a neighbor opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons:
 
1) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

2) The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.

3) The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”

4) The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community members.

Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project as proposed until there is a higher percentage of affordable housing.

Thank you




Opposition to 400 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Carolyn Hanrahan

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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



 



Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
AFFORDABLE ISN'T LOW INCOME! We need low-income housing please. I am a neighbor concerned about the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons:
 
1) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

2) The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.

3) The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”

4) The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community members.

Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project as proposed until there is a higher percentage of affordable housing.

Thank you 

Carolyn Hanrahan






Opposition to 400 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Lisa Awbrey

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com





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







Dear Planning Commissioners,



I am a neighbor opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons:



1) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.



2) The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.



3) The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”



4) The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community members.



Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project as proposed until there is a higher percentage of affordable housing.



PS: I understand that as of today, the developer has failed to commit to using union labor for the construction of this project. Yet another reason to oppose it.



Thank you for your consideration,

Lisa Awbrey

1969 Hayes Street

San Francisco, CA 94117





Sent from my iPad




Opposition to 400 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Deena Abramson

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC)

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org



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



 



Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
I am a neighbor opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons:
 
1) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

2) The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.

3) The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”

4) The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community members.

Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project as proposed until there is a higher percentage of affordable housing.

Thank you, 

Deena Abramson




Opposition to 400 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		ifiwereaflyonthewall

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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



 



Dear Planning Commissioners,

San Francisco is my home.  I have been involved in making sure the community is heard on various projects that have huge impacts on neighborhoods and individual community members often over looked.  We are in a housing crisis😥!  The homeless population has increased by 17%!  There is no excuse to green light this project that benefits developers over community’s desperate needs for affordable housing at the request rate!  The affordable housing is barely affordable for the community that is having huge hurdles to stay in SF already!  These huge projects need to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan!  Which was created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects. Hold The developer accountable exceed expectations of community.   Conditional uses that don’t benefit the community are short sided! 




On the side of caution I urge you all to fully consider the impact of allowing developers to slide on promises to the community. Affordable housing should  be the priority and not just accommodating developers. Thank you for listening and please consider the communities stance.  400 Divisadero can do better! 





-- 
Velvet Valentine 415 503 8031





Do Not Approve 400 Divisadero as Proposed

		From

		David Woo

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)

		Cc

		CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC)

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org



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



 



Dear Planning Commissioners,



I am writing to you as D5 resident that is very concerned about the lack of affordability in the proposed 400 Divisadero Street development that will be before you this Thursday, May 23rd.



This project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet as proposed it contains only the baseline required amount of affordable units. 20% affordability is not nearly enough for a project of this scale, especially when considering the number of CU approvals that it is seeking.



The Divisadero community has organized to demand higher levels of affordability in large scale projects like this in order to meet the needs of existing residents and community members. Please do not approve this project until there is a higher percentage of affordable housing being proposed.



Sincerely,

David Woo





Opposition to 400 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		aida jones

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com





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







Dear Planning Commissioners,



I am a D5 resident of 25 years and have witnessed my neighborhoods’s transformation from working class families into a playground for monied 25-35 year olds. It is tragic that so many of my friends and neighbors have been forced out of their homes.



Unfortunately I cannot attend Thursday’s meeting as a nephew is graduating from Berkeley.



Our diversity should be celebrated and protected. Affordability and market rate can and should be twined together.



I am also a neighbor opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons:



1) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.



2) The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.



3) The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”



4) The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community members.



Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project as proposed until there is a higher percentage of affordable housing.



Thank you



Kind regards,

aïda jones







[sent from iphone]








From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: re :: Letter of Support, Eureka Sky

Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 1:34:02 PM

Attachments: emailphoto-michelle.ong

Iwt-emaillogo-01.png
Eureka Skv Support Letter - LWT.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Michelle Skoor <michelle@lesbianswhotech.org>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 11:34 AM

To: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>; Rodriguez, Marisa (ADM)
<marisa.rodriguez@sfgov.org>; ray castroplace.com <ray@castroplace.com>

Subject: re :: Letter of Support, Eureka Sky

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

To Whom it May Concern -

We are submitting a letter of support for Eureka Sky on behalf of Lesbians Who Tech + Allies.

Michelle

Michelle Skoor

VP, Operations & Programs
they | them

E: michelle@lesbianswhotech.or:



mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@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/
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lesbians

WHOtech lesbianswhotech.org

QUEER | INCLUSIVE | BADASS

May 15, 2019

Bridget Hicks, Staff Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103
Re: File No. 2019-004216CUA

Marisa Rodriquez, Director
San Francisco office of Cannabis
City Hall, Room 018
1 Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco CA 94102
Re: Application No. 8-12497, Case No. 00013148

Re: Eureka Sky (Sugar) 3989-17"" Street, San Francisco
Romwald (Ray) Connolly, Desmond Morgan, Chris Callaway

Commissioners and Office of Cannabis,

We are writing on behalf of Eureka Sky to show our strong support. We have become to know the owners of
Eureka Sky and want to share they are going to be wonderful business owners, great neighbors and a
compliment to the existing business in the Castro.

We met the owners in 2018 and through that, they allowed our organization to use their empty store front as
our headquarters for our conference for Lesbians Who Tech + Allies - the largest tech conference for LGBTQ in
the world. They were very wonderful to allow us to use their space for our event.

Eureka Sky has received enormous support from the Castro Merchants Association, Eureka Valley
Neighborhood Association (EVNA), Castro Community Benefit District CCBD, and Duboce Triangle
Neighborhood Association (DTNA). Along with this strong support we support Eureka Sky opening on 3989 17
ST. Eureka Sky is going to be a wonderful cannabis dispensary in the Castro. We support Eureka Sky!

Please vote yes so Eureka Sky will be granted their cannabis permit and serve the wonderful Castro!

Sincerely,

Lesbians Who Tech + Allies Team

Cc :: Michelle Skoor, VP of Operations and Programs

lesbianswHOtech

QUEER | INCLUSIVE | BADASS

lesbianswhotech.org







TW: @Michelle_Skoor

lesbians
WHOtech

QR | INCLLAT | BADASE

Up Next | Lesbians Who Tech & Allies Leadership Summit, September 11 - 13, 2019



http://twitter.com/Michelle_Skoor
https://lesbianswhotech.org/newyork2019/

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: SOMCAN Letter Regarding Proposed 1025 Howard Street Project
Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 9:24:33 AM

Attachments: SOMCAN Statement on 1025 Howard St PC.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: dwoo@somcan.org <dwoo(@somcan.org>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 3:51 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@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>; Samonsky, Ella (CPC) <ella.samonsky@sfgov.org>

Cc: Angelica Cabande <acabande@somcan.org>
Subject: SOMCAN Letter Regarding Proposed 1025 Howard Street Project

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

Dear Commissioners,

Please see attached SOMCAN's statement on the proposed 1025 Howard Street hotel development that will cast new

shadows on Gene Friend Recreation Center.

Thank you,

David

David Woo

Community Development Coordinator

South of Market Community Action Network
415.255.7693 (office)


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

1110 Howard Street, San Francisco, CA 94103

Y,
(‘ 415-255-7693 info@somcan.org @ somcan.org /ﬁ\ 1110 Howard Street SF, CA 94103

May 20, 2019

San Francisco Planning Commission
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: 1025 Howard Street

Dear Commissioners,

We are writing to express opposition to the proposed 1025 Howard Street project, an eight-story,
170 room hotel located between 6th and 7th Streets on Howard.

This project will cast new shadows on Gene Friend Recreation Center (Gene Friend). The
quantitative findings of the shadow analysis explain that there is a +0.31% annual increase in
shade that would occur for six (6) months out of the year for an average of 1 hour and 17 minutes
(and up to 1 hour and 43 minutes from June-July). Areas of Gene Friend affected by new shadow
include the basketball court, playground, bleachers/benches, and grassy area.

Gene Friend is the only recreation center in the entire South of Market and contains a 0%
shadow tolerance for new shadows. Gene Friend is heavily used by all community members,
especially children, youth, and families and is utilized by several youth-serving
neighborhood organizations. Further, District 6 has the least amount of open space per-capita
in the city while at the same time absorbing 80% of all new development. It is unacceptable
that any new project encroach on the very limited public open space that exists in the South of
Market, of which Gene Friend is a vital component of. Further, it is unclear how this project is
able to move forward when it is creating shadow impacts on a Rec Center that has a zero percent
shadow budget.

This project is located within the SOMA Youth and Family Special Use District which was
created in 2008 to protect and enhance the health and environment of youth and families in the
South of Market, especially through the provision of affordable housing. Hotel uses go against
the goals of the Youth and Family Special Use District. The area where the project is proposed is
a residential area of the South of Market and hotel uses are inappropriate. The dividing line for
hotel uses in the South of Market is 5th street - this line should be kept and the residential areas
of the neighborhood must be respected.





There are also traffic and safety concerns related to this project regarding the use of Uber, Lyft,
and other TNCs by those who stay at the hotel, and the use of surrounding streets for deliveries
to the hotel. The South of Market neighborhood already has an extremely high rate of pedestrian
and bicycle injuries, and these dangers will only be exacerbated by this project.

We urge the Planning Commission to stand with neighbors and vote NO on this project.
What is needed in this area of the South of Market is affordable housing and affordable
nonprofit/commercial space, not luxury hotels. The proposed hotel, located within the Youth and
Family Special Use District, does not serve the people that live in the immediate area and
negatively impacts their quality of life by shadowing a nearby Rec Center and increasing traffic
hazards.

Sincerely,

Angelica Cabande
Organizational Director
South of Market Community Action Network (SOMCAN)






From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Samonsky, Ella (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 1025 Howard Street Development Opposition Letter

Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 9:24:28 AM

Attachments: BEC 1025 Howard Street Opposition Letter.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Mary Roque <mary.roque@sfbec.org>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 5:06 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1025 Howard Street Development Opposition Letter

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

To whom it may concern,

| am submitting the Bayanihan Equity Center's letter of opposition for the proposed 1025 Howard
Street development.

Sincerely,
Mary

Mary

Roque
Administrative
Assistant

Data

Collection Specialist



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

May 20, 2019

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street #400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 1025 Howard Street Development
Dear Commissioner,

A developer named David O’Keeffe is proposing to build a hotel with approximately 170 rooms
at 1025 Howard Street. We, at the Bayanihan Equity Center (BEC), along with a wide coalition
of neighbors, community-based organizations, and labor unions oppose this project, for it does
not address the needs of our clients who are low-income seniors and adults with disability.

We need no shadow on public spaces. This proposed hotel would cast a shadow on the Gene
Friend Recreation Center, the only recreation center in SOMA. The SOMA neighborhood has 1
percent of the open space in the entire city. With so few parks in SOMA, and so many residents
living in SROs or other cramped apartments with no access to open space, park access is critical.

We need affordable space. SOMA is experiencing rapid development and displacement of its
working-class families. The neighborhood desperately needs affordable housing and affordable
space for neighborhood-serving organizations.

We need safety. The traffic and safety impacts are of concern to the neighborhood. The two
intersections nearest the hotel were rated at service levels “D” and “F”. There will be traffic from
the development due to Uber and Lyft trips that the hotel would generate; and the blocking of
Harriet Street due to hotel deliveries. This neighborhood already has a very high rate of
pedestrian and bicycle injuries. It is an unfair and inequitable burden for our seniors and
children.

Sincerely,

)

Luisa M. Antonio
Executive Director

1010 Mission Street, Suite C, San Francisco, CA 94103 || 415-255-2347 | | Fax 415-255-2358






1010

Mission Street, Suite C

San

Francisco, CA 94103

Tel: (415) 255-2347 | Fax: (415) 255-2358



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Chion, Miriam (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Suggestions in the aftermath of SB 50
Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 9:24:00 AM
Attachments: Response to Shelving SB 50.pdf

Jonas P. Tonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 3:59 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Kathrin
Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; drihards20@outlook.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: Suggestions in the aftermath of SB 50

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

Dear Commissioners,

Good afternoon.

Attached is an off the top of my head response to the shelving of SB 50, with seven suggestions that could show
Sacramento that there are many ways the City is attempting to deal with the housing crisis.

I also sent a copy to Mr. Ikezoe, Ms. Chion, Mr. Switzky and Ms. Rodgers.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Georgia Schuttish


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

May 20, 2019 Submitted to Planning from G. Schuttish

Response to Shelving of SB 50

7 Things San Francisco Could Do

Complete a Rental Registry

The State bill authorizing a state-wide rental registry was also tabled. As stated in the March
2019 memo, Planning Staff could work with the Rent Board as well as Tenant organizations to
create a Rental Registry.

Complete an Occupancy Study

An overall survey of water usage would show the number of units that are occupied full time.
San Francisco needs to know how many units are actually lived in or are just being used as a
deposit for cash, to better understand the role that speculation has on the housing market.

Demographic Study of Age of Owner Occupiers

There is an aging (baby boomer +) population of home owners in San Francisco. What
percentage of the existing home owners is in this cohort and what are the housing implications
for their demise and the availability of this housing stock?

Incentivize rental units return to market
Short-term rentals or unoccupied units which are not made available due to “fears” of tenants

and rent control should be incentivized to return to market with tax breaks modeled after the
Twitter Tax break.

Complete the Historic Resource Survey.

This should be done as quickly as possible (the two year time frame) with the necessary
financing, Staffing and Public input to preserve housing.

Adjustment of the Demo Calcs

The Demo Calcs have never been adjusted since approved of Section 317 over a decade ago.

The Zoning Administrator has adjusted the numerical value to allow the administrative approval
in the RH-1 three times in this same time period. The City Attorney should be consulted to see
if the Commission can do the same retroactively. However, it is within the Commissions ability
per Planning Code Section 317 (b) (2) (B) (C) and (D) to implement an adjustment right now.

Pipeline of Residential Projects

For all projects that include housing: Put a time limit on breaking ground and have project
sponsors report to City if they put their entitlement up for sale prior to starting the project.





May 20, 2019 Submitted to Planning from G. Schuttish






From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Attachments:

Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Woods, Mary (CPC)

Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

400 Divis

Tuesday, May 21, 2019 9:22:57 AM

NO to 400 Divisadero We Need Affordable Housing!.msg

Opposition to 400 Divisadero Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing.msgq
NOPNA Letter of Support - 400 Divisadero.msq
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NO to 400 Divisadero – We Need Affordable Housing!

		From

		Rebecca Randall

		To

		Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Woods, Mary (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		joel.koppel@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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



 



Dear Planning Department Commissioners:



 



Although I live in the Inner Richmond District, I oppose the projects at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St for the following reasons:



 



*	36 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is entirely inadequate. Rather, it should be 50% — 93 affordable units. This would protect the existing tenants and provide housing for others who have lived and worked here for so many years.








*	The project seems to disregard the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, which was created by 500+ community members and calls for 50% affordability in new projects. Again, we are asking for 50% so existing tenants won’t be thrown out on the streets.








*	The developer is ignoring the neighborhood’s demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community engagement”; clearly the developer is being disingenuous.








*	The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet these would provide NO additional public benefit to residents and/or the community at large.








I implore you to support the Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project. All of us on the Western Side are behind this neighborhood appeal. We need *affordable* housing, not more billion-dollar speculation. People’s lives are on the line. Thank you for your consideration.








Sincerely,








Rebecca Randall



500 11th Ave



SF CA 94118



415-596-7522






Opposition to 400 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Julie S.

		To

		Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Moore, Kathrin (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		joel.koppel@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



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



 



Dear Planning Commissioners,


 

I am a neighbor opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons:

 

37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.



The project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, created by over 500 community members, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.



The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site while claiming “community engagement” that “reflects the community’s vision for this prominent site.”



The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community members.



Please support Divisadero neighbors, residents, and community members and DO NOT approve this project.



Thank you,

Julie Stiefel








NOPNA Letter of Support - 400 Divisadero

		From

		Julian Mackie

		To

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

		Cc

		Charles Ivan Dupigny; Meg Rahner; Woods, Mary (CPC); Remski, Derek (BOS)

		Recipients

		christopher.may@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; dupigny.1@gmail.com; m.e.rahner@gmail.com; mary.woods@sfgov.org; derek.remski@sfgov.org



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



 



San Francisco Planning Commissioners, 



I write to inform you that the North of the Panhandle Neighborhood Association (NOPNA) Board has voted to support the proposed project at 400 Divisadero as currently designed. We have outlined several contingencies in the attached letter and have also shared the letter with David Kriozere of Genesis Real Estate Group ahead of the project's planned hearing on May 23rd. The letter's decision was developed in part by our Land Use subcommittee which includes a diverse subset of both board members and the general public.



We look forward to working with the Developer to identify retail vendors for the space and with the Planning Commission to continue shaping land use proposals that meet the needs of our neighborhood.



Thank you and please let us know if you have any questions.



-Julian



-- 


Julian Mackie 

Vice-President | NOPNA

LinkedIn | Personal Website

(707) 570-5732



NOPNA Letter of Support_ 400 Divis.pdf

North of
Panhandle

ditodebhs  pscociation

San Francisco Planning Commission
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94102

May 17, 2019

Dear Planning Commission,

On Monday, May 13, 2019, the North of Panhandle Neighborhood Association (NOPNA) met and voted to
support the 400 Divisadero proposed project as currently designed (May 2019) with the following
contingencies:

e The project pursues retail vendors that align to NOPNA'’s neighborhood commercial district status
(e.g., not formula retail)

e Should the land remain vacant for more than six months, it be used for neighborhood
beautification (e.g., garden, art installation, etc.)

e Should the project change ownership, the same expectations of the project are maintained (i.e.,
no less than 20% inclusionary housing)

Additionally, NOPNA plans to continue to work with the District 5-Supervisor’s office, San Francisco
Planning Department, and any additional parties involved, to determine methods of achieving additional
affordable-inclusionary housing units.

These recommendations and contingencies are in part developed from NOPNA'’s land use subcommittee,
comprised of board members and neighbors with diverse backgrounds, which is responsible for tracking,
and responding to both residential and retail land use and zoning proposals. The land use subcommittee
analyzed the proposed 400 Divisadero Project according to the following criteria: land use, density,
affordability, parking and alternative transportation, preservation, environmental features, community
input, and retail. The subcommittee and the board commend the project developers in their engagement
and responsiveness to the community as well as their effort to include affordable housing at various levels
of the AMI.

We look forward to continuing our work through transparency with all parties involved and growing our
neighborhood in ways meet the needs of the community.

Best & Thank You,

Charles Dupigny
President
North of Panhandle Neighborhood Association

www.nopna.org / Email: Board@nopna.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter of Support for Eureka Sky, Application No. 8-12497, Case No. 00013148

Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 9:21:47 AM

Attachments: Eureka Sky Letter of Support-Aria.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Masood Samereie <msamereie@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 4:51 PM

To: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>; Rodriguez, Marisa (ADM)
<marisa.rodriguez@sfgov.org>; ray@castroplace.com

Cc: CASTRO MERCHANTS <info@castromerchants.com>

Subject: Letter of Support for Eureka Sky, Application No. 8-12497, Case No. 00013148

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

Dear Recipients;

Attached please find my letter of support for Eureka Sky's Conditional Use Permit and Change
of Use Permit.

**Please confirm receipt of this email**

With warmest regards, I remain

Masood Samereie
Broker/Owner

Aria Properties

BRE Lic.# 01364696
President, Castro Merchants

Mobile | 415 215 6017
Office | 415 552 5555
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ARIA PROPERTIES

May 20, 2019

Bridget Hicks, Staff Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103
Re: File No. 2019-004216CUA

Marisa Rodriguez, Director

San Francisco office of Cannabis
City Hall, Room 018

1 Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco CA 94102

A Boutique Real Estate Resource

Re: Application No. 8-12497, Case No. 00013148

Re: Eureka Sky (Sugar) 3989-17" Street, San Francisco

Romwald (Ray) Connolly, Desmond Morgan, Chris Callaway

Dear Ms. Hicks and Ms. Rodriquez,

This letter is to express my support for the conditional use and change of use application for 3989 17"
Street. “Eureka Sky” will positively activate the proposed location and will add much needed security at it’s
surrounding site. The owners live in the neighborhood and are active community members. We look forward

to their business, that I feel will thrive in our neighborhood.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Regards,

Masood Samereie
Broker/Owner
Aria Properties

Phone: 415.552.5555
Fax: 415.552.6666

BRE#01364696

www.Aria-Properties.com
4406 18th Street, Suite B, San Francisco, CA 94114






Fax | 415 552 6666

Email | MSamereie(@yahoo.com

Website | www.Aria-Properties.com
CIPS, CRS, MCNE, GRI, SRES, ePro, BPOR, TRC, CCRM, HAFA, SFR


mailto:MSamereie@yahoo.com
http://www.sf1realtor.com/

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Please vote YES and support Eureka Sky on June 13th at 3989 17th Street — Castro

Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 9:21:33 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Andrea Shannon <andreacshannon@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 7:00 PM

To: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>; Rodriguez, Marisa (ADM)
<marisa.rodriguez@sfgov.org>; ray@castroplace.com

Subject: Please vote YES and support Eureka Sky on June 13th at 3989 17th Street — Castro

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

Dear Bridget Hicks, Planning Commissioners and Marisa Rodriquez,

I’'m writing to express my strong support for Eureka Sky (formally Sugar) opening a Retail Cannabis
Dispensary at 3989 17tSt, San Francisco CA 94114.

This location is essential for me in “The Castro” for both recreational and medicinal cannabis. | am excited

about Eureka Sky, they are providing a much-needed service in the neighborhood. The business and
convenient location to public transportation will be a fantastic addition to the neighborhood.

Please vote “YES” on June 13", - File No. 2019-004216CUA and Application No. 8-12497

Thank you very much for your support.

Regards,

Andrea Shannon
10 South Park Street
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Please vote YES and support Eureka Sky on June 13that 3989 17thStreet — Castro

Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 9:21:22 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Jane Bu <hanjiebu@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 8:29 PM

To: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>; Rodriguez, Marisa (ADM)
<marisa.rodriguez@sfgov.org>; ray@castroplace.com

Subject: Please vote YES and support Eureka Sky on June 13that 3989 17thStreet — Castro

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

Dear Ms. Hicks, Planning Commissioners; Ms. Rodriquez; and Office of Cannabis, or to
whom this may concern:

I’m writing to express my (and many other SF residents') strong support for Eureka Sky

(formally Sugar) to opening a Retail Cannabis Dispensary at 3989 171"St, San Francisco
CA 94114.

Our friends and families are very excited to have Eureka Sky to the neighborhood. This
convenient and central location, with access to many public transportation, is ideal for me
and so many others in “The Castro” as well as nearby neighborhoods, for both recreational
and medicinal cannabis use. This store will be a wonderful addition to this vibrant
neighborhood. Not only Eureka Sky is providing a much-needed service, it will also ease
the on-going struggle with the increasing commercial vacancies/turn-over in this beloved
SF neighborhood.

The Castro district is full of life, free spirits, and rich with culture. It embodies what makes

San Francisco truly unique. So please vote “YES” on June 13% to bring yet another colorful
& unique addition - Eureka Sky - to this neighborhood- File No. 2019-004216CUA and
Application No. 8-12497

Thank you very much for your kind support.
Best,


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@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/

Jane Bu

829 Folsom Street, SF 94107



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: scan - letter for Eureka Sky 3989 17th ST.

Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 9:19:30 AM

Attachments: SKM_(€25819052011540.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: ray castroplace.com <ray@castroplace.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 1:21 PM

To: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>; Rodriguez, Marisa (ADM)
<marisa.rodriguez@sfgov.org>; ray castroplace.com <ray@castroplace.com>

Subject: Fw: scan - letter for Eureka Sky 3989 17th ST.

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

Hello,

Please see the attached support letter for Eureka Sky, (formally Sugar). Please file.

Kind regards,

Ray Connolly
Eureka Sky
Owner

3989 17th St

San Francisco, CA 94114
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LEVY&CO.
——!

REAL ESTATE
SINCE 1972

Bridget Hicks, Staff Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103
Re: File No. 2019-004216CUA

Marisa Rodriquez, Director
San Francisco office of Cannabis
City Hall, Room 018
1 Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco CA 94102
Re: Application No. 8-12497, Case No. 00013148

Re: Eureka Sky (Sugar) 3989-17t Street, San Francisco
Romwald (Ray) Connolly, Desmond Morgan, Chris Callaway

Dear Ms. Hicks and Ms. Rodriquez,

I own Levy&Co. along standing real estate firm in San Francisco since (1972) I'm writing you
today to share my strong support for Eureka Sky to open a Cannabis Dispensary at 3989 17t St
in “The Castro”.

I am looking forward to Eureka Sky opening on 17 St and fully support having a cannabis store.
It will be a nice compliment to the existing businesses in the Castro and attract additional
individuals to our area and my currently occupied commercial store fronts. I've met the
owners of Eureka Sky and feel they will be great neighbors to us and be a nice addition to the
neighborhood.

Please vote “YES” for Eureka Sky on June 13 Looking forward to them moving in!

Kind regards,

Levy &/Co.

David A7 Levy

P

1871 MARKET STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 - PHONE (415) 864-3050 - levy1871@aol.com - BRE#: 00357781






ray(@castroplace.com
415 706 7759

From: levy1871@aol.com <|evy1871@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 11:58 AM

To: ray castroplace.com

Subject: Fwd: scan

Letter attached.
Levy & Co.
David

From: olga@zanelloproperties.com

To: levy1871@aol.com
Sent: 5/20/2019 11:56:57 AM Pacific Standard Time

Subject: scan

David,
Please see the attached file.
Best regards,

Olga Tsyvinsky

Office Manager

Zanello Properties

Silzan Development Co. & Combined Realty
1869 Market Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

Office: (415) 621-0401

Fax: (415) 626-2547

Email olga@zanelloproperties.com
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 400 Divisadero Street: Neighborhood Association Support
Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 9:13:34 AM

Attachments: image002.png

image004.png
image006.png
image008.png
2019-05 Neighborhood Association Support letters.PDF

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Steven Vettel <SVettel@fbm.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 5:05 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@yahoo.com;
'millicentljohnson@sfgov.org' <millicentljohnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Woods, Mary (CPC) <mary.woods@sfgov.org>

Cc: David Kriozere <DavidK@genesisliving.com>; Jessica Berg (jberg@bergdavis.com)
<jberg@bergdavis.com>; Luis Cuadra (LCuadra@bergdavis.com) <LCuadra@bergdavis.com>; Jim
Chappell <chappell_jim@att.net>

Subject: 400 Divisadero Street: Neighborhood Association Support

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

Commissioners, in preparation for this Thursday’s Planning Commission hearing on the 400
Divisadero Street project, | am enclosing copies of 5 letters of support from the four surrounding
neighborhood associations listed below, as well as the San Francisco Housing Action Coalition. | am
emailing to you separately because not all of these letters were able to be included in the
Commission packet.

North of Panhandle Neighborhood Association
Alamo Square Neighborhood Association
Divisadero Merchants Association

Lower Haight Merchant and Neighbor Association

Hw N e

We are very proud of this widespread support and look forward to Thursday’s hearing.
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Page 1 of 1

Northof
Panhandle
Neighborhood
Association

San Francisco Planning Commission
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodiett Place

City Hall, Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94102

May 17, 2019

Dear Planning Commission,

On Monday, May 13, 2019, the North of Panhandle Neighborhood Association (NOPNA) met and voted to
support the 400 Divisadero proposed project as currently designed (May 2019) with the following
contingencies: ’

e The project pursues retail vendors that align to NOPNA's neighborhood commercial district status
(e.g., not formula retail)

e Should the land remain vacant for more than six months, it be used for neighborhood
peautification (e.g., garden, art installation, etc.)

» Should the project change ownership, the same expectations of the project are maintained (i.e.,
no less than 20% inclusionary housing)

Additionally, NOPNA plans to continue to work with the District 5-Supervisor's office, San Francisco
Planning Departroent, and any additional parties involved, to determine methods of achieving additional
affordable-inclusionary housing units.

These recommendations and contingencies are in part developed from NOPNA's land use subcommittee,
comprised of board members and neighbors with diverse backgrounds, which is responsible for tracking,
and responding to both residential and retail land use and zoning proposals. The land use subcommittee
analyzed the proposed 400 Divisadero Project according to the following criteria: land use, density,
affordability, parking and alternative transportation, preservation, environmental features, community
input, and retail. The subcommitiee and the board commend the project developers in their engagement
and responsiveness to the community as well as their effort to include affordable housing at various levels

of the AML

We look forward to continuing our work through transparency with all parties involved and growing our
neighborhood in ways meet the needs of the community.

Best & Thank You,
Charles Dupigny
President

North of Panhandle Neighborhood Association
www.nopna.org / Email: Board@nopna.org

https://th4.googleusercontent.com/Of3 LzTdwr28_BqlVwqxqYadRGVwwogkD3-rR3fieS...  5/20/2019





1 ll :I Alamo Square Neighborhood Association
I': 530 Divisadero Street #176

San Francisco, CA 94117 USA

www.alamosquare.org

D
NEIGHBORHOO
ASSOCIATION

May 2, 2019

San Francisco Planning Commission
1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 400

Dear Planning Commission,

On Thursday, April 4, 2019, the Alamo Square Neighborhood Association Board of Directors passed a resolution
supporting the 400 Divisadero development project. The development group has continued to work closely with
community stakeholders to ensure that neighborhood concerns are addressed, and have made adjustments along
the way when feasible. We support adding more housing units to the neighborhood as well as increasing retail
capacity to our ever-popular merchant corridor. Thank you for your focus and efforts in ensuring that the Alamo

Square neighborhood and Divisadero merchants corridor remains an attractive, vibrant, and prosperous community.

We look forward to continued work with the planning commission and the developer on future enhancements

surrounding 400 Divisadero that will improve the quality of life for the residents of our neighborhood..

Best Regards,

Jason Jervis
President
Alamo Square Neighborhood Association

www.alamosquare.org





DIVISADERO

MERCHANTS
ASSOCIATION

April 26,2019
Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing today to let you know that the Divisadero Merchants Association is
endorsing the proposed development at 400 Divisadero.

We believe that our city needs more housing, and we think that this housing development is
intentional in making use of as much as of the space as possible. We also appreciate that the
developers have worked with the community and the city to include affordable housing.

We also like that the proposed retail spaces are geared towards small businesses. We
believe that having diverse businesses is important for our neighborhood and is what
makes the Divisadero commercial corridor unique and interesting.

David Kriozere, from Genesis Group, has been actively reaching out, creating relationships,
and talking with the merchants and residents of our neighborhood. To us, this shows
commitment and investment in our neighborhood and that they are aware of our needs and
wants. Through these relationships and conversations, he has developed an Art Program
called Art Trail SF -- Center City which has brought more public art on our streets. David
and his team have also made modifications to their plan’s design based on feedback from
the neighborhood. We hope that these community conversations and projects continue,
should this development get approved.

Please let us know if you have any questions about our neighborhood or this endorsement.

Sincerely,

v

Giselle Gyalzen
President of the Divisadero Merchants Association





[LOHAMNA

LOWER HAIGHT MERCHANT + NEIGHBOR ASSOCIATION

April 15,2019

Mary Woods
mary.woods@sfgov.org

SF Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

Subject: Support for 400 Divisadero by Genesis Development

Dear Mary Woods:

Lower Haight Merchants and Neighbors Association (LoHaMNA)
cooperates to maintain the Lower Haight neighborhood as a safe,
inclusive, and vibrant place to live and enjoy. We look for opportunities
to increase these attributes.

We consider the 400 Divisadero development project site part of the
Lower Haight neighborhood. Potential new and existing residents
would be served by merchants in the Lower Haight commercial
corridor.

The current experience around the project site is extremely bad. Its
current suburban uses are inappropriate for an urban neighborhood.
Not only do conditions create safety hazards to people walking and
biking in the area, they create an unpleasant gap in the commercial
corridor.

We see the 400 Divisadero project as a viable solution.

In 2015, Divisadero Neighborhood Commercial District (NCT) Zoning
was implemented, allowing for higher housing density without
increased height. We support increased density in our neighborhood,
especially on commercial corridors well-served by transit. As precedent,
LoHaMNA previously supported dense housing with a high share of
affordable units at 55 Laguna.

LOWER HAIGHT MERCHANT AND NEIGHBORS ASSOCIATION (LOHAMNA.ORG)
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We support the 186 housing units that 400 Divisadero proposes to
bring to the neighborhood. We support building to the full 65 foot
height limit on Divisadero and 40-45 feet on Oak Street to maximize the
number of units. Our neighborhood’s location has many opportunities
and advantages, and we believe that many more people deserve to
share them.

After a prolonged community process, the 2018 updated Divisadero
Neighborhood Commercial District (NCT) Zoning requires 20% onsite
affordable housing units. We support this percentage and the proposed
36 affordable units that the project would bring. Although we would
have preferred increased height using density bonuses in order to gain
additional affordable units, we understand that growth concerns result
in opposition to more people sharing our neighborhood. Moving
forward, we encourage more collaboration to make San Francisco more
fair for everyone.

In addition, we encourage adding units that people with middle-
incomes can afford, through good affordable design.

We also support the project’s zoning limitation of no more than 0.5
automobile parking spaces per unit. Reduced automobile dependency
is one of our neighborhood’s benefits, and although zero parking is the
most impactful way to encourage people walk, bike, take transit and/or
car share, the project’s 0.3 spaces per unit is acceptable.

We encourage new residents to take advantage of the Lower Haight's
superior bicycle network to travel to shopping, workplaces, parks,
schools, transit,,etc. The 170 bicycle parking spaces at the project,
including spaces for family bicycles, will also help encourage this
healthy, emission-free transportation choice.

LoHaMNA also notes that the developer, David Kriozere, has spent a
long time actively and continuously engaging neighboring community
groups since 2015. Not only has David listened to our community’s
comments to evolve his design, he has also become an active
participant and leader in our community who holds an interest in

LOWER HAIGHT MERCHANT AND NEIGHBORS ASSOCIATION (LOHAMNA.ORG)
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solving our collective challenges. David understands the different
characteristics of the surrounding neighborhoods, and has designed a
project we believe integrates well.

In particular, we support the project’s commitment to streetscape
improvements that would improve neighborhood circulation and
character, including the commitment to public art, new trees, wider
sidewalks and bulb-outs, as well as removal of all but one of the existing
6 curb cuts.

In conclusion, LoHaMNA welcomes the new residents and new
businesses that the proposed 400 Divisadero project would add to our
community, and we look forward to enjoying the incremental safety and
public realm improvements the project will provide.

Sincerely,

ML Ade Qller—

Robert Patterson
President
LoHaMNA

LOWER HAIGHT MERCHANT AND NEIGHBORS ASSOCIATION (LOHAMNA.ORG)
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San Francisco

HOUSING

COALITION REPORT CARD

Project Address: 400-444 Divisadero Street and 1048-1062 Oak Street (Block/Lot 1216-004, 005, 017, 018 and 019)
Project Sponsor: Genesis CA Development, LLC (entity of Genesis Real Estate Group, founded 1987)
Date of SFHAC Review: 5/8/2019

Grading Scale

% = The project meets the high standard set by local jurisdiction and/or SFHAC

% % = The project exceeds SFHAC standards

% % % = The project far exceeds SFHAC's standards and exhibits creativity in its proposed solutions

Criteria for SFHAC Endorsement
1. The Project must have been presented to the SFHAC Project Review Committee
2. The Project must score a minimum of Y% on any given guideline

Guideline Comments Score

The San Francisco Housing Action Coalition enthusitically supports 400 Divisadero.
Summary Given the political challenges of the site and street, the Project Sponsor has been Yok
waiting in the queue for entitlements for a lengthy period of time. Please move the
project forward.

The site turns a surface gas station and car wash into 186 new homes. The block

Land Use of Divisadero already has two other, agencent gas stations so there is still plenty of ) 0. ¢
service for the neighborhood. The use of form based zoning should also be
applauded.

While the project doesn't utilize a density bonus, the form-based zoning does allow
for additional density on the site. The sponsor made a point to work to have more
total homes that are a bit smaller and therefore affordable by design.

Density ok

The project will include 20% below-market-rate homes targeted to both low- and
Affordablility middle-income residents. This was an increase from the original 12% that was *
required and the higher percentage was added as part of numerous political
negociations. The project will also replace three rent-controlled homes.

Parking &
Altern agiv e The site has 57 parking spaces and 186 bicycle spaces. Given the quality access to ok
N public transit in the neighborhood, we're hopeful the project will encourage
Transportation  |;jternative modes of transportation.

Project will preserve the only on-site historic structure (a 2-unit building at 1060-
Preservation 1062 Oak Street) by relocating it two doors to the east and undertaking a ) © . ¢
renovation consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s standards.

Building will be refurbished and preserved as two 3-bedroom homes.






Urban Design

The project looks to utilize and connect the commerical corridor and encourage
walking and other modes of transportation. The intent to have smaller retail that
compliments the neighborhood should encourage an active street enviornment.
The massing works well to both the broad street frontags of Divisadero and Oak
Streets, while stepping down to the smaller scale residential fabric to the east.
Variations of the facade treatments and differing sized bays and other elemets
help bring down the scale of this large block. The committe suggests considring
stoops for the two at-grade units on Oak street to provide better privacy and
pedestrian interface.

Environmental
Features

The project aims at achieving Green Point certification status, solar panels on roof
and plans to incorporate the following green performance features into the design:
Green Infrastructure for storm water management using flow-through planters and
pervious pavement, solar hot water preheat, plus the enviornmental benefits of a
transit-friendly project replacing a site that current attracts cars.

Community
Benefits

The proposal will activate the auto-oriented site with a significantly enhanced
pedestrian-friendly public realm, including new landscaping, large sidewalk and
bulbouts at the corner of Divisadero and Oak Streets, eliminating 5 of 6 curb cuts,
introducing neighborhood-serving retail and six story mural on the north wall as
part of Art On Site SF (which is an initiative the project sponsor co-founded with
other neighborhood groups).

ok

Community Input

The Project Sponsor did an outstanding job of engaging the community. Meetings
with hundreds of neighbors, hosting community meetings for residents and
busisnesses, and engaging with every interested group over multiple years. It's a
model example
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter re: 1025 Howard Street

Date: Monday, May 20, 2019 10:36:51 AM

Attachments: 1025 Howard opposition letter.docx

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Cynthia Gomez <cgomez@unitehere2.org>

Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 3:29 PM

To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC) <ella.samonsky@sfgov.org>

Cc: Commission, Recpark (REC) <recpark.commission@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION
SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>

Subject: Letter re: 1025 Howard Street

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

Dear Ms. Samonsky,

Attached please find a letter expressing our concerns with the proposed hotel at 1025 Howard
Street. | am also forwarding a copy to the email contact for Planning and Recreation and Parks
Commissioners so that they may forward copies to the commissioners for their respective
departments. Could you please include a copy of this letter in the file?

Thank you,

Cynthia Gémez

Senior Research Analyst
UNITE/HERE, Local 2
209 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

cgomez@unitehere?.org
415.864.8770, ext. 763
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May 17, 2019





Ella Samonsky

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, 4th floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 1025 Howard Street

VIA EMAIL 



Dear Ms. Samonsky:



Local 2 represents approximately 13,000 hospitality workers in both San Francisco and San Mateo counties. I am writing to express our concerns with the proposed hotel project at 1025 Howard Street. Many of these objections are shared by other community stakeholders: neighbors, labor, and community organizations. A hotel is not an appropriate use for a residential area that is starving for open space, community-serving space, and affordable housing. 

San Francisco is fortunate to have a Conditional Use process by which community stakeholders can weigh in on whether a project is right for that neighborhood. As part of the City’s Conditional Use process, the Planning Commission must find that the project is both necessary and desirable for the neighborhood. This project is neither.

The shadow impact alone is severely troubling. SOMA is the most park-starved district in the city. On April 9 of this year, hundreds of SOMA residents lined up at a Board of Supervisors hearing to defend Victoria Manolo Draves Park against shadow impacts that would have been cast by a market-rate housing development. That housing project was denied, but only after a bitter and exhausting fight. This proposed hotel would cast a shadow on the Gene Friend Recreation Center, the only recreation center in SOMA and one of very few parks or open spaces in SOMA.

Because of the scarcity of parks in SOMA and the prevalence of families living in SROs or other cramped apartments with no access to open space, protection of existing parks is critical. Gene Friend has a “shadow budget” of zero. The proposed hotel at 1025 Howard would cast shadows on Gene Friend in the evening hours for 21 weeks of the year. It’s not clear why the proposed hotel has been allowed to advance to this point at all, unless the meaning of “zero” has been redefined. It’s also premature to undertake any discussion of the proposed hotel’s impact on Gene Friend when Gene Friend is slated to undergo a redesign that may affect the center’s shape, size, and open hours. A new shadow study should only be undergone when the design for Gene Friend has been finalized.

The project is also not desirable for the neighborhood – quite the contrary. The neighborhood is rapidly losing affordable housing, affordable office space for nonprofit and community-serving organizations, and affordable PDR space. This project would not serve the needs of the neighborhood. While displacement and evictions have been a city-wide problem for years, SOMA faces a particular burden: it is one of the last neighborhoods with a large working-class population, and yet its location near the city’s job centers put this population at severe risk of displacement. Affordable housing would be of much greater value for this neighborhood than a hotel charging more for a weekend’s stay than a typical SOMA resident takes home in a week.

The traffic and safety impacts would also be heavy. The two intersections nearest the hotel were rated at service levels “D” and “F” and the proposed project is located on a Vision Zero high-injury corridor. If we add in the traffic from the massive development planned just next door in the Central SOMA Plan area, and then add in the hundreds of car trips and Uber and Lyft trips from the proposed hotel, it’s yet another burden on a neighborhood that already has to contend with some of the most dangerous conditions in the city for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]

This project should not be approved due to its adverse impacts on the neighborhood, not the least of which are the open space impacts. This area deserves a project that would truly serve the neighborhood and the city. 


Sincerely,



Cynthia Gómez

Senior Research Analyst

Unite Here Local 2



cc: Recreation and Parks Commissioners; Planning Commissioners








From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

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

Subject: CPC Calendars for May 23, 2019

Date: Friday, May 17, 2019 1:02:04 PM

Attachments: 20190523 cal.docx

20190523 cal.pdf
Advance Calendar - 20190523.xlIsx
CPC Hearing Results 2019.docx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for May 23, 2019.

| wouldn’t make any dinner plans.

Commissioner Fung,
Please review the previous hearing and materials for 225 Vasquez by following the links below:

https://sfplanning.org/past-hearings-cpc?keys=&page=1

Stay dry,

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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Notice of Hearing

&

Agenda





Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, May 23, 2019

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Myrna Melgar, President

Joel Koppel, Vice President

Frank Fung, 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

[bookmark: _Hlk879281]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:		

[bookmark: _Hlk429617]		President:	Myrna Melgar		Vice-President:	Joel Koppel

		Commissioners:                	Frank Fung, 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.



[bookmark: _Hlk5612750]1a.	2017-013801CUA	(C. CAMPBELL: (415) 575-8732)

[bookmark: _Hlk5612766]250 RANDOLPH STREET – north corner of Randolph Street, between Victoria and Head Streets; Lot 024 of Assessor’s Block 7089 (District 13) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing dwelling unit & laundromat and construct a four-story two-family dwelling with ground floor commercial within a NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 4, 2019)

Note: On April 4, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to May 23, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0.

(Proposed Continuance to June 6, 2019)



1b.	2017-013801VAR	(C. CAMPBELL: (415) 575-8732)

250 RANDOLPH STREET – north corner of Randolph Street, between Victoria and Head Streets; Lot 024 of Assessor’s Block 7089 (District 13) - Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134.  The project is to allow a rear yard modification to substitute the required rear yard with an open area on the second floor equal to 25% of the lot area at the interior corner of the lot. The subject property is located within a NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 4, 2019)

(Proposed Continuance to June 6, 2019)



2.	2018-015554CUA	(G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8741)

95 NORDHOFF STREET – between Stillings and Mangels Avenues, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 6763 (District 13) – Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121 and 303 for the subdivision of an existing lot currently containing a single-family dwelling unit into four new lots, two which will be substandard lots, within a RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal will also individually develop two of the proposed four lots with a single-family dwelling unit, for a total of three single-family dwelling units, and alter the existing single-family dwelling unit. 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 April 11, 2019)

Note: On April 11, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to May 23, 2019 with direction from the Commission by a vote of +6 -0.

(Proposed Continuance to June 27, 2019)



3.	2017-008431DRP	(K. PHUNG: (415) 558-6373)

2220 TURK BOULEVARD – near the corner of Nido Avenue; Lot 032 in Assessor’s Block 1112 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0612.9029 for the addition of three Accessory Dwelling Units within the existing building within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two Family) Zoning District and 30-X Height and Bulk District.  The project originally proposed five ADUs, two of which did not require a Variance. The Zoning Administrator held public hearings on December 6, 2017 and on January 17, 2018 for a Variance request to the exposure requirements for three proposed ADUs facing onto the rear. On May 23, 2018, a Variance Decision Letter granted a Variance for one of the proposed ADUs facing onto the rear yard and denied the request for the other two (Case No. 2017-008431VAR). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

(Proposed Continuance to September 12, 2019)



4.	2017-008412DRP	(K. PHUNG: (415) 558-6373)

2230 TURK BOULEVARD – at the corner of Nido Avenue; Lot 033 in Assessor’s Block 1112 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0530.7844 for the addition of three Accessory Dwelling Units within the existing building within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two Family) Zoning District and 30-X Height and Bulk District.  The project originally proposed five ADUs, two of which did not require a Variance. The Zoning Administrator held public hearings on December 6, 2017 and on January 17, 2018 for a Variance request to the exposure requirements for two proposed ADUs facing onto the rear, and to the rear yard requirements for one proposed ADU. On June 1, 2018, a Revised Variance Decision Letter granted a Variance for one proposed ADU for infill in the rear yard and denied the Variance to exposure for two proposed ADUs facing onto the rear yard (Case No. 2017-008412VAR). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

(Proposed Continuance to September 12, 2019)



5.	2016-004403CUA	(S. YOUNG: (415) 558-6346)

[bookmark: _Hlk7164049]2222 BROADWAY – north side between Webster and Fillmore Streets, Lot 070 in Assessor’s Block 0564 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 178(e)(2), 209.1, and 303 to increase the enrollment cap for an existing school, Schools of the Sacred Heart (Broadway campus), with a student enrollment increase from 850 to 1050 students and an increase in the number of faculty and staff from 200 to 205 (at most). The proposal will involve modifying conditions of a prior Conditional Use Authorization under Case No. 1999.217C (Motion No. 16082). No physical alterations to the existing school buildings and surrounding sidewalks and streets are proposed. The Project Site is located within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

[bookmark: _Hlk6916556](Continued from Regular hearing on May 2, 2019)

(Proposed Continuance to Indefinite)



B.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



6.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for May 9, 2019



7.	Commission Comments/Questions

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

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


C.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



8.	Director’s Announcements



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

	

D.	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.



E. REGULAR CALENDAR  



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



10.	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.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 9, 2019)



11.	2015-005255CWP	(A. VARAT: (415) 558-6405)

[bookmark: _GoBack]SEA LEVEL RISE VULNERABILITY AND CONSEQUENCES ASSESSMENT – In 2016, the City published the Sea Level Rise Action Plan, which describes actions San Francisco can take to make the city more resilient to rising seas. Pursuant to the Action Plan, the Sea Level Rise Vulnerability and Consequences Assessment quantifies and describes the impacts of sea level rise and future coastal flooding on public infrastructure across San Francisco and the consequences for people, the economy, and the environment. This Informational Presentation includes background and key findings from the assessment and identifies next steps.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 



12.	2015-012490ENXOFA	(L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)

88 BLUXOME STREET – located on the northeast intersections of 5th, Brannan and Bluxome Streets, Lots 037, Block 3786 (District 6) – Informational Presentation on the proposed project, which includes the demolition of the existing 288,570 square foot Bay Club tennis building and construction of three new buildings: the West Office Tower, the East Office Tower, and the Community Center/Affordable Housing building, with a total of 839,860 square feet of office, 8,150 square feet of PDR, 24,140 square feet of retail, and 4,400 square feet of child care, 170 off-street parking spaces, four loading spaces, and 381 bicycle spaces (311 Class I, 70 Class II). The project also entails a land dedication to the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, and development of a new public park (“Bluxome Linear Park”), measuring approximately 11,896 square feet. The Project includes approximately 11,330 square feet of additional on-site open space, including privately-owned public opens space (POPOS). The project site was identified as a “key site” in the Central SoMa Plan.  The project site is located in the CMUO Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use District and 130-CS and 200-CS Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 



13.	2014-000203ENX	(L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)

655 4TH STREET – located on the northeast side of 4th Street, at the intersection of 4th and Townsend Streets, Lots 026, 028, 050, 161-164, Block 3787 (District 6) – Informational Presentation on the proposed project, which includes the demolition of three existing buildings and associated parking lots and construction of two new buildings with 960 residential dwelling units (~1,014,968 square feet), a 38 room hotel (~24,509 square feet), 21,840 square feet of office area, approximately 18,454 square feet of ground-floor retail and 2,484 square feet of retail/indoor privately-owned public open space (POPOS). The Project includes approximately 10,512 square feet of private open space and 24,495 square feet of outdoor (POPOS). The project site was identified as a “key site” in the Central SoMa Plan.  The project site is located in a CMUO Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use District and 400-CS Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 



14.	2019-000189CUA	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

[bookmark: _Hlk6925312]1860 9TH AVENUE – east side of 9th Avenue between Noriega and Ortega Streets; Lot 030 in Assessor’s Block 2045 (District 7) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1,  303 and 317 to allow the tantamount to demolition of an existing two-story two-family dwelling and the construction of vertical and horizontal  additions to create a four-story three-family dwelling with an accessory dwelling unit within a RH-2 (Residential – House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 2, 2019)



15.	2017-007582CUA	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

225 VASQUEZ AVENUE – east side between Kensington Way and Garcia Avenue, Lot 030 in Assessor’s Block 2923 (District 7) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to demolish an existing 1,240 square-foot one-story-over-garage single-family home and construct a new 3,715 gross-square-foot two-story-over-garage single-family home with an accessory dwelling unit within a RH-1(D) (Residential-House, One Family-Detached) Zoning and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 9, 2019)

Note: On March 7, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to May 9, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0. 

On May 9, 2019, without hearing, continued to May 23, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent).



16.	2019-000186CUA 	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

828 INNES AVENUE – north side of Innes Avenue near Arelious Walker Drive; Lot 019 in Assessor’s Block 4645 (District 10) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 711, to establish a 2,020 square foot Cannabis Retail use (Suite 110) within a four-story mixed-use building. The subject property is located within a NC-2 (Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 2, 2019)



17.	2019-000697CUA	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

1370 WALLACE AVENUE – located on a through lot between the north side of Wallace Avenue and the south side of Van Dyke Avenue between Ingalls and Hawes Streets; Lot 021 in Assessor’s Block 4827 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.2, 210.3, and 303 to allow the establishment of a 6,180 square foot Industrial Agriculture use within an existing two-story warehouse building to allow the cultivation of cannabis, within a PDR-2 (Production, Distribution, and Repair Core) 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



18.	2015-007816CUA	(M. WOODS: (415) 558-6315)

400-444 DIVISADERO STREET AND 1048-1064 OAK STREET – northeast corner at Divisadero and Oak Streets, Lots 004, 005, 017, 018, and 019 in Assessor’s Block 1216 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 304 to allow a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to demolish an automotive service station, a car wash, and 3 dwelling units and construct a 3- to 6-story building with 184 dwelling units, approximately 8,100 square feet of commercial/retail use, 57 parking spaces, and 184 bicycle spaces, totaling approximately 150,000 square feet. The existing two-unit building at 1060-62 Oak Street would be retained and relocated 49 feet to the east. The proposal includes PUD modifications for rear yard (Section 134), bay window projections over streets (Section 136), and dwelling unit density increase in the RH-3 Zoning District (Section 209.1); and CU for development lot size (Section 121.1), conversion of a service station (Section 202.5), demolition of residential units (Section 317), and bulk exception (Section 271). The project site is located in the Divisadero Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District, a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District, and 65-A and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 16, 2019)



F. [bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR  



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



19.	2016-009503DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

149 MANGELS AVENUE – at Nordhoff Street; Lot 043 in Assessor’s Block 6765 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.0712.2060 for construction of a 3 -story residential building within a RH-1 (Residential-House, Single family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on March 14, 2019)



20.	2018-008362DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

237 CORTLAND AVENUE – between Bocana and Bonview Streets; Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 5668 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.0607.1206 for demolition of an existing one-story commercial building and new construction of a four-story three-family house within a NC-2 (Neighborhood Commercial- Small Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.  This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 2, 2019)



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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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 (Pll), i.e. social security numbers, driver's license numbers, bank accounts. Members of the public are not required to provide Pl 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 Pll 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 Comisién de Planificacién. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener informacién en Espafiol o solicitar un aparato para
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipacion a la audiencia.

CHINESE:
RsE R adis. g L EaE 5 B R B R H, SEUE415-558-6309. & (L HE 5 & HAT B 1) 22 /04811 /NRp 1R

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: NoBecTka aHst Komuccum no nnaHNpoBaHUIO. 3a nomoubio nepesoavunka nnun 3a scrnomMoratesibHbIM CITyXOBbIM
yCTpOVICTBOM Ha BpeMA CJ'IyLLIaHI/II7I o6pau.|,a|7|Ter no Homepy 415-558-6309. 3anp00b| JOJKHbI AenaTtbcsa MUHUMYM 3a 48 YacoB
00 Havyana cnywaHus.
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, May 23, 2019

ROLL CALL:

President: Myrna Melgar
Vice-President: Joel Koppel
Commissioners: Frank Fung, 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.

1a.

1b.

2017-013801CUA (C. CAMPBELL: (415) 575-8732)
250 RANDOLPH STREET - north corner of Randolph Street, between Victoria and Head
Streets; Lot 024 of Assessor’'s Block 7089 (District 13) — Request for Conditional Use
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing
dwelling unit & laundromat and construct a four-story two-family dwelling with ground
floor commercial within a NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District) Zoning District
and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section
31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 4, 2019)

Note: On April 4, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to May 23,
2019 by a vote of +6 -0.

(Proposed Continuance to June 6, 2019)

2017-013801VAR (C. CAMPBELL: (415) 575-8732)
250 RANDOLPH STREET — north corner of Randolph Street, between Victoria and Head
Streets; Lot 024 of Assessor’s Block 7089 (District 13) - Request for Variance, pursuant to
Planning Code Sections 134. The project is to allow a rear yard modification to substitute
the required rear yard with an open area on the second floor equal to 25% of the lot area at
the interior corner of the lot. The subject property is located within a NC-1 (Neighborhood
Commercial Cluster District) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 4, 2019)

(Proposed Continuance to June 6, 2019)

2018-015554CUA (G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8741)
95 NORDHOFF STREET - between Stillings and Mangels Avenues, Lot 001 in Assessor’s
Block 6763 (District 13) — Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 121 and 303 for the subdivision of an existing lot currently containing a
single-family dwelling unit into four new lots, two which will be substandard lots, within a
RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.
The proposal will also individually develop two of the proposed four lots with a single-
family dwelling unit, for a total of three single-family dwelling units, and alter the existing
single-family dwelling unit. 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 April 11, 2019)
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, May 23, 2019

Note: On April 11, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to May 23,
2019 with direction from the Commission by a vote of +6 -0.
(Proposed Continuance to June 27, 2019)

3. 2017-008431DRP (K. PHUNG: (415) 558-6373)
2220 TURK BOULEVARD - near the corner of Nido Avenue; Lot 032 in Assessor’s Block 1112
(District 2) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.
2017.0612.9029 for the addition of three Accessory Dwelling Units within the existing
building within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two Family) Zoning District and 30-X Height
and Bulk District. The project originally proposed five ADUs, two of which did not require a
Variance. The Zoning Administrator held public hearings on December 6, 2017 and on
January 17, 2018 for a Variance request to the exposure requirements for three proposed
ADUs facing onto the rear. On May 23, 2018, a Variance Decision Letter granted a Variance
for one of the proposed ADUs facing onto the rear yard and denied the request for the
other two (Case No. 2017-008431VAR). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section
31.04(h).

(Proposed Continuance to September 12, 2019)

4, 2017-008412DRP (K. PHUNG: (415) 558-6373)
2230 TURK BOULEVARD - at the corner of Nido Avenue; Lot 033 in Assessor’s Block 1112
(District 2) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.
2017.0530.7844 for the addition of three Accessory Dwelling Units within the existing
building within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two Family) Zoning District and 30-X Height
and Bulk District. The project originally proposed five ADUs, two of which did not require a
Variance. The Zoning Administrator held public hearings on December 6, 2017 and on
January 17, 2018 for a Variance request to the exposure requirements for two proposed
ADUs facing onto the rear, and to the rear yard requirements for one proposed ADU. On
June 1, 2018, a Revised Variance Decision Letter granted a Variance for one proposed ADU
for infill in the rear yard and denied the Variance to exposure for two proposed ADUs
facing onto the rear yard (Case No. 2017-008412VAR). This action constitutes the Approval
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative
Code Section 31.04(h).

(Proposed Continuance to September 12, 2019)

5. 2016-004403CUA (S. YOUNG: (415) 558-6346)
2222 BROADWAY - north side between Webster and Fillmore Streets, Lot 070 in Assessor’s
Block 0564 (District 2) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 178(e)(2), 209.1, and 303 to increase the enrollment cap for an existing
school, Schools of the Sacred Heart (Broadway campus), with a student enrollment
increase from 850 to 1050 students and an increase in the number of faculty and staff from
200 to 205 (at most). The proposal will involve modifying conditions of a prior Conditional
Use Authorization under Case No. 1999.217C (Motion No. 16082). No physical alterations
to the existing school buildings and surrounding sidewalks and streets are proposed. The
Project Site is located within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and
40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for
the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 2, 2019)
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B.

(Proposed Continuance to Indefinite)
COMMISSION MATTERS

6. Consideration of Adoption:
e Draft Minutes for May 9, 2019

7. Commission Comments/Questions

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

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

DEPARTMENT MATTERS
8. Director's Announcements
9. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic

Preservation Commission
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.

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.

10. 2019-002217PCA (A. BUTKUS: (415) 575-9129)
LEGITIMIZATION PROGRAM FOR CERTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USES AT 3150 18™ 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.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 9, 2019)
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11.

12.

13.

14.

2015-005255CWP (A. VARAT: (415) 558-6405)
SEA LEVEL RISE VULNERABILITY AND CONSEQUENCES ASSESSMENT - In 2016, the City
published the Sea Level Rise Action Plan, which describes actions San Francisco can take to
make the city more resilient to rising seas. Pursuant to the Action Plan, the Sea Level Rise
Vulnerability and Consequences Assessment quantifies and describes the impacts of sea
level rise and future coastal flooding on public infrastructure across San Francisco and the
consequences for people, the economy, and the environment. This Informational
Presentation includes background and key findings from the assessment and identifies
next steps.

Preliminary Recommendation: None — Informational

2015-012490ENXOFA (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)
88 BLUXOME STREET — located on the northeast intersections of 5th, Brannan and Bluxome
Streets, Lots 037, Block 3786 (District 6) — Informational Presentation on the proposed
project, which includes the demolition of the existing 288,570 square foot Bay Club tennis
building and construction of three new buildings: the West Office Tower, the East Office
Tower, and the Community Center/Affordable Housing building, with a total of 839,860
square feet of office, 8,150 square feet of PDR, 24,140 square feet of retail, and 4,400
square feet of child care, 170 off-street parking spaces, four loading spaces, and 381
bicycle spaces (311 Class I, 70 Class Il). The project also entails a land dedication to the
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, and development of a new
public park (“Bluxome Linear Park”), measuring approximately 11,896 square feet. The
Project includes approximately 11,330 square feet of additional on-site open space,
including privately-owned public opens space (POPOS). The project site was identified as a
“key site” in the Central SoMa Plan. The project site is located in the CMUO Zoning District,
Central SoMa Special Use District and 130-CS and 200-CS Height and Bulk Districts.
Preliminary Recommendation: None — Informational

2014-000203ENX (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)
655 4™ STREET - located on the northeast side of 4th Street, at the intersection of 4th and
Townsend Streets, Lots 026, 028, 050, 161-164, Block 3787 (District 6) — Informational
Presentation on the proposed project, which includes the demolition of three existing
buildings and associated parking lots and construction of two new buildings with 960
residential dwelling units (~1,014,968 square feet), a 38 room hotel (~24,509 square feet),
21,840 square feet of office area, approximately 18,454 square feet of ground-floor retail
and 2,484 square feet of retail/indoor privately-owned public open space (POPOS). The
Project includes approximately 10,512 square feet of private open space and 24,495 square
feet of outdoor (POPOS). The project site was identified as a “key site” in the Central SoMa
Plan. The project site is located in a CMUO Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use
District and 400-CS Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: None — Informational

2019-000189CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)
1860 9™ AVENUE - east side of 9t Avenue between Noriega and Ortega Streets; Lot 030 in
Assessor’s Block 2045 (District 7) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to
Planning Code Sections 209.1, 303 and 317 to allow the tantamount to demolition of an
existing two-story two-family dwelling and the construction of vertical and
horizontal additions to create a four-story three-family dwelling with an accessory
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15.

16.

17.

18.

dwelling unit within a RH-2 (Residential — House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X
Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 2, 2019)

2017-007582CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)
225 VASQUEZ AVENUE - east side between Kensington Way and Garcia Avenue, Lot 030 in
Assessor’s Block 2923 (District 7) — Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to
Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to demolish an existing 1,240 square-foot one-story-
over-garage single-family home and construct a new 3,715 gross-square-foot two-story-
over-garage single-family home with an accessory dwelling unit within a RH-1(D)
(Residential-House, One Family-Detached) Zoning and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant
to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 9, 2019)

Note: On March 7, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to May 9,
2019 by a vote of +6 -0.

On May 9, 2019, without hearing, continued to May 23, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson,
Richards absent).

2019-000186CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)
828 INNES AVENUE - north side of Innes Avenue near Arelious Walker Drive; Lot 019 in
Assessor’s Block 4645 (District 10) — Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant
to Planning Code Sections 303 and 711, to establish a 2,020 square foot Cannabis Retail
use (Suite 110) within a four-story mixed-use building. The subject property is located
within a NC-2 (Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 40-X Height
and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 2, 2019)

2019-000697CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)
1370 WALLACE AVENUE - located on a through lot between the north side of Wallace
Avenue and the south side of Van Dyke Avenue between Ingalls and Hawes Streets; Lot
021 in Assessor's Block 4827 (District 10) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization,
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.2, 210.3, and 303 to allow the establishment of a
6,180 square foot Industrial Agriculture use within an existing two-story warehouse
building to allow the cultivation of cannabis, within a PDR-2 (Production, Distribution, and
Repair Core) 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

2015-007816CUA (M. WOOQDS: (415) 558-6315)
400-444 DIVISADERO STREET AND 1048-1064 OAK STREET — northeast corner at Divisadero
and Oak Streets, Lots 004, 005, 017, 018, and 019 in Assessor’s Block 1216 (District 5) -
Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and
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304 to allow a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to demolish an automotive service
station, a car wash, and 3 dwelling units and construct a 3- to 6-story building with 184
dwelling units, approximately 8,100 square feet of commercial/retail use, 57 parking
spaces, and 184 bicycle spaces, totaling approximately 150,000 square feet. The existing
two-unit building at 1060-62 Oak Street would be retained and relocated 49 feet to the
east. The proposal includes PUD modifications for rear yard (Section 134), bay window
projections over streets (Section 136), and dwelling unit density increase in the RH-3
Zoning District (Section 209.1); and CU for development lot size (Section 121.1), conversion
of a service station (Section 202.5), demolition of residential units (Section 317), and bulk
exception (Section 271). The project site is located in the Divisadero Street NCT
(Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District, a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family)
District, and 65-A and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative
Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 16, 2019)

F. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR

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

19.

20.

ADJOURNMENT

2016-009503DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
149 MANGELS AVENUE — at Nordhoff Street; Lot 043 in Assessor’s Block 6765 (District 8) -
Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.0712.2060 for
construction of a 3 -story residential building within a RH-1 (Residential-House, Single
family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on March 14, 2019)

2018-008362DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
237 CORTLAND AVENUE - between Bocana and Bonview Streets; Lot 018 in Assessor’s
Block 5668 (District 9) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application
No. 2018.0607.1206 for demolition of an existing one-story commercial building and new
construction of a four-story three-family house within a NC-2 (Neighborhood Commercial-
Small Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 2, 2019)
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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. Athorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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.

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.

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

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

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

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

N T

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

hearing.

Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body

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

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

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

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

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

* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission
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.
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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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		Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report l...

		E. REGULAR CALENDAR

		F. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR

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




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.



				May 23, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

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

						DEMO/NEW CONSTRUCTION Commercial & 2 Dwelling Unit		to: 6/6

		2018-015554CUA		95 Nordhoff St. 				fr: 4/11		Pantoja

						subdivision of an existing parcel into four new parcels		to: 6/27

		2016-004403CUA		2222 BROADWAY				fr: 1/24; 4/4; 5/2		Young

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

		2017-008431DRP		2220 TURK BLVD				to: 9/12		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-008412DRP		2230 TURK BLVD				to: 9/12		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-002217PCA		3150-18th Street				fr: 3/21; 4/18; 5/9		Butkus

						Legitimization Program for Non-Residential Uses 

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

						Informational

		2015-012490ENXOFA 		88 Bluxome St 						Hoagland

						Informational

		2014-000203ENX 		655 4th Street 						Hoagland

						Informational

		2019-000697CUA		1370 Wallace Avenue						Christensen

						Industrial Agriculture (Cannabis Cultivation) facility

		2019-000189CUA		1860 9TH AVENUE				fr: 3/21; 5/2		Horn

						Demo and new construction of 3 unit dwelling

		2017-007582CUA 		225 Vasquez Avenue				fr: 3/7; 5/9		Horn

						Residential Demo and New Construction

		2019-000186CUA		828 Innes Ave				fr: 5/2		Christensen

						Retail to Cannabis Retail

		2015-007816CUA		400-444 Divisadero & 1048-1064 Oak Streets				fr: 5/16		Woods

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

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

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-008362DRP		237 CORTLAND AVE				fr: 5/2		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				May 30, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				June 6, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-000183CUA		435-441 Jackson Street				Withdrawn		Adina

						Modification Request for Active Commercial Use on ground floor

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Francis

						Informational

		2011.1356		Central SoMa Area Plan Implementation 						Teague

						Informational Presentation on Office and Housing

		2015-010013IKA 		30 Otis						Caldwell

						In-Kind Agreement 

		 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 

		2016-010589ENXOFA		2300 Harrison Street 				fr: 4/25; 5/9		Hoagland

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

		2012.0640ENXOFA		598 Brannan Street 						Hoagland

						Central SoMa Key Sites Projects

		2018-009534CUAVAR		45 Culebra Terrace						Adina

						Demolition of SFD, 2 dwelling new construction

		2015-015203DNX-02		135 Hyde Street 						Perry

						Amendment of a Condition of Approval

		2018-016625DNX		50 Post Street 						Perry

						Crocker Galleria

		2017-013801CUAVAR		250 Randolph St				fr: 4/4; 5/23		Campbell

						DEMO/NEW CONSTRUCTION Commercial & 2 Dwelling Unit

		2017-013309DRP-04		1 WINTER						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-006245DRP		50 SEWARD ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 13, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-013861PCAMAP		OCEANVIEW LARGE RESIDENCE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2019-006418PCA		North of Market Affordable Housing Fees and Citywide Affordable Housing Fund						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		TBD		ConnectSF						Johnson

						Informational

		2017-016313CWP 		Balboa Reservoir 						Hong

						Informational

		2017-000663ENXOFADVA 		610-698 Brannan St 						Samonsky

						Flower Mart

		2018-009861CUA		1633 FILLMORE ST						Young

						Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. OrangeTheory Fitness) 

		2019-004216CUA		3989 17th Street 						Hicks

						Cannabis retail

		2019-001048CUA		1398 California Street						Foster

						CUA for Cannabis Retail

		2016-003994CUA		55 Belcher Street 						Townes

						CUA

		2019-000297DRP		1608 VALLEJO						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 20, 2019 - Joint w/BIC

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

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

						Informational

				June 20, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

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

						Planning Code Amendment

		2019-006421PCA		Temporary Uses: Intermittent Activities						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Francis

						Informational

		2000.0875CWP		2018 Downtown Plan Monitoring Report 						Harris

						Informational

		2017-000465OTH		LGBTQ+ Cultural Heritage Strategy 						Caltagirone

						Endorsement

		2014-000203ENXCUA		655 4th Street 						Hoagland

						Entitlements

		2016-015814CUA		5400 Geary Blvd						Woods

						Renovations to the Alexandria Theatre building

		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

		2019-000362CUA 		1501B Sloat Blvd 				CONSENT		Cisneros

						Sprint

		2019-004597CUA 		1509 Sloat Blvd 				CONSENT		Cisneros

						Peet's

		2018-014378CUA		733 Washington Street				CB3P		Phung

						Washington Bakery & Restaurant

		2013.1753		1066 Market Street						Adina

						Public Art – Informational

		2013.0208PHA		Mission Rock Phase 1 						Snyder

						Informational

		2016-001794DNX		95 Hawthorne Street						Foster

						Downtown Project Authorization for SDB Project

		2017-013537CUA		233 San Carlos Street 				fr: 2/21; 3/21; 4/25; 5/9		Durandet

						demo a single family residence and construction two new residences

		2018-015554CUA		95 Nordhoff St. 				fr: 4/11; 5/23		Pantoja

						subdivision of an existing parcel into four new parcels

		2015-005763CUA		247 17th Ave						Ajello

						Defacto demo of 2-family dwelling, no change in unit count

		2018-013230CUA		2215 Quesada				fr: 4/4; 5/9		Christensen

						Industrial Agriculture (Cannabis Cultivation) in existing warehouse

		2016-006164CUA 		2478 Geary Boulevard						Ajello

						Demo SFD / New construction 3-Family

		2018-011962DRP		869 ALVARADO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 4, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				July 11, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-003559ENV		3700 California St 						Poling

						DEIR

		2015-000940CWP		Market Octavia Plan Amendment 						Langlois

						Informational

		2015-012490ENXOFA 		88 Bluxome St 						Hoagland

						Entitlements

		2018-000547CUAVAR		42 Ord Court				fr: 3/7; 4/25		Horn

						Corona Heights SUD

		2016-004403CUA		2222 BROADWAY				fr: 1/24; 4/4; 5/2; 5/23		Young

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

		2015-011274CUA		150 Eureka St						Pantoja

						construction of four new dwelling units within the RH-2 Zoning District

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 						May

						Public Initiated DR

		2018-011960DRP		3235 BAKER ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-013582DRP		215 MONTANA ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 18, 2019 - Joint w/Rec&Park

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				July 18, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-003627PCA		South of Market Community Advisory Committee 						Chen

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-003800CWP		Calle 24 Special Area Design Guidelines						Francis

						Informational

		2017-000663ENXOFADVA 		610-698 Brannan St 						Samonsky

						Flower Mart

		2015-015199CUA 		562 28th Avenue 				fr: 5/2		Dito

						demo SFD, construct six family dwelling with residential care facility

		2017-013308DRM		1 LA AVANZADA STREET 						Lindsay

						removing and replacing 7 existing antennas

		2018-009551DRPVAR		3847-3849 18TH ST				fr: 5/9		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-000987DRP		25 17TH AVENUE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-007676DRP		3902 CLAY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 25, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Francis

						GPR - Initiation

		2018-010465CUA 		349 3rd Avenue 						Dito

						SFD demo and new construction of a 4 family dwelling

		2018-002179CUA		350 Masonic Ave 						May

						San Francisco Day School 

		2018-009355DRP		63 LAUSSAT STREET						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				August 1, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				August 8, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				August 15, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				August 22, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Francis

						Certification of Final EIR

		2015-000940ENV, 2017-008051ENV, 2016-014802ENV		The Hub Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and Hub Housing Sustainability District 						White

						DEIR

		2018-016955DRP		220 SAN JOSE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-015411DRP		70 TERRA VISTA						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				August 29, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		TBD		Balboa Reservoir 						Poling

						DEIR

		2017-000565CWP		Community Stabilization Strategy 						Nelson

						Informational

		2017-012939DRP		2758 23RD ST.						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 5, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-014028ENV		3333 CALIFORNIA STREET 						Zushi

						Certification of Final EIR

		2015-014028CUA		3333 CALIFORNIA STREET 						Foster

						Entitlement

				September 12, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-008431DRP		2220 TURK BLVD				fr: 5/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-008412DRP		2230 TURK BLVD				fr: 5/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 19, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				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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To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20453

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0653

                  

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



May 16, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Asserted Attorney-Client Privilege

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Richards absent)



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to NOT Disclose

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)







May 16, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-007816CUA

		400-444 Divisadero Street And 1048-1064 Oak Street

		Woods

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20451

		2018-016996CUA

		517 Clement Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 2, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted as Amended

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2015-000937CWP

		Civic Center Public Realm Plan

		Perry

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2017-003559PRJ

		3700 California Street

		May

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20452

		2018-014905CUA

		1711 Haight Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)







May 9, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-002217PCA

		Legitimization Program for Certain Non-Residential Uses at 3150 18th Street (Board File No. 190165)

		Butkus

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2017-007582CUA

		225 Vasquez Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-013230CUA

		2215 Quesada Avenue

		Christensen

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Durandet

		Continued to June 27, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to June 6, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to June 6, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 25, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2019-006143CWP

		Youth Engagement in Planning

		Exline

		None - Informational

		



		R-20449

		2017-016416PCA

		Code Reorg. Phase 3: Chinatown [Board File TBD]

		Starr

		Approved with Modifications

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20450

		2019-003581PCA

		Upper Market NCT and NCT-3 Zoning Districts (Board File No. 190248)

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications including a recommendation that the Board consider:

1. Including Health Services within the definition of Formula Retail; and 

2. Eliminating the Philanthropic Administrative Services use category.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2011.1356

		Central SoMa Open Space

		Small

		None - Informational

		



		

		2012.0640

		598 Brannan Street

		Sucre

		None - Informational

		



		

		2018-009551DRP

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 18, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-009551VAR

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; ZA Continued to July 18, 2019

		



		DRA-0652

		2017-013328DRP-02

		2758 Filbert Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications

		+4 -1 (Moore against, Johnson, Richards absent)







May 2, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-008362DRP

		237 Cortland Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2015-015199CUA

		562 28th Avenue

		Dito

		Continued to July 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued Indefinitely

		



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2019-000189CUA

		1860 9th Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2019-000186CUA

		828 Innes Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20441

		2019-001017CUA

		1700 Irving Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20442

		2019-003637CUA

		2200 Market Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 18, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		CASA

		Pappas

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20443

		2016-011011GPR

		Seawall Lots 323 & 324

		Alexander

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20444

		2015-016326CUA

		Seawall Lots 323 & 324

		Alexander

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20445

		2018-012709CUA

		990 Pacific Avenue

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards recused, Melgar absent)



		M-20446

		2018-013395CUA

		10 29th Street

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Richards recused; Moore, Melgar absent)



		M-20447

		2017-000280CUA

		915 North Point Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-000280VAR

		915 North Point Street

		Perry

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20448

		2018-015127CUA

		4526 Third Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)







April 25, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Durandet

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+6 -0



		M-20433

		2018-017254CUA

		2750 Jackson Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2016-000240DRP

		1322 Wawona Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 11, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		R-20434

		2018-011653PCA

		Temporary Uses on Development Sites

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2015-010192CWP

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		None - Informational

		



		R-20435

		2016-007303PCA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Approved

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		M-20436

		2016-007303DNX

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions as Amended

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		M-20437

		2016-007303CUA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions as Amended

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		M-20438

		2015-015789ENX

		828 Brannan Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions as Amended

		+6 -0



		

		2018-000547CUA

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

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

		+6 -0



		

		2018-000547VAR

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; ZA Continued to July 11, 2019

		



		M-20439

		2018-010426CUA

		2675 Geary Boulevard

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20440

		2017-012697CUA

		3944a Geary Boulevard

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		DRA-0651

		2018-003223DRP

		15 El Sereno Court

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0







April 18, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-002217PCA

		Legitimization Program for Certain Non-Residential Uses At 3150 18th Street (Board File No. 190165)

		Butkus

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013841DRP

		295 Coso Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		

		



		M-20428

		2019-000475CND

		863 Haight Street

		Wilborn

		Approved 

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 4, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		1996.0013CWP

		2018 Housing Inventory Report

		Ambati

		None – Informational 

		



		M-20429

		2018-006127CUA

		201 19th Avenue

		Weissglass

		Disapproved

		+6 -0



		M-20430

		2018-016549CUA

		40 West Portal Avenue

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20431

		2018-012416CUA

		1345 Underwood Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20432

		2018-013332CUA

		1555 Yosemite Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0







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)



		[bookmark: _Hlk5010645]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, 2019.

		+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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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2758 Filbert Street - project sponsor resolution 042819

Date: Friday, May 17, 2019 10:14:03 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Kerry Dallmar <dallmarfamily@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, May 06, 2019 10:01 AM

To: Geoff Gibson <Gibson@archsf.com>

Cc: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<christopher.may@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Geoff Wood <ggwood2 @gmail.com>; Howard
Dallmar <HDallmar@ngkf.com>; Irene Holmes <ireneholmes@yahoo.com>; Nancy Leavens
<nancyp.leavens@gmail.com>; Victor Bertolozzi <victorbertolozzi@yahoo.com>; Grace Bertolozzi-
Pierce <gracebertolozzipierce@gmail.com>; Stephen Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>;
Brooke Sampson <brookesampson@yahoo.com>

Subject: Re: 2758 Filbert Street - project sponsor resolution 042819

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

Dear Geoff,

Thank you for formally stating your offer.
We feel we are very close to reaching an agreement on this matter.

We agree to your proposed redesign of the 4th floor, thank you. What we disagree on are the
notches in the rear of the building which don’t really do anything for anyone.

Our compromise is not to ask for the full push back as stated in the Cow Hollow Association
Guidelines.

Here is our request. Please push the first, second and third floors back by 3 feet. Please also push
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back the fourth floor balcony by 3 feet.

This push back amounts to less than 300 square feet of give on Mr Higgins part while still allowing
him to build a huge home of 5500 square feet.

This request would help to provide more light in both the Bertolozzi and Dallmar homes and also
reduce the invasion of privacy now shown in your current home plans.

All of the correspondence from your attorney Mr. Patterson deals with facts, figures, charts and
photos. What has been missing is the human element, the very reason that the Cow Hollow
Guidelines were created.

We are all glad that Mr. Higgins is going to build a new home. This small request for compromise in
the design still gives Mr Higgins the ability to build the home he wants to build while taking nothing
away from the livability of the residence. Relinquishing less than 300 square feet to appease the
neighbors is the right thing to do.

We are hopeful that we can come to this agreement and put the matter to rest for all parties
concerned.

Thank you,
Kerry

Begin forwarded message:

From: Geoff Gibson <Gibson@archsf.com>

Subject: 2758 Filbert Street - project sponsor resolution
042819

Date: April 29, 2019 at 12:32:42 PM PDT

To: "Dallmar, Howard" <HDallmar@ngkf.com>, Grace Bertolozzi-
Pierce <gracebertolozzipierce@gmail.com>, Nancy Leavens
<pancyp.leavens@gmail.com>, Irene Holmes
<ireneholmes@yahoo.com>, Kerry Dallmar
<dallmarfamily@comcast.net>, Victor Bertolozzi
<victorbertolozzi@yahoo.com>

Cc: "William W. Higgins Jr." <william.w.jr@higginsfamily.org>
DR Requestors,

We’d like to put this offer in writing to you as a public offer. Please see
the attached.

Thank you,
Geoff
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Geoff Gibson | Partner
gibson@archsf.com

t: 415-318-8634 x103
m: 415-577-5310

1898 mission street
san francisco, ca 94103

WINDERGIBSON
architects

<2758 Filbert St. project sponsor resolution 042819.pdf>
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Butkus, Audrey (CPC)

Subject: FW: Planning Dept meeting on 5/23

Date: Friday, May 17, 2019 9:51:48 AM

Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Elise Stengle <elise@grasplan.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 12:02 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Planning Dept meeting on 5/23

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

To Whom it may concern:

I am writing this letter in lieu of my being able to attend the meeting scheduled for next
Thursday, May 23rd where the Planning Commission will decide on passing the introduced
legislation that would allow some 200+ tenants continue to work at Activspace that are
currently not PDR businesses. I operate a 1 woman hair salon at Activspace and not able to
take time off to attend.

My name is Elise Stengle and I run my salon out of Activspace. It recently came to light
that the building I have been working in since 2010 was never zoned for my type of work. I
am a hairstylist in the service industry. I cannot comprehend why the majority of us were
allowed to sign leases and rent space at ActivSpace when the owners and managers knew
they were not zoned for my (and many of my neighbor's) practices. Beyond that,
Activspace, from my knowledge, is not being penalized for what they have done. In fact, it
seems it is going to be all of the small business owners who are going to have to fit the bill
and pay fees to be able to stay - even if only temporarily.

At the time I sighed my lease in June of 2010, I was not made aware that the building was
zoned for only light PDR operations. I have been a hairstylist in the city for over 20 years
now. I have successfully worked at various larger salons in the city over these years. I
opened up my own little shop at Activspace in 2010 for many different reasons. First and
foremost, I have asthma and my job became very toxic for me. I started using 'cleaner’
products on my clientele years ago, however - I was still surrounded by hairstylists that
were using chemicals that were affecting my health. I opened my own shop for my own well
being, but also to offer a less toxic environment for my clients, as well. I have many clients
that have allergic reactions to hair color and other products and they have sought me out
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specifically for this reason. They, like myself, cannot tolerate getting their hair done in a
'normal' salon. ActivSpace has allowed me to have my own affordable space in an
environment that I can fully control. It also allows me to support other small businesses in
the ActivSpace community and now, we are all in this mess together. The thought of trying
to find a comparable suite here in the city to operate my business out of is very daunting. I
hope that you will be able to help all of the tenants/small business owners at ActivSpace in
finding a solution to this issue. During this time of massive growth, stock gentrification and
displacement in our city, I can't imagine it will look good for the city of San Francisco to be
responsible for essentially shutting down 200+ small businesses run by working class
people in one fail swoop. Thank you for your time and consideration and allowing me to
have a voice in this matter.

~Elise
Grasplan.com
415.658.5292



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (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
(CPQ); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES INCREASE OF FUNDING FOR ASSISTED
LIVING PLACEMENT SUBSIDIES

Date: Friday, May 17, 2019 9:48:00 AM

Attachments: 5.15.19 Assisted Living Placements.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 12:43 PM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES INCREASE OF FUNDING FOR
ASSISTED LIVING PLACEMENT SUBSIDIES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, May 15, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES INCREASE OF

FUNDING FOR ASSISTED LIVING PLACEMENT SUBSIDIES

Funding would help address the backlog of older adults and people living with disabilities
waiting for subsidized assisted living placements due to the high cost of care

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced that $1.1 million in one-
time funding that is carried forward from a prior budget will go to subsidize 20 to 25 assisted
living placements. This will help prevent homelessness for extremely vulnerable individuals,
including older people and adults with disabilities who are unable to live independently and
safely. These facilities are a vital housing resource, supporting individuals who are unable to
remain safely in their own homes while providing residential, community-living settings.

In recent years, small residential care facilities, which are generally more affordable and
accessible to low-income residents, have been closing due to high operating costs, and this has
resulted in a nine percent loss of total available beds since 2012. Assisted living placements
support safe housing and treatment for residents engaged in the City’s medical and mental
health systems, ensuring that the right level of care is available and accessible when it is


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:andrew@tefarch.com
mailto:kate.black@sfgov.org
mailto:kate.black@sfgov.org
mailto:dianematsuda@hotmail.com
mailto:ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com
mailto:jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:rsejohns@yahoo.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, May 15, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES INCREASE OF
FUNDING FOR ASSISTED LIVING PLACEMENT SUBSIDIES

Funding would help address the backlog of older adults and people living with disabilities
waiting for subsidized assisted living placements due to the high cost of care

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced that $1.1 million in one-time
funding that is carried forward from a prior budget will go to subsidize 20 to 25 assisted living
placements. This will help prevent homelessness for extremely vulnerable individuals, including
older people and adults with disabilities who are unable to live independently and safely. These
facilities are a vital housing resource, supporting individuals who are unable to remain safely in
their own homes while providing residential, community-living settings.

In recent years, small residential care facilities, which are generally more affordable and
accessible to low-income residents, have been closing due to high operating costs, and this has
resulted in a nine percent loss of total available beds since 2012. Assisted living placements
support safe housing and treatment for residents engaged in the City’s medical and mental health
systems, ensuring that the right level of care is available and accessible when it is needed. This
one-time funding would enhance the City’s existing support for this sector. The City currently
invests approximately $11.2 million per year to support assisted living placements; 15 percent of
San Francisco’s total assisted living beds are supported with a City-funded subsidy.

“This is about making sure that our seniors and people with disabilities can age with dignity and
that we have the resources to provide the care they need,” said Mayor Breed. “This investment
will provide more assisted living placements with supportive services for people in need to
ensure that they remain housed and cared for.”

The cost of assisted living is often prohibitively expensive for low-income individuals, with the
average monthly rate for the least expensive assisted living facilities in San Francisco costing
approximately $4,300 per month. This funding would help address the gap that exists between
that cost and the monthly state Supplemental Security Income that residents in assisted living
receive.

“The decreasing availability and increasing cost of assisted living presents real and significant
challenges for our residents and families supporting their loved ones,” said Shireen McSpadden,
executive director of the Department of Aging and Adult Services and Co-Chair of the San
Francisco Long Term Care Coordinating Council (LTCCC). “The Mayor’s leadership and action
to secure additional placements enables people who need a higher level of care to live safely in
our communities.”
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
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MAYOR

The use of these funds would complement a recent State grant received by the Department of
Aging and Adult Services to provide intensive case management and short-term assistance to
extremely vulnerable adults living in San Francisco and in Permanent Supportive Housing who
are at substantial risk of becoming homeless.
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needed. This one-time funding would enhance the City’s existing support for this sector. The
City currently invests approximately $11.2 million per year to support assisted living
placements; 15 percent of San Francisco’s total assisted living beds are supported with a City-
funded subsidy.

“This is about making sure that our seniors and people with disabilities can age with dignity
and that we have the resources to provide the care they need,” said Mayor Breed. “This
investment will provide more assisted living placements with supportive services for people in
need to ensure that they remain housed and cared for.”

The cost of assisted living is often prohibitively expensive for low-income individuals, with
the average monthly rate for the least expensive assisted living facilities in San Francisco
costing approximately $4,300 per month. This funding would help address the gap that exists
between that cost and the monthly state Supplemental Security Income that residents in
assisted living receive.

“The decreasing availability and increasing cost of assisted living presents real and significant
challenges for our residents and families supporting their loved ones,” said Shireen
McSpadden, executive director of the Department of Aging and Adult Services and Co-Chair
of the San Francisco Long Term Care Coordinating Council (LTCCC). “The Mayor’s
leadership and action to secure additional placements enables people who need a higher level
of care to live safely in our communities.”

The use of these funds would complement a recent State grant received by the Department of
Aging and Adult Services to provide intensive case management and short-term assistance to
extremely vulnerable adults living in San Francisco and in Permanent Supportive Housing
who are at substantial risk of becoming homeless.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Joint Hearing with BIC and Planning Commission
Date: Friday, May 17, 2019 9:47:51 AM

Attachments: Demo Memo.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: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 12:48 PM

To: melgar.myrna@gmail.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore
<mooreurban@aol.com>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; drihards20@outlook.com; rich@fortmason.org

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC)
<john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC) <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC)
<aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>

Subject: Joint Hearing with BIC and Planning Commission

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

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Good afternoon to you all.

Attached is a pdf copy of the two page sheet which is a summary and list that I submitted this morning to the BIC at
their regular meeting.

The third page concerns the Demo Calcs and adjustments to those values which I am only sending to the addressees
on this email.

Thank you and have a good day.

Sincerely,

Georgia Schuttish
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May 15, 2019

To: Building Inspection Commission
From: Georgia Schuttish
Cc: Planning Commission

In January 2015, | sent emails to various decision makers in both Planning and.
Building about projects that seemed to go beyond the rules of Section 317 of
the Planning Code.

Starting in late 2013 or early 2014 this trend became apparent in Noe Valley and
my initial concern was that the proper fees and the process were being skirted
and the intent of Section 317 to allow reasonable expansions was being abused.

The real concern became the loss of existing more relatively affordable housing
being replaced by what has become known as “Monster Homes” as speculative
projects seemed to run amok and housing prices climbed.

In December 2015 thanks to Commissioner Richards, a meeting was arranged
with Planning and Building Staff looking at a sample of five projects in Noe
Valley. Apparently it was determined that 40% of the five projects should have
been considered Tantamount to Demolition under Section 317.

The additional addresses on this list (beyond the five in red letters) are projects,
mostly in Noe Valley that could have had Section 317 applied to them, whether
due to Tantamount to Demolition or unit merger or sometimes both.

While there have been many “notorious” projects that have received attention as
Demolitions or exceeding the Scope of Work (49 Hopkins, 950 Lombard, 214
States, 655 Alvarado) there are many more that either cross the line or come
right up to it.

However the result is the same: loss of existing relatively affordable housing and
no appropriate review by Staff. (And there is still the fee issue)

This is one reason the proposed Demo legislation from the Board of Supervisors
is necessary and | am looking forward to this Commission’s joint hearing with
the Planning Commission that was originally planned for tomorrow but will be
rescheduled for sometime soon.

Thank you.





ADDRESSES TO CONSIDER AS POTENTIAL
DEMOLITIONS SINCE JANUARY 2015 EMAILS

2148 Casiro GREEN ADDRESSES SHOULD HAVE BEEN DEMOS ON 2018 INVENTORY
2430 Castro RH-1 AVERAGE INCREASE IN PRICE $3.62 million before and afier work
2025 Castro

4055 Cesar Chavez* A L
4068 Casar Chavez L RH2

4173 Cesar Chavez. L 2220 Castro L
4326 Cesar Chavez. L 1612 Church

1559 Church® RM-1 1433 Diamond

41 Clipper 865 Duncan

33 DPay L. RH-2 90 Jersey ¢
118 Day 168 Jersey. L
1188 Diamond ¢ L 1375 Noe &

1808 Dolores * 50 Qszkwood* L
1156 Dolores *

1408 Douglass. L

310 Duncan* 4218 24th Street
276 Duncan* L 4318 26th Street L
844 Duncan 4365 26th Street. L
725 Duncan L 525 28th Strest
752 Duncan. L

55 Homestead L

235 Jersey” L

290 Jersey ML New Addresses Since April 2018 Joint BIC/Planning Meeting
481 Jerseyl

143 Laidleys L 1368 Sanchez M

537 Laidley L 139 Grand View L

130 Randall 4468 24th Strest ™ ¢

548 Rhodelslkand L. 4061 Cesar Chavez ** 5 L

1235 Sanchez 322 Chattanooga ™ L

1163 Shotwell * A 350 Jersey L

1110 York™ 245 Euclid

1161 York *A L

171 Valley

3790 21st Strest * & L

4028 25th Street § L

4186 25th Street * | 1071 Alabama ~ L (Planning Enforcemsant Action restored this Pionesr Distnict houss)
3855 26th Streeat L

709 27th Sireet

739 27th Strect L

450 27th Street

255 28th Street L. RH-2 Key to Symbols

386 28th Street ~

556 28th Street L RH-1 * Originally pair of flats

159 7th Avenue* A L ** Added a second condo unit

138 8th Avenue™ ~ ¢ Extensive Excavation

1540 17th Avenue A Did not have vertical addition sold as single family {(unit merger?)
2829 Baker* L B PemitsissuedunderLLCovmersmp

2321 Bush* A : DBSeS 3 Dece or 201 i

150 Vicksburg™ L 40%aroDomolI1lons por_Sjaff

376 SanCarlos* AL

17 Templel.

At least 50 are completed projects that were resold average > $3.5 to $5 million plus.
Others are on the market either for sale or pending. Others are not complete. At least
3 never appeared on the market. At least 1 had violations corrected with new permits.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (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
(CPQ); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR BREED ANNOUNCES NEW HOMELESSNESS PREVENTION FUNDING AS
CITY RELEASES INITIAL HOMELESSNESS COUNT NUMBERS

Date: Friday, May 17, 2019 9:37:41 AM

Attachments: 5.16.19 Homelessness Prevention PIT Count.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 3:10 PM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR BREED ANNOUNCES NEW HOMELESSNESS PREVENTION
FUNDING AS CITY RELEASES INITIAL HOMELESSNESS COUNT NUMBERS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, May 16, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

##% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR BREED ANNOUNCES NEW HOMELESSNESS
PREVENTION FUNDING AS CITY RELEASES INITIAL
HOMELESSNESS COUNT NUMBERS

Initial results of biannual count show 17% increase in homelessness over last two years,
though both youth homelessness and veteran homelessness are down, Mayor Breed announces
$5 million investment in prevention to prevent people from becoming homeless

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced a new $5 million
investment in homelessness prevention to address the rise of people experiencing
homelessness in San Francisco. This comes as the initial results of the two-year Homelessness
Point-in-Time (PIT) Count show a 17% increase in homeless individuals since 2017. The
count also shows a reduction in veteran homelessness of 14% and youth homelessness of 10%.

The $5 million homelessness prevention investment will be included in this year’s upcoming
budget. It will fund a series of targeted investments to help keep people from becoming
homeless and help newly homeless individuals quickly exit homelessness. These interventions
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, May 16, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***

MAYOR BREED ANNOUNCES NEW HOMELESSNESS

PREVENTION FUNDING AS CITY RELEASES INITIAL
HOMELESSNESS COUNT NUMBERS

Initial results of biannual count show 17% increase in homelessness over last two years, though
both youth homelessness and veteran homelessness are down; Mayor Breed announces $5
million investment in prevention to prevent people from becoming homeless

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced a new $5 million investment
in homelessness prevention to address the rise of people experiencing homelessness in San
Francisco. This comes as the initial results of the two-year Homelessness Point-in-Time (PIT)
Count show a 17% increase in homeless individuals since 2017. The count also shows a
reduction in veteran homelessness of 14% and youth homelessness of 10%.

The $5 million homelessness prevention investment will be included in this year’s upcoming
budget. It will fund a series of targeted investments to help keep people from becoming homeless
and help newly homeless individuals quickly exit homelessness. These interventions include
relocation programs like Homeward Bound, family reunification, mediation, move-in assistance,
and flexible grants to address issues related to housing and employment.

Every two years, San Francisco is required to conduct a homelessness Point-in-Time Count by
the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The HUD count,
which was conducted on January 24, 2019, counted 8,011 homeless people, both sheltered and
unsheltered, in San Francisco. The 2017 HUD count recorded 6,858 people. The increase in
unsheltered people was driven largely by people living in vehicles, accounting for 68% of the
increase in unsheltered people. There was also an increase in sheltered residents, resulting from
the investments the City has made to add shelter beds.

“The initial results of this count show we have more to do to provide more shelter, more exits
from homelessness, and to prevent people from becoming homeless in the first place. The results
around our work focusing on youth and veteran homelessness are evidence that when we target
our investments, we can make a difference for those living on our streets. As | have been saying
for years, we desperately need to build more housing, especially badly needed affordable
housing and supportive housing, because we know that high housing costs contribute to an
increase in homelessness,” said Mayor Breed. “We know that homelessness is not just an issue in
San Francisco, as other counties in the Bay Area and across the state are experiencing similar
circumstances, and we all need to work together on regional and statewide solutions to address
this crisis. As we continue to look at the data, we will focus more investments, but right now the
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

data shows we need to prioritize investments to keep people stable and prevent them becoming
homeless in the first place.”

“While I am pleased that we saw reductions in Veteran and youth homelessness, we are
saddened that there are more people living without housing in San Francisco,” said Jeff Kositsky,
Director of the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “We are proud to have
helped over 4,000 people exit homelessness since the last PIT count but clearly have much more
work to do, especially around preventing homelessness and assisting people living in their
vehicles.”

In addition to the $5 million investment in prevention funding, Mayor Breed will continue the
progress being made to open over 300 new shelter beds this year, and an additional 500 beds in
2020. To address the growing population of people living in vehicles, San Francisco will expand
its Vehicle Encampment Resolution Team, which works with individuals to help them into
services and housing, and open a Vehicle Triage Center where people living in their vehicles can
stay as they work to exit homelessness. San Francisco will also open 300 new units of supportive
housing in 2019, which have already been funded, and there are over 1,000 more units in the
pipeline.

The full report, including a survey of more than 1,000 sheltered and unsheltered homeless
individuals, and a report on homeless youth, conducted during the 2019 PIT Count, will be fully
compiled and released on July 1, 2019. San Francisco also conducts its own more expansive
version of the count, but the HUD count is consistent with what other counties conduct, which
makes for a more standard comparison across the state.
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include relocation programs like Homeward Bound, family reunification, mediation, move-in
assistance, and flexible grants to address issues related to housing and employment.

Every two years, San Francisco is required to conduct a homelessness Point-in-Time Count by
the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The HUD count,
which was conducted on January 24, 2019, counted 8,011 homeless people, both sheltered and
unsheltered, in San Francisco. The 2017 HUD count recorded 6,858 people. The increase in
unsheltered people was driven largely by people living in vehicles, accounting for 68% of the
increase in unsheltered people. There was also an increase in sheltered residents, resulting
from the investments the City has made to add shelter beds.

“The initial results of this count show we have more to do to provide more shelter, more exits
from homelessness, and to prevent people from becoming homeless in the first place. The
results around our work focusing on youth and veteran homelessness are evidence that when
we target our investments, we can make a difference for those living on our streets. As I have
been saying for years, we desperately need to build more housing, especially badly needed
affordable housing and supportive housing, because we know that high housing costs
contribute to an increase in homelessness,” said Mayor Breed. “We know that homelessness is
not just an issue in San Francisco, as other counties in the Bay Area and across the state are
experiencing similar circumstances, and we all need to work together on regional and
statewide solutions to address this crisis. As we continue to look at the data, we will focus
more investments, but right now the data shows we need to prioritize investments to keep
people stable and prevent them becoming homeless in the first place.”

“While I am pleased that we saw reductions in Veteran and youth homelessness, we are
saddened that there are more people living without housing in San Francisco,” said Jeff
Kositsky, Director of the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “We are
proud to have helped over 4,000 people exit homelessness since the last PIT count but clearly
have much more work to do, especially around preventing homelessness and assisting people
living in their vehicles.”

In addition to the $5 million investment in prevention funding, Mayor Breed will continue the
progress being made to open over 300 new shelter beds this year, and an additional 500 beds
in 2020. To address the growing population of people living in vehicles, San Francisco will
expand its Vehicle Encampment Resolution Team, which works with individuals to help them
into services and housing, and open a Vehicle Triage Center where people living in their
vehicles can stay as they work to exit homelessness. San Francisco will also open 300 new
units of supportive housing in 2019, which have already been funded, and there are over 1,000
more units in the pipeline.

The full report, including a survey of more than 1,000 sheltered and unsheltered homeless
individuals, and a report on homeless youth, conducted during the 2019 PIT Count, will be
fully compiled and released on July 1, 2019. San Francisco also conducts its own more
expansive version of the count, but the HUD count is consistent with what other counties
conduct, which makes for a more standard comparison across the state.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3700 California - Informational Presentation Slides
Date: Friday, May 17, 2019 9:36:21 AM

Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Tuija Catalano <tcatalano@reubenlaw.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 4:16 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent
(CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
jkoppel@ibew6.org; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; mooreurban@aol.com
Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC)
<christopher.may@sfgov.org>; Matt Field <Mfield@tmgpartners.com>; Denise Pinkston
<DPinkston@tmgpartners.com>

Subject: 3700 California - Informational Presentation Slides

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

President Melgar and Commissioners,

Thank you again for giving us an opportunity to provide an informational presentation on the 3700
California Street project today. Per Commissioner Richards’ request, attached please find a link to a
.pdf copy of the slides we showed at the hearing today.

https://www.dropbox.com/s/iabr7is15xwagbt2/2019-05-
15%20Draft%20PC%20Presentation_FINAL.pdf?dI=0

If there are any questions for the project team, please do not hesitate to contact us. As Chris
mentioned today, the draft EIR is scheduled for publication in early June, and we are scheduled for

the DEIR comment hearing at the PC for July 11th,

Thank you!
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San Francisco, CA 94104 Oakland, CA 94607

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE — This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and may
contain confidential or legally privileged information. If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a reply to
the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Butkus, Audrey (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: ActivSpace legislation

Date: Friday, May 17, 2019 9:35:12 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Sarah Nelson <sarah@18reasons.org>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 8:59 AM

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

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

Hi Jonas,

I have run my small nonprofit out of the ActivSpace building since 2011. | have created 10 jobs and
operate with a budget of over $1 million annually. The current situation with the planning
department is a tragedy for the 300 small businesses in the building. Already, many of them have
moved out or shut down as a result of the confusing messages we have all received from the city.
San Francisco is a tough city to run a small business in, and it is disheartening to see the city throw
up even more obstacles. | encourage the planning and health departments to work with ActivSpace
management to alter the zoning for the building and protect all the small businesses that are housed
there - not just temporarily or with a confusing sunset period, but permanently.

Best wishes,
Sarah

Sarah Nelson
Executive Director, 18 Reasons
(415) 994 2164
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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); Fung, Frank (CPC
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Weekly Board Report
Date: Thursday, May 16, 2019 11:44:10 AM
Attachments: 2019 05 16.pdf
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Please see attached.

Aaron Starr, MA
Manager of Legislative Affairs

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6362 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: aaron.starr@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or

B e O & X
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Summary of Board Activities
May 13-17, 2019

Planning Commission Report: May 16, 2019

Land Use Committee

181153 Planning Code - Regional Commercial and Folsom Street Neighborhood Commercial
Transit Districts, Arts Activities and Nighttime Entertainment Uses. Sponsor: Haney. Staff: D.
Sanchez

This week, the Land Use committee heard Supervisor Haney’s ordinance that amends Arts and
Entertainment use controls in the RCD and Folsom Street NCD. The Ordinance originally
proposed to make all Arts Activities and Nighttime Entertainment as principally permitted uses in
historic buildings in the RCD zoning district. This Ordinance was heard at the HPC on February
6, and then at Planning Commission on February 21. Both Commissions recommended approval

with modification. Those modifications include:

Allow Arts Activities throughout the RCD district.

2. Conditionally permit Nighttime Entertainment uses within the RCD in historic buildings,
including those that contribute to a historic district.

3. Require a Preservation, Rehabilitation and Maintenance Plan for buildings with those
uses within the Folsom Street NCT and RCD districts.

On March 5, Supervisor Haney introduced a substitute version of the Ordinance that included the

Commissions’ recommended modifications.

At the Land Use hearing, public comment centered around not imposing a CU requirement for
nighttime entertainment uses in historic buildings in the RCD district. After public comment,
Supervisor Peskin noted that he was in favor of the Commissions’ recommendation to require
CU, noting the importance of CU for uses like nighttime entertainment near residentially zoned
areas. Seeking to do more outreach, Supervisor Haney then moved to continue the hearing until

June 3.

Full Board

No Planning Department Items

Introductions

BF TBD. Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee Increase. Sponsor: Haney. Staff: TBD
Increase fee from roughly $28 per square foot to $38.



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3765429&GUID=7CE6E125-B7AF-460A-A853-643D1B8022F4



Summary of Board Activities
May 13-17, 2019

Planning Commission Report: May 16, 2019

e BF TBD. Office of Racial Equity for San Francisco. Sponsors: Fewer and Brown. Staff: Not
Staffed.

The new Office will collect data, shape policy, and inform legislation to address San
Francisco’s growing racial inequities.





		Land Use Committee

		Full Board
























TENDERLOIN HOUSING CLINIC
126 Hyde Street

RANDALL M. SHAW San Francisco, CA 94102
STEPHEN L. COLLIER Tel. (415) 771-9850
RAQUEL FOx Fax. (415) 771-1287
STEPHEN P. BOOTH Contact:
MARGARET‘ DEMATTEOQO (415) 771-9850, ext.
TYLER ROUGEAU @thclinic.org
MICHAEL ZITANI
May 14, 2019
Via Email to:

Commission Secretary Jonas P. Ionin:  Commissions.Secretary(@sfgov.org
Senior CCSF Planner Christopher May: Christopher.May@sfgov.org

Via Mail to:

Planning Commission

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 400 Divisadero/ 1048-152 Oak Street Development Project
Dear Commissioners:

I am a lawyer at the Tenderloin Housing Clinic (THC). I represent the long-term
residents at the 400 Divisadero Project site. My clients comprise five households, which
have enjoyed rent-controlled tenancies for many years, and are part of the unique fabric
of the community. The current site has small buildings that provide four apartment units.
Under the proposed plans one building (1048-1050-1052 Oak Street) will be demolished,
and the other building (1060 Oak) will be relocated on the site and renovated.

The residents of these units are being asked to temporarily re-locate in order for
the 400 Divisadero Project to move forward. We intend to ensure that these long-term
households receive all of the benefits they are entitled to under the applicable laws,
including the San Francisco Rent Ordinance and that their temporary relocation and
return occurs in the least disruptive and equitable manner.

I understand that the 400 Divisadero Project will benefit from the city’s option to
rezone this parcel to ultimately provide 186 units of housing. It is also my understanding
that the 400 Divisadero Project is planned to satisfy the City’s 20% requirement for

below market rate units. RECEIVED

MAY 16 2019

CITY & COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTM%'::T o
CPC/HPC
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Page 2

Supervisor Vallie Brown requested that THC work with the residents who live at
the 400 Divisadero Project site to negotiate and ensure fair replacement housing
agreements for them. David Kriozere at Genesis Development and his team are offering
the tenants newly built, rent-controlled units to replace the units that are being
demolished and rent-controlled renovated units in the building that is being renovated.

I understand that Genesis intends to place the residents into their new or renovated
units on the project site as soon as possible. I know that David Kriozere has personally
met with my clients in an effort to prepare offers that meet the residents’ needs for stable,
affordable, and permanent housing. We do appreciate that, at the threshold, Genesis is
actively seeking to meet the needs of the long-term tenants in moving this proposed
development forward.

I am reviewing proposed offers, and my clients and I are working with the Genesis
team to reach agreements that are in the best interests of these long-term residents.

We will continue to keep in close contact with Supervisor Brown’s office in order
to bring this Project to a good outcome for the community.

Very truly yours,

Steplien Booth

Tenderloin Housing Clinic

oer Supervisor Vallie Brown
Paul F. Utrect, Esq.

{00050240;1}



LAW OFFICES OF
KEVIN D. FREDERICK
605 MIDDLEFIELD ROAD
REDWOOD CITY, CALIFORNIA 94063-1890

KEVIN D. FREDERICK (650) 365-9800
PAULK. LEE (650) 365-4206 (fax)
kevinlaw@sbcglobal.net
May 13, 2019
SENT VIA U.S. MAIL & EMAIL RECEIVED

San Francisco Planning Commission
1660 Mission Street, Ground Floor MAY 20 2019

San Francisco, CA 94103 CITY & COUNTY OF S.E

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Record No.: 2019-000186CU A o
Project Address: 828 Innes Avenue
Zoning: Neighborhood Commercial, Small Scale (NC-2) Zoning

District 40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 4645/019
Project Sponsor: Chereese Benton

Posh Green Collective
828 Innes Avenue Suite 110
San Francisco, CA 94124

Property Owner: Frances and Patrick Doherty
PO Box 885473
San Francisco, CA 94118
Staff Contact: Michael Christensen - (415) 575-8742

michael.christensen@'sfgov.org

Dear Commissioners,

I am the attorney for the 828 Innes Avenue Owners Association (the
“Association”). This letter is sent to voice the opposition of the Association and it’s residential
Members opposition to the above request for a conditional use authorization.

The Association is a twelve (12) Unit mixed use condominium development. Nine
(9) of the Units are residential and three (3) are commercial. Of the nine (9) residential Units,
two (2) are occupied by families with children ages three (3) to five (5) .

It is simply not acceptable to allow a cannabis retail use in a small condominium
where residential Units are occupied by families with children.

The property that is the subject of this application, 828 Innes Avenue #110 (the
“Property”) is a condominium within the Association and is therefore subject to its Declaration
of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (the “Declaration”) recorded on August 2, 2001 as



May 13, 2019
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document No. G991120 in the City and County of San Francisco, California. A copy pf the
Declaration is attached hereto as Exhibit “A.”

The Declaration is binding upon the Property as a matter of law. Civil Code
Section 5975(a) states “The covenants and restrictions in the declaration shall be enforceable
equitable servitudes, unless unreasonable, and shall inure to the benefit of and bind all owners of
separate interests in the development.”

Cannabis retail use violates the Declaration.
Section 8.4 of the Declaration states:

“No person may interfere with the quiet enjoyment of any other
Owner or lessee of the Project, or carry on any activity in any part of the Property
which is noxious, illegal, seriously annoying or offensive to a person of
reasonable sensibility. No activity may be carried on which causes any insurance
policy to be canceled or not renewed, or which will impair the structural integrity
of any Unit. No person may sell or distribute tobacco, alcohol, marijuana in any
form or any controlled substance from any Unit or any part of the Property.”

First, cannabis retail use is offensive to a person of reasonable sensibility. Every
reasonable parent will be offended by cannabis retail use and the impact it will have on the home
environment for their children. The commercial units and the residential Units all share the same
building, with common walls and the same roof.

Second, cannabis retail use is illegal under Federal Law. Under The Controlled
Substance Act of 1970 (21 USC §801 et seq.), cannabis is a Schedule 1 controlled substance. 21
USC §812.

21 USC 841(a) states:

“Except as authorized by this subchapter, it shall be unlawful for any person
knowingly or intentionally—

(1) to manufacture, distribute, or dispense, or possess with intent to manufacture,
distribute, or dispense, a controlled substance; or

(2) to create, distribute, or dispense, or possess with intent to distribute or
dispense, a counterfeit substance.”

Third, cannabis retail use will cause the Association’s insurance policy to be
canceled. Attached hereto as Exhibit “B” is an email and accompanying documentation from the
Association’s insurance broker which states that cannabis retail use “would make the current
carrier get off the risk.”
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Fourth, cannabis retail use is specifically prohibited by the last sentence of section
8.4 of the Declaration: “No person may sell or distribute tobacco, alcohol, marijuana in any form
or any controlled substance from any Unit or any part of the Property.”

In addition, the Project sponsor will not be able to get a business permit to operate
a cannabis retail use on the Property. Section 1609(b)(8) of the San Francisco Police Code
requires applicants to provide “Written verification that the owner of the real property where the
Cannabis Business will be located has the authority to consent, and consents, to its use as a
Cannabis Business. Such written verification must be signed by the property owner or the
owner's agent, and must include the owner and agent's contact information.”

The Project sponsor is a tenant. The Property and the Property Owner are bound
by the Association’s Declaration. Use of the Property for retail cannabis violates Section 8.4 of
the Declaration. Therefore, the Owner of the Property does not have the authority to consent to a
retail cannabis use.

For these reasons and others, the conditional use does not comply with the criteria
established by Planning Code Section 303, in that:

A. The proposed new use is incompatible with the residential use of the other
condominiums in the same building.

B. The proposed project will be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience
and welfare of the residents of the other condominiums and their children. Cannabis sales at the
front entrance of a residential building is detrimental to the residents and their children. The
Project has no parking. Customers will park and loiter at the front entrance of a residential
condominium building.

e The Project does not comply with the requirements and standard of the
Planning Code and general plan.

Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes priority planning policies. The Project
does not comply with those policies in that:

)] The existing housing and neighborhood character are not being
conserved or protected. The Project shares the same building with nine (9) residential Units. The
existing residential units and the families that reside in them will be directly and adversely
affected by this project. Families will move out. The diversity in the community will be
diminished. Property values will go down.

(i)  The City’s supply of affordable housing will be degraded. Families
with children will not want to live in a condominium building with a cannabis retail use at the
front door.
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Therefore, the Association and its residents respectfully request that the
commissioners vote against this request for a conditional use permit.

Sincerely,
KEVIN D. FREDERICK

KDF/becw
Daily/828Innes.PlanningCommission L TR.doc
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE
DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS FOR
828 INNES AVENUE OWNERS' ASSOCIATION

828 Innes Avenue # 101, San Francisco, CA APN: 4645-022
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828 Innes Avenue # 106, San Francisco, CA APN: 4645-027
828 Innes Avenue # 107, San Francisco, CA APN: 4645-028
828 Innes Avenue # 108, San Francisco, CA APN: 4645-029

828 Innes Avenue # 109, San Francisco, CA
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828 Innes Avenue # 111, San Francisco, CA
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KEVIN D. FREDERICK, ESQ.
605 MIDDLEFIELD ROAD
REDWOOD CITY, CA 94063
(650) 365-9800

FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE
DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS FOR
828 INNES AVENUE QWNERS' ASSOCIATION

~ THIS FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS is
made this __I;;’iday of A pr ) l , 2019, by the 828 INNES AVENUE OWNERS'
ASSOCIATION, a California nonprofit corporation (hereinafter "Association").
RECITALS

1. On August 2, 2011, a DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS (hereinafter
"Declaration") was recorded in the Office of the Recorder of San Francisco County, as Document
No. G991120 for the Association and its Members, applicable to the real property located in the
City and County of San Francisco, State of California, more particularly described in that certain
Map entitled "Map of 828 Innes Avenue, a Mixed-Use Condominium Project, Being a
Subdivision of Lot 5, Assessor's Block No. 4645, San Francisco, California," filed for record in
the Office of the Recorder of the County of San Francisco, State of California, on July 31, 2001
in Condominium Map Book 69, at pages 21 through 25, inclusive.

2. Association now desires to make a First Amendment to the Declaration,
pursuant to Article 11.3 of the Declaration as hereinafter provided. |
m
I
/



NOW, THEREFORE, Association hereby amends and modifies said Declaration

of Restrictions as follows:
1. Article 7.4 is amended as follows:
7.4 NUISANCE. No person may interfere with the quiet enjoyment of any other

Owner or lessee of the Project, or carry on any activity in any part of the Property which is noxious,
illegal, seriously annoying or offensive to a person of reasonable sensibility. No activity may be
carried on which causes any insurance policy to be canceled or not renewed, or which will impair
~the structural integrity of any Unit. No person may sell or distribute tobacco, alcohol, marijuana in
any form or any controlled substance from any Unit or any part of the Property.

2. Article 8.4 is amended to read as follows:

8.4 NUISANCE. No person may interfere with the quiet enjoyment of any other
Owner or'lessee of the Project, or carry on any activity in any part of the Property which is noxious,
illegal, seriously annoying or offensive to a person of reasonable sensibility. No activity may be
carried on which causes any insurance policy to be canceled or not renewed, or which will impair
the structural integrity of any Unit. No person may sell or distribute tobacco, alcohol, marijuana in
any form or any controlled substance from any Unit or any part of the Property.

I hereby certify and declare that this First Amendment was approved by the
affirmative vole or written consent of'a majority of the voting power of the Association.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this First Amendment to the Declaration of

Restrictions is executed by the President of the Association.

828 INNES AVENUE OWNERS' ASSOCIATION

BY:

AN LEE, President



A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the
individual who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and not the
truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

State of California ___

County of PAN FRANCL Lo
on PRI O ,ZOL?beforeme, /4\'7295)(,/0 LOW{

Notary Public, personally appeared _ S E /< L CE .
who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(a@re
subgcribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me thhe/they executed the same
i her/their authorized capacity(jes); and that by@her/their signature(s)-on the instrument
the person(s); 6r the entity upon behalf of which the person(s)dcted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

£ Signature of Ndtary Public

-

ANTONIO LOCATELLI
Commission # 2138154

Notary Publlc - Callfornia
San Francisco County S
omm. Expires Jan 18, 2020




This is to certify that this is a
true and cosrsct copy of the
original document recorded
OﬁAUG 02 2001‘at /235 RM,

a5 NoO. 99/ /220 inthe
City & County of San Francisco
CLD REPUBLIC TITLE COMPANY
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When Recorded Return To:

DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS
FOR
828 INNES AVENUE

a Mixed-Use Condominium Project

EXHIBIT A

India Cove LLC, a California limited liability company

Declarant

“Covenants and restrictions if any, based upon race, color,
religion, sex, handicap, familial status. or national origin are
defeted unless and only to the extert that said covenant (a)
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DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS
FOR 828 INNES AVENUE
a Mixed-Use Condominium Project
Recitals

THIS DECLARATION is made by India Cove, LLC, a California limited liability company,
"Declarant", with reference to the following:

A. Declarant is the Owner of a tract of land located in the City and County of San Francisco,
California, more particularly described in Exhibit A attached to this Declaration and incorporated
into it by reference.

B. There exists on the land a building which is four stories with mezzanines and which contains
nine Residential Units and three Commercial Units.

C. Declarant intends by this Declaration to create a Condominium Project and to impose upon
the Property mutually beneficial restrictions under a general plan of improvement for the benefit
of all the Condominiums and Owners of Condominiums. Declarant intends by this Declaration
to establish a Condominium Project under the provisions of California Civil Code Sections 1350
et seq., the Davis-Stirling Common Interest Development Act.

D. Declarant establishes by this Declaration a plan for the individual ownership of real property
estates consisting of an undivided interest in common in a portion of real property, referred to as
Common Area, coupled with a separate interest in space, referred to as a Unit, the boundaries of
which are described on the Condominium Plan.

Declarant declares that the Property shall be held, conveyed, encumbered, leased, occupied and
improved subject to the following declarations, limitations, covenants, conditions, restrictions and
easements, all of which are for the purpose of enhancing and protecting the value and
attractiveness of the Project, in accordance with the plan for the improvement of the Property and
the division of it into Condominiums. All of the limitations, covenants, conditions, restrictions
and easements constitute equitable servitudes and covenants which shall run with the land and be
binding upon Declarant and Declarant's successors and assigns, and all parties having ox acquinng
any right, title or interest in or to any part of the Project.

RO il T | SR

i e s e e




ARTICLE 1
Definitions

1.1 "Articles" means the Articles of Incorporation of the Association as amended from time to
time.

1.2 "Assessment" means that portion of the cost of maintaining, improving, repairing,
rebuilding, operating and managing the Property which is to be paid by each Owner.

1.3 "Association" means the 828 Innes Avenue Owners' Association, a California Non-Profit
Mutual Benefit Corporation.

1.4 "Board" or "Board of Directors" means the governing body of the Association.
1.5 "Bylaws" means the Bylaws of the Association as amended from time to time.

1.6 "Commercial Unit" means the Units designated for commercial use as described in Article
8. The Commercial Units are labeled 110, 111 and 112 on the Condominium Plan.

1.7 "Common Area" means the entire Project except for the Units as defined in this Declaration
and as shown on the Condominium Plan. Common Area includes, but is not limited to, the
elevator and elevator equipment, bearing walls, columns, fire escapes, foundations, girders,
garage Or parking area, land, stairs (except staircases connecting levels within one Unit), sub-
floors, unfinished floors, pipes, ducts, flues, chutes, conduits, wires, and other utility
installations, wherever located, excepting the outlets when located within the Units.

1.8 "Common Expenses" means the actual and estimated expenses of operating the Property,
any reasonable reserves for such purposes as determined by the Board, and all sums designated
Common Expenses by the Governing Documents.

1.9 "Condominium" means an estate in real property consisting of an undivided interest in
common in a portion of real property coupled with a separate interest in space called a Unit, the
boundaries of which are described on the Condominium Plan.

1.10 "Condominium Plan" means the three dimensional description of the Project in sufficient
detail to identify the Common Area and the Units pursuant to California Civil Code Section
1351(e) and which was recorded on sz&?é%: 5{ , 20_12[_, in Condominium Map
Book Qﬁ , pages 2,_7 to 25 , Inclusive, in the Official Records of the County of San
Francisco and any amendments and corrections to it. A copy of the Condominium Plan is
incorporated into this Declaration by this reference.




1.11 "Declarant" means India Cove, LLC, a California limited liability company, and any
successors and assigns, including the Association, who acquire Declarant's interest in the
Property.

1.12 "Declaration" means this Declaration of Restrictions.

1.13 "Exclusive Use Common Areas” mean those portions of the Common Area designated for
the exclusive use of the Owners and which are appurtenant to the Units.

1.14 "Expenditure" means a fine or penaity levied to bring a Member and his Condominium into
compliance with the Governing Documents, or a charge levied to reimburse the Association for
costs incurred by it in the repair of damage to the Common Area and facilities caused by the
Member.

1.15 "Governing Documents" means this Declaration, any Exhibits attached to it, the Articles
and the Bylaws of the Association, and the rules and regulations for the Members, all as amended
from time to time.

1.16 "Map" means the subdivision map entitled "Map of 828 Innes Avenue, a Mixed-Use
Condominium Project, Being a Subdivision of Lot 5, Assessor's Block No. 4645, San Francisco,
California", recorded on JMW b-Ji , 200 /, in Condominium Map Book ¢9 y
pages &~/ through && | inclusive, in the Official Records of the County of San Francisco,
and any amendments and corrections to it.

1.17 "Member" means a person who 1s a member of the Association.

1.18 "Mortgage, Mortgagee, Mortgagor". "Mortgage" includes a deed of trust as well as a
mortgage, and means a conveyance of a security interest in real property made in good faith and
for value. "Mortgagee" includes a beneficiary or a-holder of a deed of trust as well as a
mortgage. "Mortgagor” includes the trustor of a deed of trust as well as a mortgagor.

1.19 "Owner" means the record holder of title to a Condominium in the Project. If a
Condominium is sold under a recorded contract of sale to a purchaser, the purchaser rather than
the seller shall be considered the Owner. "Owner" shall not include those persons having any
interest merely as security for the performance of an obligation.

1.20 "Person" means a natural person, a corporation, a partnership, a trustee, or other legal
entity.

1.21 "Project" means the real property described in Exhibit A, all structures and improvements
erected or to be erected on it, and all easements and rights appurtenant to it.



1.22 "Property" means the Project, and all real and personal property intended for or used in
connection with the Project.

1.23 "Residential Unit" means each of the Units designated for residential use as described in
Article 7. The Residential Units are labeled Units Units 101 through 109 on the Condominium
Plan.

1.24 "Unit" means the elements of a Condominium which are not owned in common with other
Owners or by the Association. The boundaries of each Unit are as shown and described on the
Condominium Plan.

ARTICLE 2
Description of Project, Division of Property, and
Creation of Property Rights

2.1 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT. The Project consists of the underlying real property, a
four story building with mezzanines, and all other improvements located on the real property.
The building is divided into nine Residential Units and three Commercial Units plus Comraon
Area.

2.2 DIVISION OF PROPERTY. The Property is divided into the following:

A. Units, Each of the Units as separately shown, numbered and designated on the

Condominium Plan consists of the space bounded by and contained within the interior
unfinished surfaces of the perimeter walls, floors, ceilings, windows and doors of the

Unit. Each Unit also includes all fixtures, appliances, air heating, air conditioning, water

heating equipment, alarm systems and ventilation fans, and the outlets thereof, wherever

located, which are part of a discrete and complete system intended to serve only the Unit.

The Unit does not include those areas and things defined as Common Area in Section 1.6.

Each Unit 1s subject to any encroachments as may now exist or may be later caused or-
created in any manner referred to in Section 2.3D. In interpreting deeds and plans, the

then existing physical boundaries of a Unit, whether in its original state or reconstructed

In substantial accordance with the original plans, shall be conclusively presumed to be its

boundaries rather than the boundaries expressed in the deed or Condominium Plan,

regardless of settling or lateral movement of the building and regardless of minor variance
between boundaries shown on the Plan or deed and those of the building.

B. Common Area. The remaining portion of the Property, referred to as Common
Area, shall include, without limitation, all of the elements set forth in Section 1.6. Each
Owner shall own, as appurtenant to his Unit, an undivided interest in the Common Area
as shown on the Condominium Plan. Each Owner may use the Common Are: in
accordance with the purposes for which it is intended without hindering the exercise of,
or encroaching upon the rights of any other Owners.




C. Exclusive Use Common Area. Portions of the Common Area, referred to as
Exclusive Use Common Areas, are set aside and allocated for the exclusive use of the
Owners. The Exclusive Use Common Areas consist of the parking spaces (P-1 through
P-9), yard areas (Y-101 through Y-103) and decks (D-112A, D-112B, D-104, D-106A and
D-106B, D-107 and D-109) as designated on the Condominium Plan. An easement for
each of the above Exclusive Use Common Areas shall be granted in the deed to the Unit
to which it is appurtenant. The Exclusive Use Common Areas also consist of internal and
external wiring designed to serve a single Unit, fireplaces, windows, window frames,
window boxes, screens, shutters, awnings, doorsteps, stoops, exterior doors, doorframes
and hardware.

One parking space shall be appurtenant to each Residential Unit and shall not be
transferred by the Owner separately from the Unit. No Owner may lease a parking space
to any person who is not an Owner or a resident at the Project.

D. No Separate Conveyance of Common Area. The undivided interest in Common
Area appurtenant to each Unit is permanent in character and cannot be altered without the
consent of all the Owners affected, and their first Mortgagees, as expressed in an amended
Declaration. The undivided interest in Common Area cannot be separated from the Unit
to which it is appurtenant, and shall be deemed to be conveyed or encumbered with its
respective Unit, even though the instrument of conveyance or encumbrance may refer only
to the Unit.

2.3 EASEMENTS AND USE RIGHTS. The following easements, reservations and use rights
shall affect the Property.

A. Owners' Nonexclusive Easements; Association Rights. Every Owner has a
nonexclusive easement of use, enjoyment, ingress, egress, and support in, to, and
throughout the Common Area and any improvements or facilities on the Common Area.
However, such nonexclusive easements shall be subordinate to, and shall not interfere with
the right to use Exclusive Use Common Areas. Each such nonexclusive easement shall be
appurtenant to the respective Condominium and shall pass with the utle to the
Condominium. Nonexclusive easements shall be subject to all of the rights and powers
of the Association as described in Article 5, including, without limitation, the right to
assign, rent, license or otherwise designate and conwrol use of any parking spaces other
than those which are Exclusive Use Common Areas appurtenant to a Unit.

B. Entry or Use Rights. Each Condominium shall be subject to the following rights of
entry and use:

1. The right of Declarant, or its agents, to enter upon any portion of the Project

to construct the improvements Declarant intends to construct on the Property, to
make repairs and to remedy construction defects, provided that such entry shall not

.

L

B




interfere with the use or occupancy of any occupied Unit unless authorized by its
Owner, which authorization shall not be unreasonably withheld. The above right
of Declarant shall terminate three years after the conveyance of the first
Condominium covered by the final subdivision public report for the Project.

ii. The right of the Association, or its agents, to enter any Unit to cure any
violation or breach of this Declaration, the Bylaws or the Rules and Regulations,
provided that at least thirty days prior written notice of such violation or breach
(except in case of emergency) has been given to the Owner, and provided that,
within the thirty day period, such Owner has not acted to cure substantially such
violation or breach. The Association shall be entitled to levy an Expenditure for
its costs of effecting such cure against the Owner in accordance with the procedures
set forth in Section 5.1E. The rights of entry and cure shall be immediate in case
of an emergency originating upon or threatening any Unit, whether or not its
Owner is present.

iii. The right of the Association, or its agents, to enter any of the Units to perform
its obligations and duties under this Declaration, including obligations or duties
with respect to construction, maintenance, or repair of the Common Area, or for
the benefit of the Owners in common. The rights shall be immediate in case of an
emergency originating upon or threatening any Unit, whether or not its Owner is
present.

iv. The right of any Owner, or Owner's agents, to enter the Unit of any other
Owner for purposes of performing installations, alterations or repairs to mechanical
or electrical services, including installation of television antennae and related
cables, which are reasonably necessary for the use and enjoyment of his Unit,
provided requests for entry are made in advance and that entry is at a time
convenient to the Owner whose Unit is being entered. In case of emergency, the
right of entry shall be immediate.

C. Power to Grant Easements. Declarant or the Association shall have the power to
grant and convey in the name of all the Owners as their attorney-in-fact (or in the name
of the Association as to any property to which the Association holds title) to any Owner
or other party easements and rights-of-way in, on, over, or under the Common Area for
the purpose of constructing, erecting, operating or maintaining lines, cables, wires,
conduits, or other devices for electricity, cable television, power, telephone and other
purposes, public sewers, storm water drains and pipes, water systems, sprinkling systems,
water, heating and gas lines or pipes, and any similar public or quasi-public improvements
or facilities. Each Owner, in accepting a deed to a Condominium, expressly consents to
such easements and rights of way and authorizes and appoints the Association and
Declarant (as long as Declarant owns one or more Condominiums) as attorney-in-fact of
such Owner to execute any and all instruments conveying or creating such easements or
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rights or way. However, no such easement can be granted if it would substantially
interfere with the use, occupancy, or enjoyment by any Owner of his Unit or the Common
Area of the Project unless approved by the vote or written consent of the holders of not
less than sixty-seven percent (67%) of the voting rights of each class of Members and their
first mortgagees. The above right of Declarant shall terminate three years after the
conveyance of the first Condominium covered by the final subdivision public report for
the Project.

D. Encroachment Easements. Each Condominium has an easement over all adjoining
Units and the Common Area for the purpose of accommodating any encroachment due to
engineering errors, errors in original construction, settlement or shifting of the building,
or any other cause as long as the encroachment exists. In no event shall a valid
encroachment be created in favor of an Owner if it occurred due to his willful
misconduct. In the event a structure is repaired or rebuilt, minor encroachments over
adjoining Units and the Common Area shall be permitted and there shall be valiid
easements for the maintenance of these encroachments as long as they exist. These
encroachments shall not alter the rights and obligations of Owners.

2.4 PARTITION; POWER OF ATTORNEY. Except as provided by California Civil Code
Section 1359 and Sections 10.2 and 10.3 of this Declaration regarding damage and destruction and
condemnation, there shall be no judicial partition of the Project or any part of it. Judicial partition
by sale of a single Condominium owned by two or more persons and division of the sale proceeds
is not prohibited, but partition of title to a single Condominium is prohibited. Whenever partition
may be had pursuant to Civil Code Section 1359 or this Declaration, each of the Owners
irrevocably appoints the Association as attorney-in-fact and irrevocably grants to the Association
full power in the name and stead of such Owner to sell the entire Project, and to execute deeds
and conveyances to it, in one or more transactions, for the benefit of all Owners when partition
of the Project may be had under Civil Code Section 1359 and under the circumstances authorizing
partition under this Declaration. The power of attorney shall (i) be binding on all Owners,
whether they assume the obligations under this Declaration or not; (ii) be exercisable by a majority
of the Board acting on behalf of the Association, subject to obtaining the prior vote or written
consent of sixty-seven percent (67%) of the Owners and sixty-seven percent (67%) of all first
Mortgagees; and (iii) be exercisable only after recordation with the County Recorder of a
certificate executed by those who have power to exercise the power of attorney that the power of
attorney is properly exercisable under the authority of this Declaration. This certificate shall be
conclusive evidence of proper exercise in favor of any person relying on it in good faith.

2.5 FURTHER SUBDIVISION PROHIBITED. No Owner shall further subdivide the space
within his Unit or create a time-share project from any Condominium. A time-share project i$
one in which a purchaser receives the right in perpetuity, for life, or for a term of years, to the
recurrent, exclusive use or occupancy of a Unit, annually or on some other periodic basis, for a
period of time that has been or shall be allocated from the use or occupancy periods into which
a Condominium has been divided.




ARTICLE 3
Association, Administration, Membership and Voting Rights

3.1 ASSOCIATION TO MANAGE COMMON AREA. The Association shall manage and
administer the Project in accordance with the provisions of the Governing Documents.

3.2 MEMBERSHIP. Each Owner of a Condominium shall automatically be a Member of the
Association. He shall remain a Member until his ownership of a Condominium ceases, at which
time his membership in the Association shall also automatically cease. No Member may resign.,
transfer, pledge or alienate his membership in any way except by sale of the Condominium to
which it is appurtenant and then only to the purchaser. Any prohibited transfer is void.

3.3 MEMBERSHIP CLASSES AND VOTING RIGHTS.
A. Membership Classes. The Association shall have two classes of voting membership.

i. CLASS A. Each Owner other than Declarant is a Class A member. Class A
membership entitles the holder to one vote for each Condominium owned. When
more than one person holds an interest in a Condominium, all such persons shall
be Members. The vote for the Condominium shall be exercised as the Owners
determine, but not more than one vote shall be cast for any Condominium. If an
Owner disputes the vote cast for his Unit by a co-Owner, the vote for that
Condominium shall not be counted.

il. CLASS B. Declarant is the Class B member. Class B membership entitles
the holder to not more than three votes for each Condominium owned. Class B
membership shall be irreversibly converted to Class A membership on the first to
occur of the following:

(a) when the total outstanding votes held by Class A members equal the
total outstanding votes held by the Class B member.

(b} on the second anniversary date of the first conveyance of a Unit in the
Project.

B. Voting Rights. Except as provided in Sections 4.3, 4.4 and 5.2, any action by the
Association which must have the prior approval of the Members shall require the vote or
written consent of at least a majority of each class of membership during the time that
there are two outstanding classes of membership.

e |
g
r



Any provision in the Governing Documents which requires the approval of a prescribed
number of Members other than Declarant for action to be taken by the Association shall
require:

i. where the two class voting structure is in effect, the vote or written consent of
the Class B Member and the vote or written consent of the prescribed number of
Class A Members; or

ii. if there has been a conversion of Class B membership to Class A membership,
the vote or written consent of a majority of the Members of the Association and the
vote of the prescribed majority of the Members other than Declarant.

ARTICLE 4
Assessments

4.1 CREATION OF THE LIEN AND PERSONAL OBLIGATION OF ASSESSMENTS.
Declarant agrees, for each Condominium in the Project owned by Declarant, and each Owner, by
acceptance of a deed to a Condominium, whether or not it shall be expressed in the deed, is
deemed to agree to pay to the Association Regular Annual Assessments, Special Assessments and
Property Tax Assessments. Assessments are payable without deduction or offset for any claim
the Owner may have against the Association. The Assessments, together with interest, costs and
reasonable attorneys' fees, shall be a continuing lien upon the Condominium against which each
Assessment is made. Each Assessment, together with interest, costs and reasonable attorneys'
fees, shall also be the personal obligation of the Owner of the Condominium at the time when the
Assessment fell due. If more than one person is the Owner, the personal obligation to pay the
Assessment shall be joint and several. No Owner may exempt himself from liability for his
contribution toward the Common Expenses by waiver of use or enjoyment of any of the Common
Area or abandonment of his Condominium.

4.2 PURPOSE OF ASSESSMENTS. The Assessments levied by the Association shall be used
exclusively to promote the health, safety, and welfare of all residents of the Project, and for the
improvement and maintenance of the Common Area for the common good of the Project.

4.3 REGULAR ANNUAL ASSESSMENTS. The Regular Annual Assessment is the total
amount of funds necessary to defray the Common Expenses of the Association for the fiscal year.
It shall include adequate reserve funds for contingencies and for maintenance, repairs, and
replacement of the Common Area improvements that must be replaced on a periodic basis
sufficient to satisfy the reasonable requirements of any first Mortgagee.

Until January 1 of the year immediately following the conveyance of the first Condominium, the
Regular Annual Assessment shall be approved by the California Department of Real Estate. At
least forty-five days and not more than sixty days prior to the beginning of each subsequent fiscal




year, the Board shall establish the Regular Annual Assessment for that fiscal year. The Regular
Annual Assessment shall not be increased unless the Board has prepared and distributed a pro
forma operating budget to the Members, as specified in the Bylaws. The Board may not, without
the vote or written consent of a quorum of Owners who cast a majority of the votes at a meeting
or election of the Association, impose a Regular Annual Assessment which is more than twenty
percent greater than the Regular Annual Assessment for the immediately preceding fiscal year.
For purposes of this Section 4.3, a quorum means more than fifty percent of the Owners.

If the Board fails to establish the Regular Annual Assessment for any fiscal year, the Regular
Annual Assessment shall be the same as that of the prior fiscal year. Subject to the above, if at
any time during the year the Board decides that the amount of the Regular Annual Assessment is
inadequate or excessive, it may revise the Assessment for the balance of the fiscal year, effective
on the first day of the month following the date of the revision. During the time the Project is
subject to an outstanding public report, Declarant shall notify the Department of Real Estate of
any increase of ten percent or more over the amount of the Regular Annual Assessment stated in
the current public report for the Project.

4.4 SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS. In any fiscal year, the Board may levy a Special Assessment
applicable to that year only for the purpose of defraying, in whole or in part, the cost of any
construction, reconstruction, repair or replacement of a capital improvement upon the Common
Area, including fixtures and personal property, and for extraordinary expenses incurred by the
Association. Any Special Assessment in excess of five percent of the Regular Annual Assessment
for the fiscal year shall require approval by the vote or written consent of a quorum of Owners
who cast a majority of the votes at a meeting or election of the Association. For purposes of this
Section 4.4, a quorum means more than fifty percent of the Owners.

4.5 ASSESSMENTS FOR EMERGENCY PURPOSES. Notwithstanding the provision of
Sections 4.3 and 4.4, the Board may increase Regular Annual Assessments and impose Special
Assessments necessary for emergency situations. For purposes of this Section, an emergency
situation is any one of the following:

A. An extraordinary expense required by an order of a court.

B. An extraordinary expense necessary to repair or maintain the Property for which the
Association is responsible where a threat to personal safety on the Property is discovered.

C. An extraordinary expense necessary to repair or maintain the Property for which the
Association is responsible that could not have been reasonably foreseen by the Board in
preparing and distributing the budget. However, prior to the imposition or collection of
an Assessment under this Section 4.5 C, the Board shall pass a resolution containing
written findings as to the necessity of the extraordinary expense involved and why the
expense was not or could not have been reasonably foreseen in the budgeting process, and
the resolution shall be distributed to the Members with the Notice of Assessment.
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4.6 PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENTS. Untl the Tax Collector segregates the property taxes
applicable to each Unit into separate assessments, or if any taxes are assessed against the Common
Area or the property of the Association rather than against the Units, the Board shall levy a
Property Tax Assessment for the purpose of paying the assessed taxes.

4.7 SEGREGATION OF FUNDS. Unless exempt from federal or state income tax, all proceeds
paid for reserves or for any Special Assessment shall be segregated and deposited in a special
account and shall be used solely for the purpose for which levied, or shall be otherwise handled
and used in a manner authorized by law or regulations of the Internal Revenue Service or the
California Franchise Tax Board in order to avoid, if possible, their taxation as income of the
Association.

4.8 DIVISION OF ASSESSMENTS. The expenses for Regular Annual Assessments shall be
divided among the Owners equally, except for Assessments for insurance, gas and water and
reserves for the roof, paint and water heater, which shall be prorated to each Owner according
to his percentage interest in the Common Area.

The initial premium for the liability and officers' and directors’ liability insurance carried by the
Association is based on the use of the Commercial Units as offices. If the insurance premium is
increased as a result of the use, other than as an office, of a Commercial Unit by the Owner, it
shall pay to the Association within ten (10) days before the due date the amount of the increased
insurance premium which is attributable to use of the Commercial Unit.

The Board shall allocate Assessments for items and costs other than those set forth above as it
deems appropriate and fair.

Special Assessments shall be divided among the Owners on the same basis as Regular
Assessments, except where the Special Assessment is levied to raise funds for the rebuilding or
major repair of structural Common Area which houses the Units. In that case, the Special
Assessment shall be divided upon the basis of the ratio of the square footage of the floor area of
the Unit to be assessed to the total square footage of the floor area of all Units to be assessed.

Property Tax Assessments shall be divided among the Owners according to each Owner's
percentage interest in the Common Area.

4.9 DATE OF COMMENCEMENT AND DUE DATES OF ASSESSMENTS; NOTICE TO
OWNERS. Regular Annual Assessments shall commence as to all Units on the first day of the
month following the conveyance of the first Condominium from Declarant to an Owner. Regular
Annual Assessments shall be payable in equal monthly installments unless the Board adopts some
other basis for collection. If the first operating year of the Association is a partial fiscal year, the
Regular Annual Assessment for that first operating year shall be based on the number of full
calendar months in that fiscal year. Subject to the provisions of Section 4.3, the Board shall
determine and fix the amount of the Regular Annual Assessment for each Condominium and send
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written notice of it, including the amount of any increase, to every Owner at least forty-five days
and not more than sixty days prior to the beginning of each fiscal year. In addition, the
Association shall send each Owner notice by first class mail of any increase in the Regular Annual
Assessment or Special Assessment not less than forty-five days and not more than sixty days
before the due date of the increased Assessment. The due date for the payment of installments
of the Regular Annual Assessment shall be the first day of each month unless some other due date
is established by the Board. The due date for payment of a Special or Property Tax Assessment
shall be the date specified in the notice of the Assessment and shall be at least thirty days after the
date of delivery of the notice of the Assessment to the Owners.

4.10 EFFECT OF NONPAYMENT OF ASSESSMENT. Any Assessment or installment of
an Assessment shall become delinquent if payment is not received by the Association within fifteen
days after its due date. The Board shall impose a late charge of ten percent of the delinquent
assessment or installment or $10.00, whichever is greater, on all delinquent payments. A late
charge may not be imposed more than once on any delinquent payment, shall not eliminate or
supersede any charges imposed on prior delinquent payments, and shall constitute full
compensation to the Association for any additional bookkeeping, billing, or other administrative
costs resulting from the delinquent payment.

Interest also shall accrue on any delinquent payment at the rate of twelve percent per annum.
Interest shall accrue commencing thirty days following the due date of the assessment through and
including the date full payment is received by the Association.

Any Owner who fails to pay a Property Tax Assessment on time shall be responsible to pay any
penalty imposed by the Tax Collector.

4.11 REMEDIES ON DEFAULT. In the event of a default in payment of any Assessment or
installment, and in addition to any other remedies provided by law or this Declaration, the
Association may enforce payment of the Assessment or installment in either of the-following
ways.

A. By Small Claims Action. Each action must be authorized by a majority of the
Board. Any judgment rendered in the action shall include the amount of delinquency,
interest, late charges, costs of collection, court costs, and reasonable attorneys' fees. A
small claims action may be maintained without foreclosing or waiving lien rights.

B. By Judicial Foreclosure or Power of Sale. If any Assessment or instaliment is not
paid within fifteen days after the due date, the Board may deliver a Notice of Delinquent
Assessment to the Owner of the Condominium assessed. A copy of the Notice of
Delinquent Assessment shall be recorded in the office of the Recorder of the County of
San Francisco. The Notice of Delinquent Assessment shall conform to the requirements
of California Civil Code Section 1367. The Notice shall state the amount of the
Assessment then due, including interest, late charges, reasonable attorneys' fees and costs
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incurred in an effort to collect the delinquent Assessment. The Notice shall also describe
the Unit against which the Assessment has been levied, name the record Owner of the Unit
and give the name and address of the trustee authorized by the Association to enforce the
lien by foreclosure sale. The Notice of Delinquent Assessment shall be signed by a
member of the Board. The Assessment described in the Notice shall constitute a lien upon
the Condominium effective on the date on which it is recorded. The lien shall be in favor
of the Association and shall be for the benefit of all Owners.

The lien for unpaid Assessments may be enforced by sale of the Condominium, by judicial
foreclosure or private sale, by the Association or other person authorized by the Board to
make the sale.

Any sale by private power of sale shall be conducted in accordance with the provisions of
Sections 2924-2924h of the California Civil Code. The sale shall be conducted by the
trustee whose name and address are stated in the Notice of Delinquent Assessment, or by
a trustee substituted in accordance with the provisions of Civil Code Section 2934a. No
action to foreclose the lien shall begin until ten days after a copy of the recorded Notice
of Delinquent Assessment has been delivered to the Owner of the Condominium whose
Unit 1s described in the Notice.

The Association, acting on behalf of the Owners, shall have the power to bid for the
Condominium at a foreclosure or trustee's sale and to acquire and hold, lease, mortgage
and convey the Condominium. Each Owner hereby appoints the Association or its
authorized agent to act as trustee in any action to enforce the lien. Each Owner hereby
agrees that in any action to remove the Owner or his tenant from the Condominium, the
Declaration and the deed to the foreclosed Condominium which is delivered to the buyer
after a foreclosure or trustee's sale shall constitute a deed of trust for purposes of Code of
Civil Procedure Section 1161a(b)(3).

The Association shall promptly record a Release of Notice of Delinquent Assessment upon
payment of the amounts secured by the lien created pursuant to this Article and payment
of the cost to the Association of preparing and recording the Release of Notice of
Delinquent Assessment. The Release of Notice of Delinquent Assessment shall be signed
by a member of the Board.

4.12 PRIORITIES. When a Notice of Delinquent Assessment has been recorded, it shall
constitute a lien on the Condominium prior to all other liens except all taxes, bonds, assessments
and other liens which, by law, would be superior to it, and the lien of any first Mortgage of
record. The lien for any Assessment shall not be affected by the sale or transfer of the Unit
against which it is recorded.

4.13 STATUS CERTIFICATE. Within ten days of the mailing or delivery of a written request
by an Owner, the Board shall provide the Owner with a written statement containing the foliowing
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information: (i) whether, to the knowledge of the Association, the Owner or his Condominium
is in violation of any of the provisions of this Declaration, the Articles, Bylaws, or the Rules and
Regulations; (i) the amount of Regular Annual Assessments and Special Assessments, including
instaliments, paid by the Owner during the fiscal year the request is received; (iii) the amount of
any Assessments levied against the Owner's Condominium that are unpaid as of the date of the
statement, including any late charges, interest, or costs of collection that as of the date of the
statement are or may be made a lien against the Owner's Condominium; and (iv) any change in
the Association's current Regular Annual and Special Assessments and fees approved by the Board
but not yet due and payable as of the date of the disclosure.

4.14 WAIVER OF EXEMPTIONS. Each Owner waives the benefit of any homestead or
exemption laws of the State of California as to any Assessment liens created under this Article.

ARTICLE 3
Duties and Powers of the Association

5.1 DUTIES. The Association shall have all of the powers of a corporation organized under the
Non-Profit Mutual Benefit Corporation law of the State of California, subject only to the
limitations on those powers set forth in the Governing Documents. The Association shall have
the power to do any lawful thing required or permitted to be done under the Governing Documents
and necessary, appropriate or incidental to the exercise of the express powers or duties of the
Association for the peace, health, comfort, safety and general welfare of the Owners. The affairs
of the Association, including the exercise of its powers and duties, shall be conducted by the
Board or officers appointed by the Board. The duties and powers of the Association shall include,
but are not limited to, the following.

A. Maintenance.hExcep{ as may be provided in Sections 8.8 and 11.4, the Association
shall maintain in good condition, repair, replace and manage the Common Area, including
all Exclusive Use Common Areas, all utility installations except those maintained by utility
companies, improvements and equipment located on the Common Area, and all furnishings
and property acquired by the Association. The Association shall clean exterior glass
surfaces. The Association is responsible for the repair and maintenance of Common Area
occasioned by the presence of wood-destroying pests and organisms in accordance with the
procedure set forth in California Civil Code Section 1364. The Association is not
financially responsible for maintenance, repair or replacements caused by the willful or
negligent act or omission of an Owner, or his guests or tenants, the cost of which is not
covered by insurance. The repair or replacement of excluded items is the responsibility
of the Owner. However, if an Owner fails to make required repairs or replacements, upon
a vote of a majority of the Board, and after notice and hearing pursuant to Section 5. 1E,
the Association shall make the repairs or replacements and charge the cost to the Owner
as an Expenditure.
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B. Insurance. The Association shall maintain the policies of insurance required by
Section 10.1 of this Declaration.

C. Discharge of Liens. The Association shall discharge any lien against the Common
Area, and charge the cost to the Owner responsible for the existence of the lien.

D. Payment of Expenses. The Association shall pay all expenses and obligations
incurred by it in the conduct of its business.

E. Enforcement. The Association shall enforce this Declaration. In addition to any
other remedies provided in this Declaration, the Association may impose fines, suspend
voting rights, or take other disciplinary action against any Owner for failure to pay
Assessments and Expenditures or for violation of any provisions of the Governing
Documents. Before imposing any fine, suspending voting rights, or taking other
disciplinary action, the Board shall provide notice and hearing to the Owner as follows:

i. at least fifteen days before a decision to impose discipline is made, the accused
Owner shall be given notice and the reasons for the proposed discipline; and

il. at least five days before the decision to impose discipline is made, the accused
Owner shall be given an opportunity to be heard.

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in this Declaration, the Board shall not
have the power to cause a forfeiture or abridgement of an Owner's rights to the full use
and enjoyment of his Unit except where the loss or forfeiture is the result of the judgment
of a court or a decision arising out of arbitration or on account of a foreclosure or sale
under power of sale for failure of the Owner to pay Assessments levied by the Association.

F. Utility Service. The Association shall have the authority to obtain, for the benefit of
all of the Condominiums, all common water, gas and electric service, telephone and
~ television service, refuse collection and janitorial service. The Association shall maintain
all uglity installations located in the Common Area, except those installations maintained
by utility companies. The Association shall pay all charges for utilities supplied to the
Project except those metered or charged separately to the Units.

G. Easements. The Association shall have authority to grant easements where necessary
for utilities and sewer facilities over the Common Area to serve the Common Area and any
of the Units as provided in Article 2.

H. Manager. The Association shall have the authority to employ a manager or other
persons, and to contract with independent contractors or managing agents to perform all
or any part of the duties and responsibilities of the Association. However, any contract
with a firm or person appointed as a manager or managing agent shall:
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i. not exceed a one year term; and

ii. provide for the right of the Association to terminate the contract at the first
annual meeting of the Members of the Association, and to terminate the contract
for cause on thirty days' written notice or, without cause or payment of a
termination fee, on ninety days' written notice.

I. Adoption of Rules. The Association may adopt reasonable rules not inconsistent with
this Declaration relating to the use of the Common Area and the conduct of the Owners
and their tenants and guests with respect to the Property and other Owners. The Board
shall furnish copies of the rules to all Owners.

J. Access. In order to perform maintenance, repairs, or any other of its responsibilities,
the Association, its agents and employees may enter any Unit or any portion of the
Common Area at reasonable hours as provided in Article 2. Entry shall be made with as
little inconvenience to the occupant as possible and any damage caused shall be repaired
at the expense of the Association. Except in case of an emergency, twenty-four hours’
advance notice shall be given to the occupant prior to entry.

K. Assessments. The Association shall have the power to levy and collect A ssessments
In the amount necessary for the purposes for which levied in accordance with the
provisions of Article 4.

L. Expenditures. The Association shall have the power to levy and collect Expenditures.
The Board shall impose an Expenditure upon an Owner only after notice and hearing in
accordance with Section 5.1E. An Expenditure is the personal obligation of the Owner
against whom it is charged. If more than one person is the Owner, the personal obligation
to pay the Expenditure shall be joint and several. Declarant agrees, for each Condominium
in the Project owned by Declarant, and each Owner, by acceptance of a deed to a
Condominium, is deemed to agree to pay to the Association Expenditures as provided in
this Section 5.1L.

An Expenditure is due fifteen days after receipt by the Owner of written notice from the
Board of the imposition of the Expenditure. The Board shall impose on any delinquent
expenditure a late charge of ten percent of the delinquent Expenditure or $10.00,
whichever is greater. A late charge may not be imposed more than once on any delinquent
Expenditure, shall not eliminate or supersede any charges imposed on prior delinquent
Expenditures, and shall constitute full compensation to the Association for any additional
bookkeeping, billing, or other administrative costs resulting from the delinquent
Expenditure. Any Expenditure not paid within thirty days after the due date also shall bear
interest at the rate of twelve percent per annum, through and including the date full
payment is received by the Association.
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In any action to collect an Expenditure, the Association shall be entitled to costs of
collection and attorneys' fees. An Expenditure shall become a lien upon a Unit upon the
recording of a Notice of Delinguent Assessment which contains the information set forth
in Section 4.11B; however, the lien created thereby may not be enforced by sale of the
Condominium pursuant to Civil Code Sections 2924, 2924b and 2924c.

M. Acquisition and Disposition of Property. The Association shall have the power to
acquire, own, improve, operate, maintain, lease, transfer, dedicate for public use or
otherwise dispose of real or personal property in connection with its affairs.

N. Loans. The Association shall have the power to borrow money and, with the vote or
written consent of a majority of the voting power of the Association other than Declarant
in accordance with the provisions of Section 3.3B, to mortgage, pledge, deed in trust, or
hypothecate any or all of its real or personal property as security for money borrowed or
debts incurred.

0. Contracts. The Association shall have the power to contract for goods and services
for the Common Area or the Association.

P. Vacancies on Board. The Board shall have the power to fill vacancies on the Board,
except for a vacancy created by the removal of a Director pursuant to Section 4.6 of the

Bylaws.

Q. Delegation. The Association shall have the power to delegate its authority and powers
to committees, Officers, or employees of the Association.

The Association may not, however, delegate the following powers:
i. file litigation;
ii. record a lien or foreclose for failure to pay Assessments;
iii. make capital expenditures;

iv. impose discipline and levy Expenditures for violations of the Governing
Documents; or

v. hold hearings pursuant to Section 5.1E.

5.2 LIMITATION ON POWERS OF THE BOARD - PROHIBITED ACTS. The Board shall
not take any of the following actions, without the vote or written consent of a quorum of Members
other than Declarant who cast a majority of votes in accordance with the provisions of Section
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A. enter into a contract with a third person for goods or services for the Common Area
or the Association for a term longer than one year with the following exceptions:

i. a management contract, the terms of which have been approved by the Federal
Housing Administration or Veterans Administration;

ii. a contract with a public utility company if the rates charged for the materials
or services are regulated by the Public Utilities Commission; provided however,
that the term of the contract shall not exceed the shortest term for which the
supplier shall contract at the regulated rate;

ili. prepaid casualty and/or liability insurance policies of not to exceed three years
duration provided that the policy permits short rate cancellation by the insured;

iv. lease agreements for laundry room fixtures and equipment of not to exceed five
years duration provided that the lessor under the agreement is not an entity in
which Declarant has a direct or indirect ownership interest of 10 percent or more;

v. agreements for cable television services and equipment or satellite dish television
services and equipment of not to exceed five years duration provided that the
supplier is not an entity in which Declarant has a direct or indirect ownership
interest of 10 percent or more:

vi. agreements for sale or lease of burglar alarm and fire alarm equipment,
installation and services of not to exceed five years duration provided that the
supplier or suppliers are not entities in which Declarant has a direct or indirect
ownership interest of 10 percent or more; or

vii. a contract for a term not to exceed three years that'is terminable by the
Association after no longer than one year without cause, penalty or other obligation
upon ninety (90) days written notice of termination to the other party.

B. incur aggregate expenditures for capital improvements to the Common Area in any
fiscal year in excess of five percent of the budgeted gross expenses of the Association for
that fiscal year;

C. sell during any fiscal year property of the Association having an aggregate fair market
value greater than five percent of the budgeted gross expenses of the Association for that
fiscal year; or

D. pay compensation to Directors or to the Officers of the Association for services

performed in the conduct of the Association's business. However, the Board may
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reimburse a Director or Officer for reasonable expenses incurred in carrying on the
business of the Association.

ARTICLE 6
Architectural Control

6.1 GENERAL. No building, fence, wall, balcony, screen, patio, tent, awning, carport,
improvement, or structure of any kind may be erected or maintained upon the Common Area, nor
shall any alteration, modification or improvement be made to the Common Area, until approved
in writing by the Board. The approval of the Board shall not be unreasonably withheld. Plans
and specifications showing the nature, shape, color, size, materials and location of any
improvements, modifications or alterations shall be submitted to the Board for approval as to
quality of workmanship, design, harmony of external design with existing structures, and location
in relation to surrounding structures.

The Board shall not deny approval of any modification to facilitate access for persons who are
blind, visually handicapped, deaf, or physically disabled, or to alter conditions which could be
hazardous to these persons, without good cause. Any such modification or alteration shall be paid
for by the person who requests it. However, the Board may condition its approval of such
modifications in accordance with the provisions of Civil Code Section 1360.

In the event the Board fails to approve or disapprove plans and specifications within thirty days
after they have been submitted, they shall be deemed approved.

Declarant shall not be subject to the approval requirements of this Section 6.1.

6.2 ANTENNAS. Installation or use of a video or television antenna, including a satellite dish
("antenna"), shall not be permitted, except as provided below.

An antenna that has a diameter or diagonal measurement of thirty-six (36) inches or less, may be
installed under the following circumstances:

A. The antenna is not visible from any street or the Common Area;

B. The Owner has applied to and received the prior written approval of the Board, which
shall not be unreasonably withheld, as to the location of the antenna;

C. To the satisfaction of the Board, the Owner has provided for adequate maintenance,

repair or replacement of roofs or other building components that may be damaged by the
installation, maintenance or use of the antenna; and
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D. To the satisfaction of the Board, the installer of the antenna has agreed to indemnify
or reimburse the Association for any loss or damage caused by the installation,
maintenance or use of the antenna.

The Board may impose on the Owner any other reasonable restrictions that do not
significantly increase the cost of the antenna, including all related equipment, or
significantly decrease its efficiency or performance.

The issuance of a decision by the Board on the Owner's application to install an antenna shall not
be willfully delayed.

ARTICLE 7
Use Restrictions for Residential Units

In addition to all other restrictions contained in this Declaration, the use of the Property and each
Residential Unit is subject to the following provisions.

7.1 CONDOMINIUM USE. All Residential Units shall be used for residential purposes. No
trade or business may be conducted in any Residential Unit except for administrative and
professional practice as allowed by local ordinance, and except for use by Declarant in connection
with Declarant's sales as provided in Section 7.2 . No tent, trailer, garage or structure of a
temporary character may be used at any time as a residence.

7.2 SALES ACTIVITIES. Declarant may use any Units in the Project owned by Declarant to
conduct sales activities and as saies models until all Units have been sold. In addition, Declarant
may make reasonable use of the Common Area as a sales office, maintain reasonable displays and
conduct reasonable activities within the Common Area related to sales of the Units. However,
Declarant's use of the Common Area shall not interfere with the use of the Common Area by the
Owners.

7.3 USE OF PARKING SPACES. Parking spaces shall be used solely for parking of bicycles
and non-commercial passenger motor vehicles, which means automobiles, small station wagons,
small pickup trucks, motorcycles and minivans. No person shall park a motor vehicle anywhere
upon the Property other than his designated parking space or parking areas designated by the
Board for temporary parking. Repair or washing of any motor vehicle shall not be permitted
anywhere on the Property, except an emergency repair. Each Owner shall keep his designated
parking space neat and clean and shall immediately remove any oil, grease or other waste emitted
from his vehicle. No vehicle shall be operated upon the Project which emits extraordinary and
offensive levels of exhaust pollution, oil, grease or noise, as such levels may be determined by
the Board. Any violation of this Section may be rectified by the Association causing the vehicle
10 be towed and stored at the Owner's expense, and each Owner, trespasser, licensee, and invitee,
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shall indemnify, defend and hold the Association, its Board members, officers, manager and
employees harmless for any damage to person or property which may result.

7.4 NUISANCE. No person may interfere with the quiet enjoyment of any other resident of the
Project, or carry on any activity in any part of the Property which is noxious, illegal, seriously
annoying or offensive to a person of reasonable sensibility. No activity may be carried on which
causes any insurance policy to be canceled or not renewed, or which will impair the structural
integrity of the building.

7.5 SIGNS. No signs may be displayed to public view on any portion of the Property except
signs approved by the Board. "For Sale" or "For Rent" signs shall be allowed provided they do
not exceed five square feet in size. "For Sale” or "For Rent” signs may be posted only on those
parts of the Common Area easily viewed by the general public and designated by the Board.
Project 1identification signs approved by the Board and signs maintained by Declarant in
connection with Declarant's sales activities are excluded from the prohibition of this Section.

7.6 ANIMALS. No animals shall be kept in any Residential Unit or Common Area except that
domestic dogs and cats, not to exceed a total of two such animals per Unit, fish and birds inside
bird cages, may be kept as household pets. Permitted animals shall not be kept, bred, or raised
for commercial purposes.

Any dog in the Common Area other than an Exclusive Use Common Area appurtenant to its
Owner's Unit shall be leashed. After making a reasonable attempt to notify the Owner, the
Association or any Owner may cause any unleashed animal found within the Common Area to be
removed to a pound or animal shelter by calling the appropriate authorities. The Owner may,
upon payment of all expenses, repossess the animal.

Pet owners shall prevent their pets from soiling the Common Area except as allowed under rules
about the keeping and control of pets in the Units and Common Area, as may be adopted by the
Association from time to time. The Association can prohibit the keeping of any animal that in the
sole and exclusive opinion of the Board constitutes a nuisance to any other Owner. Each person
bringing or keeping a pet upon the Project shall be liable to other Owners, their family members,
guests, invitees, tenants, and contract purchasers, and their respective family members, guests,
and invitees for any damage to persons or property proximately caused by any pet brought upon
or kept upon the Project by that person or by members of his family, his guests, or invitees.

7.7 GARBAGE DISPOSAL. All garbage and other waste shall be kept in sanitary containers
and regularly removed from the Property. Equipment for the storage or disposal of such materials
shall be kept in a clean and sanitary condition and shall be kept only on the portion of the
Common Area designated by the Board.

7.8 RIGHT TO LEASE. No Owner may rent a Residential Unit for transient or hotel purposes,
which shall be defined as:
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A. rental for any period less than thirty days, or

B. any rental if the occupants are provided customary hotel services such as room service
for food and beverage, maid service, furnishing laundry and linen, and bellboy service.

Subject to these restrictions, an Owner may lease his Condominium, provided the lease is in
writing, is made subject to the Governing Documents, and a copy of the lease is sent to the
Association.

An Owner shall be responsible for a tenant's compliance with the Governing Documents.

7.9 CLOTHES LINES. No exterior clothes lines may be erected and there may be no outside
laundering or drying of clothes.

7.10 STORAGE. Any obstruction of the Common Area is prohibited. Nothing may be stored
in the Common Area without the prior consent of the Board, except in designated storage areas.

7.11 WINDOW COVERING. All window coverings visible from the street or Common Area
shall be in a neutral color, unless otherwise approved by the Board.

7.12 FLOOR COVERING. Each hallway and room other than the kitchen and bathrooms in
all Units located above other Units shall have carpeting or other noise deadening materials
approved by the Board in eighty percent of its square footage, in order to reasonably reduce noise.
An Owner may not remove or replace carpet and pad or other flooring materials installed by
Declarant or any Owner unless the replacement materials have an acoustical insulation value equal
to or greater than the acoustical insulation value of the flooring materials which have been removed
or replaced. Prior to removing or replacing any flooring materials, an Owner must provide to the
Association information on the acoustical insulation value of the replacement materials.

ARTICLE 8
Use Restrictions for Commercial Units

In addition to all other restrictions contained in this Declaration, the use of the Property and the
Commercial Units are subject to the following provisions.

8.1 COMMERCIAL USE. The Commercial Units shall be occupied and used only for
commercial purposes by the Owners. "Commercial purposes"” means a grocery store, retail sales
or offices for financial services, medical services, personal services and business or professional
services. Any other use is prohibited. For purposes of Article 8, "Owners" shall include the
lessees, sublessees or assignees of the Owners of the Commercial Units.

8.2 ADVERTISING. The Owners of the Commercial Units shall not employ an advertising
medium which can be heard or seen outside the Units, including, without limitation, flashing
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lights, searchlights, ioudspeakers, phonographs, radios or television. The Owners of the
Commercial Units shall not distribute, or cause to be distributed, any handbill or other advertising
device in the Common Area or in or on the public sidewalks or streets adjacent to the Project.

8.3 LEASING OF UNITS. Except for the restrictions contained in Section 8.1, there shall be
no restriction on the right of the Owners of the Commercial Units to lease the Units. The Owners
of the Commercial Units may lease the Units for the uses allowed by Section 8.1. Each
Commercial Unit may be leased to a maximum of two tenants. Any lease shall provide that it is
subject, in all respects, to the provisions of this Declaration, the Articles, the Bylaws and any
rules made by the Board. A copy of the lease shall be given to the Board.

8.4 NUISANCE. No person may interfere with the quiet enjoyment of any other Owner or
iessee of the Project, or carry on any activity in any part of the Property which is noxious, illegal,
seriously annoying or offensive to a person of reasonable sensibility. No activity may be carried
on which causes any insurance policy to be cancelled or not renewed, or which will impair the
structural integrity of any Unit.

8.5 CUSTOMERS, GUESTS AND LESSEES. The Owners of the Commercial Units shall
be responsible for compliance by their customers, guests and lessees with the provisions of this
Declaration, the Bylaws, and any rules made by the Board.

8.6 CHANGE IN COMMERCIAL STATUS. No change in the commercial status of the
Commercial Units shall be effective unless approved by the Owners of the Commercial Units and
all necessary governmental approvals have been obtained.

8.7 ANIMALS. No animals shall be kept and no animals shall be bred or raised for commercial
purposes in the Commercial Units.

8.8 SIGNS. The Owners of the Commercial Units shall comply with the provisions -of the San
Francisco Planning Code regarding signs and awnings. Except as otherwise provided in the San
Francisco Planning Code, each of the Owners of the Commercial Units may maintain an awning
displaying the name of the business conducted in the Unit. In addition, each of the Owners of the
Commercial Units may maintain one sign. The sign shall be posted in the Unit, or, with the prior
written approval of the Board, on the Common Area. The sign shall not have moving or
illuminated parts, except with the prior written approval of the Board. The Owners of the
Commercial Units shall maintain their own signs and awnings at their own expense.

"For Sale” or "For Rent" signs shall be allowed provided they do not exceed five square feet in
size. "For Sale" or "For Rent" signs may be posted only on those parts of the Common Area
easily viewed by the general public and designated by the Board.



8.9 MACHINERY. No machinery, apparatus or appliance shall be used or operated in the
Commercial Units that will in any manner vibrate or shake the adjoining Units or Common Area
of the Project, or cause an unreasonable amount of noise.

8.10 USE OF PORTIONS OF COMMON AREA. The Owners of the Commercial Units and
their customers and guests shall not use any portion of the Common Area on the fourth floor or
upper mezzanine of the building.

8.11 INCLUSION OF RESIDENTIAL RESTRICTIONS. The provisions of Sections 7.2,
7.7,7.9, 7.11 and 7.12 are hereby incorporated into this Article 8 and shall be restrictions on the
use of the Commercial Units.

ARTICLE 9
Mortgage Protection Provisions

9.1 MORTGAGE PERMITTED; VALIDITY OF MORTGAGE LIEN. Any Owner may
encumber his Condominium with a Mortgage. No breach of any of the covenants, conditions and
restrictions nor the enforcement of any lien provisions contained in this Declaration, shall defeat
or render invalid the lien of any first Mortgage made in good faith and for value, but all of the
covenants, conditions and restrictions shall be binding upon and effective against any Owner
whose title is derived through foreclosure or trustee's sale, or otherwise.

9.2 NOTICE TO ELIGIBLE MORTGAGE HOLDER. As used in this Article 9, "eligible
mortgage holder", shall mean a first Mortgagee, or the insurer or governmental guarantor of a
first Mortgage, who has requested notice of certain actions in accordance with this Section.

Upon written request to the Association, identifying the name and address of the eligible mortgage
holder, and the Condominium number and address, an eligible mortgage holder shall be entitled
to timely written notice of the following:

A. Any condemnation loss or any casualty loss that effects a material portion of the
Project or any Condominium on which there is a Mortgage held, insured, or guaranteed
by an eligible mortgagee holder;

B. Any delinquency in the payment of Assessments or Expenditures owed by an Owner
subject to a Mortgage held, insured, or guaranteed by an eligible mortgage holder which
remains uncured for a period of sixty (60) days;

C. Any default in the performance of an obligation under the Governing Documents by

an Owner subject to a Mortgage held, insured, or guaranteed by an eligible mortgage
holder which remains uncured for a period of sixty (60) days;
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D. Any lapse, cancellation or material modification of an insurance policy or fidelity bond
maintained by the Association; or

E. Any proposed action which would require the consent of eligible mortgage holders.

Any failure by the Association to give such notice of default shall not in any event relieve the
Owner of responsibility to cure the default or prevent the Association from enforcing the
performance of the defaulted obligations by any of the procedures provided for in the Governing
Documents.

9.3 NOTICE OF CONDEMNATION OR DESTRUCTION. In the event of the total or
substantial destruction of the Project or the commencement of eminent domain proceedings or
other acquisition procedures by a condemning authority against the Project or any portion of it,
Mortgagees of first Mortgages shall be given tmely written notice of such destruction or
proceedings.

9.4 LIMITATION ON RIGHT OF FIRST REFUSAL. The right of an Owner to sell, transfer,
or otherwise convey his Condominium shail not be subject to any right of first refusal or any
similar restriction in favor of the Association. In the event there is permitted a right of first
refusal in favor of any other person or entity, it shall not impair the rights of a Mortgagee of a
first Mortgage to foreclose or take title to a Condominium pursuant to the remedies provided in
the Mortgage, accept a deed (or assignment) in lieu of foreclosure in the event of a default by the
Mortgagor, or sell or lease a Condominium acquired by the first Mortgagee.

9.5 PRIORITY AS TO PROCEEDS AND AWARDS. No Owner and no other party shall have
priority over any rights of a Mortgagee pursuant to its Mortgage in the case of a distribution to
Owners of insurance proceeds or condemnation awards for losses to or taking of Units and/or the
Common Area.

9.6 CONSENT BY MORTGAGEES TO AMENDMENTS. Without the vote or prior written
consent of sixty-seven percent (67%) of the total voting power for the Association (based on one
vote for each Condominium encumbered, unless a higher percentage of voting power is
specifically required elsewhere in this Declaration), and the approval of fifty-one percent (51 %)
of eligible mortgage holders, the Association shall not amend any material provisions of the
Governing Documents which establish, provide for, govern or regulate any of the following:

A. Voting rights;

B. Increases in assessments that increase the previously assessed amount more than
twenty-five percent (25 %), assessment liens or priority of such liens;

C. Reductions in reserves for maintenance, repairs and replacement of the Common Area;

23



D. Hazard or fidelity insurance requirements;

E. Reallocation of interests in or rights to use the Common Area or Exclusive Use
Common Area;

F. Responsibility for maintenance and repair of the Project;

G. Expansion or contraction of the Project or the additions, annexation or withdrawal of
property to or from the Project,

H. Redefinition of boundaries of any Unit;
1. Convertibility of Units into Common Area or of Common Area into Units;
J. Imposition of any restrictions on the leasing of Units;

K. Imposition of any right of first refusal or any other restriction on the right of an Owner
to sell, transfer, or otherwise convey his Condominium,;

L. Restoration or repair of the Project (after a hazard damage or partial condemnation)
in a manner other than that specified in the Governing Documents; or

M. Any provisions which are for the express benefit of mortgage holders, insurers or
guarantors.

9.7 CHANGES REQUIRING ADDITIONAL FIRST MORTGAGEE APPROVAL. Except
as provided by statute in case of condemnation or substantial loss to the Units and/or Common
Area, unless at least sixty-seven percent (67 %) of all Owners or first Mortgagees (based on one
vote for each Condominium encumbered) have given their prior written approval, neither the.
Association nor the Owners shall:

A. By act or omission, seek to abandon or terminate the Project;

B. Change the pro rata interest or obligations of any Condominium for purpose of levying
assessments or charges or allocating distributions of hazard insurance proceeds or
condemnation awards or for determining the pro rata share of ownership of each
Condominium in the Common Area;

C. Partition or subdivide any Condominium,;

D. By act or omission, seek to abandon, partition, subdivide, encumber, sell or transfer

the Common Area. (The granting of easements for public utilities or for other public
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purposes consistent with the intended use of said areas by the Association or the Owners
shall not be deemed a transfer within the meaning of this clause); or

E. Use hazard insurance proceeds for losses to the Property (whether to Units or Common
Area) for other than the repair, replacement or reconstruction of the Property except as
provided by statute in case of substantial loss of the Units or Common Area.

9.8 CONSENT TO TERMINATE LEGAL STATUS OF PROJECT. Any action to terminate
the legal status of the project after substantial destruction or condemnation occurs shall require the
vote or prior written consent of sixty-seven percent (67%) of the total voting power of the
Association (unless a higher percentage of voting power is specifically required elsewhere in this
Declaration) and the approval of fifty-one percent (51%) of eligible mortgage holders (based upon
one vote for each Condominium encumbered). Any action to terminate the legal status of the
project for reasons other than substantial destruction or condemnation shall require the vote or
prior written consent of sixty-seven percent (67%) of the total voting power of the Association
(unless a higher percentage of voting power is specifically required elsewhere in this Declaration)
and the approval of sixty-seven percent (67 %) of eligible mortgage holders (based upon one vote
for each Condominium encumbered).

9.9 SUBORDINATION; FORECLOSURE OF ASSESSMENT LIENS. Any lien created or
claimed under the provisions of this Declaration is subject and subordinate to the rights of any first
Mortgagee with a first Mortgage that encumbers a Condominium. No such lien shall in any way
defeat, invalidate or impair the obligation or priority of a first Mortgage unless the Mortgagee
expressly subordinates its interest to such lien in writing. Each holder of a first Mortgage who
obtains title to a Condominium pursuant to a foreclosure proceeding shall not be liable for unpaid
Assessments and charges against the Condominium which accrued prior to the acquisition of it by
‘the first Mortgagee. However, such first Mortgagee shall be liable for any Assessments becoming
due after the date of the transfer. Subsequently levied Assessments may include previously unpaid
Assessments provided all Owners are required to pay their proportionate share of the previously
unpaid Assessments.

9.10 LIEN ON INDIVIDUAL UNIT. All taxes, assessments and charges which may become
liens prior to the first Mortgage under local law shall relate only to the individual Condominiums
and not to the Project as a whole.

9.11 RIGHTS TO INSPECT, RECEIVE STATEMENTS, ATTEND MEETINGS.

A. All Owners and lenders, and all holders, insurers or guarantors of any first Mortgage
shall be entitled to inspect current copies of the Declaration, Bylaws, the Association rules
and any other rules concerning the Project and the books, records and financial statements
of the Association. Such inspection shall be upon request, during normal business hours
or under other reasonable circumstances.
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B. An eligible mortgage holder shall be entitled to have an audited financial statement for
the immediately preceding fiscal year of the Association prepared at its expense if one is
not otherwise available, and the Association shall make its records available for such
purpose in accordance with Section 9.11A. If such a financial statement had already been
prepared for the Association, it shall be furnished to the eligible mortgage holder without
charge within 120 days of the Association's fiscal year end.

C. Any first Mortgagee shall, upon written request to the Association, be entitled to
receive written notice of all annual and special meetings of the Association, and first
Mortgagees shall further be entitled to designate a representative to attend all such
meetings in order to, among other things, draw attention to violations of this Declaration
which have not been corrected or made the subject of remedial action by the Association;
provided, however, nothing contained in this Section shall give a first Mortgagee the right
to call a meeting of the Association or of the Members for any purpose or to vote at any
such meeting.

9.12 DEEMED APPROVAL. For purposes of this Article 9, any Mortgagee who receives a
written request to approve additions or amendments to the Governing Documents and who does
not deliver or post with the Association a negative response within thirty (30) days, shall be
deemed to have approved such request, provided the request was delivered by certified or
registered mail, "return receipt” requested.

ARTICLE 10
Insurance, Destruction of Project, Condemnation

10.1 INSURANCE COVERAGE.

A. The Association shall acquire and maintain the following insurance coverage:

i. Fire and Casualty. A master policy of fire and casualty insurance covering the
Project and the Property, providing multi-peril coverage endorsement and coverage
for such other risks as are commonly covered with respect to projects similar to the
Project in construction, location and use, or such other fire and casualty insurance
as the Board determines gives substantially equal or greater protection. Coverage
shall be in an amount equal to the full replacement value of the Project and shall
include an agreed amount or equivalent endorsement. The policy shall be in a
form and from an insurance carrier satisfactory to the Board and to any first
Mortgagee who inquires of the Association as to the acceptability of any policy;

ii. Comprehensive Public Liability. Comprehensive public liability coverage

insuring against such risks as are customarily covered with respect to projects
similar to the Project in construction, location and use, insuring Declarant, the
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Owners, the Association and the Association's employees against liability to the
public, or to any Owner, his tenants and invitees, incident to the ownership and use
of the Project. Coverage under the policy shall not be less than two million dollars
($2,000,000.00) per occurrence. The policy shall be issued on a comprehensive
liability basis and provide cross-liability endorsements so the rights of any named
insured under the policy shall not be prejudiced in an action against another named
insured;

iii. Worker's Compensation Insurance. Worker's compensation insurance to the
extent necessary to comply with any applicable law; and

iv. Fidelity Bond. If required by any institutional lender, a fidelity bond or
policy of insurance against dishonest acts on the part of any person entrusted with
or permitted to handle funds belonging to or administered by the Association,
including a professional manager and his employees, naming the Association as the
insured. The bond or insurance shall be in an amount not less than one and
one-half times the estimated annual operating expenses plus accumulated reserves
of the Association.

v. Director and Officer Liability Insurance. To the extent reasonably available,
the Association shall purchase and maintain insurance in an amount up to one
million dollars ($1,000,000.00) or such other amount as the Board deems
reasonable on behalf of any director, officer or member of a committee of the
Association against any liability asserted against or incurred by any of these
persons in their capacity or arising out of their status as agents of the A ssociation,
regardless of whether the Association has the power to indemnify these persons
against liability under applicable law or the bylaws.

vi. Insurance Required by Certain Lenders. Notwithstanding the foregoing or
any other provision of this Declaration, in the event the casualty, boiler or
machinery, liability insurance and fidelity bond requirements established for
condominium projects by the Federal National Mortgage Association ("FNMA")
or the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation ("FHLMC") are greater than
those insurance and fidelity bond requirements specified in this Declaration, the
FNMA or FHLMC requirements, whichever are greater, shall be maintained by
the Association. This requirement as to FNMA or FHLMC shall remain so long
as FNMA or FHLMC is a Mortgagee, Insurer or Guarantor of a Mortgage, or an
Owner of a Condominium within the Development; provided howewer, to the
extent such coverage is not available or has been modified or waived in writing by
FNMA or FHLMC, it need not be obtained.

B. Insurance Premiums. Insurance premiums shall be a common expense to be included
in the Regular Annual Assessment levied by the Association. The portion of the
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Assessment attributable to insurance premiums shall be held in a separate account of the
Association and used only for the payment of insurance premiums as they become due.

C. Review of Policies. All policies of insurance shall be reviewed at least annually and
adjusted, if necessary, to provide such coverage and protection as the Association may
deem prudent or as reasonably required by any first Mortgagee.

D. Owner's Insurance. Each Owner shall insure his personal property and the
improvements added to his Unit. Each Owner shall obtain liability insurance for the
interior of his Unit.

E. General Policy Provisions. Each insurance policy obtained by the Association shall
name as insureds the Association, as trustee for the Owners, and the Owners and shall
provide that coverage may not be canceled or substantially changed without at least thirty
days' prior written notice to the Association, each Owner, and his first Mortgagee. Each
policy shall contain a waiver of subrogation by the insurer as to all claims against the
Association, the Owners and their agents, employees and tenants. Each policy shall also
contain a waiver of any defenses based upon co-insurance or upon invalidity arising from
the acts of the insured.

F. Additional Insurance. Nothing in this Section restricts or prohibits the Board from
maintaining additional policies of insurance as it, in its discretion, deems necessary or
reasonable, or as reasonably required by any first Mortgagee.

10.2 DAMAGE OR DESTRUCTION OF PROJECT.

A, Damage to a Single Unit. If a single Unit within the Project is damaged by a casualty
which is covered by insurance, the insurance proceeds shall be paid to the Owner of the
Unit and his Mortgagee according to their respective interests in the Condominium. The
Insurance proceeds shall be used to rebuild and repair the Unit. If the proceeds are
insufficient to complete the work, the Owner shall pay whatever additional sums may be
necessary to complete the rebuilding and repair. If a single Unit within the Project is
damaged by a casualty which is not covered by insurance, the entire cost of repairing and
rebuilding the Unit shall be paid by the Owner.

B. Damage to Two or More Units or Common Area. If the damage extends to two or
more Units or any part of the Common Area, the following procedures shall be employed
for disposition of insurance proceeds and guidance in reconstruction:

i. Minor Casualty. If the available insurance proceeds initially offered or paid
by the insurer exceed ninety percent (30%) of the cost of repairing or rebuilding,
the insurance proceeds shall be paid to a bank, savings and loan association, or
another trustee designated by the Board ("insurance trustee"). The Board, on
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behalf of the Association and the Owners, shall enter into an insurance trust
agreement, consistent with this Declaration, with the insurance trustee, relating to
its powers, duties and compensation. The Board shall promptly contract to repair
and rebuild the damaged portions of all Units and the Common Area. If the
insurance proceeds are insufficient to pay all of the costs of repairing or rebuilding,
the Board shall levy a Special Assessment on all Owners, subject to the provisions
of this Declaration governing Special Assessments and membership approval of
them.

ii. Major Casualty. If subparagraph 10.2B.i. is inapplicable, (including
inapplicability due to the fact that the damage is uninsured) then the following shall

apply:

a. Any insurance proceeds shall be paid to the insurance trustee and held
for the benefit of the Owners and their Mortgagees, according to their
respective interests in the Condominiums.

b. The Board shall obtain firm bids, including the obligation to obtain a
performance bond, from two or more responsible contractors to rebuild the
Project. The Board shall promptly call a special meeting of the Owners to
consider the bids. The Board may also obtain an estimate from the
insurance carrier of the work it will perform for the amount of the
insurance coverage. If the Board fails to do the above within sixty days
after the casualty occurs, any Owner may obtain the contractors’ bids or
insurance estimate and call and conduct the meeting to consider the bids.
Failure by the Board and the Owners to call a meeting or to repair the
casualty damage within twelve months from the date the damage occurred
shall be deemed a decision not to rebuild the damaged or destroyed
improvements. At the meeting, the Owners may vote-to reject all bids or
estimates and not rebuild. A vote of fifty-one percent (51%) of each class
of Members shall be required to reject all bids or estimates. Failure to
reject all bids and estimates shall authorize the Board to accept the
unrejected bid it considers most favorable, unless acceptance of that bid
would require the levy of a Special Assessment. In that case, the
acceptance shall only be granted following membership approval of the
Special Assessment pursuant to Section 4.4. If membership approval of the
Special Assessment is not obtained, the bid shall be deemed to have been
rejected.

c. If a bid or estimate is accepted, the Board shall levy a Special
Assessment on all Owners to make up any deficiency between the total
insurance proceeds and the cost of the repairs or rebuilding. The
Assessment and all insurance proceeds, whether or not subject to liens of
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Mortgagees, shall be paid to the insurance trustee to be used for the
rebuilding.

d. Upon an election not to rebuild, the Association, as agent, shall
promptly sell the entire Project, in its then condition, on terms satisfactory
to the Board. For the purposes of effecting a sale under this Section, each
Owner grants to the Association an urevocable power of attorney to sell the
entire Project for the benefit of the Owners, to terminate the Declaration
and to dissolve the Association. This Declaration shall then terminate. The
net proceeds and all funds held by the insurance trustee shall be distributed
to the Owners and their respective Mortgagees proportionately, according
to the respective fair market values of the Units at the time of the
destruction as determined by a qualified independent appraiser with an
M.A.L certificate or the equivalent. The appraiser shall be selected by the
Board. The Association shall pay the cost of the appraisal. If the
Association fails promptly to sell the Project, any Owner may bring an
action for judicial partition of the tenancy in common ownership of the
Project.

C. Standards for Rebuilding and Repair. All reconstruction of the Project shall be
made in accordance with the conditions existing immediately prior to the damage,
modified to comply with building codes and construction standards in effect at the time of
the rebuilding,

D. Full Insurance Settlement. Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary, if the
insurance carrier offers the full amount required to repair and restore all of the damage,
then the Board must contract to repair and rebuild the damaged portions of all Units and
the Common Area in the manner provided in Section 10.2B.1i. for a minor casualty.

E. Emergency Repairs. Without waiting to obtain insurance settlements or bids, the
Board may undertake emergency repair work as it deems necessary.

F. Notice of Damage or Destruction. Within sixty days after damage or destruction
occurs, the Board or, if it does not, any Owner, Mortgagee, the insurer or the insurance
trustee, shall record in the Recorder's Office of the County of San Francisco, California,
a sworn declaration setting forth a description of the damage or destruction, the name of
the insurer against whom the claim is made, the name of the insurance trustee and that the
sworn declaration is recorded pursuant to this Section of the Declaration.

10.3 CONDEMNATION. The Association shall represent the Owners in any con demnation
proceedings or in negotiations, settlements and agreements with the condemning authority for
acquisition of the Common Area, or part thereof. In the event of a taking or acquisition of part
or all of the Common Area by a condemning authority, the award or proceeds of settlement shall
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be payable to the Association, or any trustee appointed by the Association, for the use and benefit
of the Owners and their mortgagees as their interests may appear. In the event of a taking of any
Condominium in the Project by eminent domain, the Owner shall be entitled to receive the award.
After acceptance of the award, the Owner and his Mortgagee shall be divested of all interest in
the Project. The remaining Owners shall decide by majority vote whether to rebuild the Project
or take other action. If the Owners decide to rebuild the Project, the remaining portion of the
Project shall be resurveyed, of necessary, and the Declaration shall be amended to readjust
proportionately the percentages of undivided interest of the remaining Owners. If the Owners
decide not to rebuild the Project, the Project shall be sold in accordance with the procedure set
forth in Section 10.2B.ii.d. An award for a taking which extends to two Condominiums or the
Common Area shall be apportioned among the Owners according to a court judgment or
agreement between the condemning authority and each of the Owners. In the absence of such an
apportionment, the award shall be distributed among the Owners and their respective Mortgagees
according to the relative values of the Condominiums affected as determined by independent
appraisal in accordance with the procedure set forth in Section 10.2B.ii.d.

ARTICLE 11
General Provisions

11.1 MANDATORY BINDING ARBITRATION. Any disputes, claims, issues or controversies
between any Owner and Declarant, or between the Association and Declarant regarding any
matters that arise out of or are in any way related to the Project, the relationship between Owner
and Declarant or the relationship between the Association and Declarant, whether contractual or
not, including, but not limited to, the purchase, sale, condition, design, construction or materials
used in construction of any portion of the Project or the agreement between Declarant and any
Owner to purchase a Condominium or any related agreement, including, but not limited to
warranties, disclosures, or alleged construction defects (latent or patent), shall be resolved through
neutral, binding arbitration and not by any court action except as provided for judicial review of
arbitration proceedings by California law. Any disputes, claims, issues or controversies between
the Association and an Owner or between Owners also shall be resoived through neutral, binding
arbitration and not by any court action except as follows: for judicial review of arbitration
proceedings by California law; foreclosure of a delinquent assessment lien; or any claim solely for
monetary relief which is within the jurisdiction of a probate or small claims court,

Except as otherwise set forth in this Section, the arbitration proceedings shall be conducted by and
in accordance with the Streamlined or Comprehensive Rules and Regulations of Judicial
Arbitration and Mediation Services, Inc. (JAMS/Endispute) or the Commercial Arbitration Rules
of the American Arbitration Association (AAA), or any successor to them. Any fee to initiate the
arbitration shall be paid by Declarant, but the arbitration costs and fees, including any initiation
fee, ultimately shall be borne as determined by the arbitrator. The venue of the arbitration
proceedings shall be in the county in which the Project is located, unless the parties agree to a
different location. The arbitrator shall be appointed within sixty days of the receipt of a written
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request to arbitrate the dispute by JAMS/Endispute or AAA. In selecting the arbitrator, the
provisions of Section 1297.121 of the Code of Civil Procedure shall apply. An arbitrator may be
challenged for any of the grounds listed in that Section or in Section 1297.124 of the Code of Civil
Procedure. The arbitrator shall be authorized to provide all recognized remedies available in law or
equity for any cause of action that has arisen between the parties. However, the arbitrator shall not
have the authority to award punitive damages.

11.2 TERM. This Declaration shall continue for a term of fifty years from the date it is
recorded, except as provided in Sections 10.2 and 10.3. After that fifty year period, this
Declaration shall be extended automatically for successive periods of ten years, unless two-thirds
of the Owners vote to change the Declaration or to terminate it, and an instrument in writing to
that effect is recorded within the year preceding the beginning of the next period of ten years.

11.3 AMENDMENTS. This Declaration may be amended by an instrument in writing signed
and acknowledged by a member of the Board certifying under penalty of perjury that the
amendment was adopted with the required vote or written consent of the Members. The
Declaration may be amended only by the vote or written consent of a majority of the voting power
of the Association excluding the Declarant, in accordance with the provisions of Section 3.3B.
Any amendment which affects some but not all of the Condominiums shall also require the vote
or written consent of a majority of the Owners of the Condominiums affected by the amendment,
in accordance with the provisions of Section 3.3B. Where a greater percentage than a majority
is required to amend any provision of this Declaration, amendment of that provision shall require
the vote or written consent of the prescribed percentage of the Members of the Association
excluding Declarant, subject to the provisions of Section 3.3B. Any amendment must be recorded
and shall become effective only upon being recorded in the Recorder's Office of the County of
San Francisco. No amendment shall adversely affect the rights of the holder of any Mortgage of
record recorded prior to the amendment. This Declaration may also be amended in accordance
with the provisions of Civil Code Section 1356.

11.4 OWNER'S RIGHT TO IMPROVE AND OBLIGATION TO MAINTAIN AND
REPAIR. " An Owner may make any improvements or alterations within his Unit that do not
impair the structural integrity or mechanical systems or lessen the support of any portion of the
Project. ZEach Owner shall maintain his Unit in good condition and repair at his own expense.
> Each Owner shall keep the Exclusive Use Common Areas appurtenant to his Unit clean and neat,
The Owners of Units to which yards are appurtenant shall landscape and maintain the yards at
their own expense. Each Owner has the exclusive right to paint, plaster, panel, tile, paper or
otherwise refinish and decorate the inner surfaces of the walls, ceilings, floors, windows and doors
bounding his Unit. Each Owner shall be responsible for cleaning of the interior surfaces of the
windows and glass of his Unit. If an Owner fails to maintain the interior of his Unit or the
Exclusive Use Common Areas appurtenant to his Unit in 2 manner necessary to preserve the
appearance, value and sanitation of the Property, the Board may notify the Owner of the work
required and request it be done within sixty days from the date of the notice. If the OQwner fails
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to comply with the notice, the Board shall enter the Unit pursuant tokSection 5.1J, cause the work
to be done, and levy an Expenditure against the Owner for the cost of the work.

11.5 OWNER'S COMPLIANCE. Each Owner shall comply with the provisions of this
Declaration, the Articles, the Bylaws, the rules and regulations, and the decisions and resolutions
of the Association.

All agreements and determinations lawfully made by the Association in accordance with the voting
percentages established in this Declaration, the Articles or the Bylaws, shall be binding on all
Owners, their successors and assigns.

11.6 NOTICES. Any notice permitted or required by the Governing Documents may be
delivered either personally or by first-class or registered mail. If delivery is by mail, the notice
shall be deemed delivered seventy-two hours after a copy of it has been deposited in the United
States mail, postage prepaid, addressed to each Owner at the current address given by him to the
Secretary of the Board or addressed to the Unit of the person if no address has been given to the
Secretary.

11.7 FAIR HOUSING. No Owner shall, either directly or indirectly, forbid or restrict the
conveyance, encumbrance, leasing, or occupancy of his Unit to any person of a specified race,
color, religion, ancestry, national origin, sex, marital status or physical disability.

11.8 SINGULAR AND PLURAL. The singular and plural number and masculine, feminine and
neuter gender shall each include the other where the context requires.

11.9 STATUTORY REFERENCES. References to particular statutes of the State of California
shall include any amendment of the statute. If a particular statute is repealed, reference to the
statute shall include another statute which thereafter governs the same subject.

11.10 SEVERABILITY OF PROVISIONS. The provisions of this Declaration shall be
independent and severable, and the invalidity or unenforceability of one shall not affect the
validity or enforceability of the others.

11.11 CONSTRUCTION OF PROVISIONS. The provisions of this Declaration shall be
liberally construed to effect its purpose of creating a uniform plan for the development and

operation of a condominium project pursuant to the provisions of Section 1350 et seq. of the
California Civil Code.

11.12 INCONSISTENCY IN DEFINITIONS. If there are any inconsistencies in the definitions

contained in the Declaration and the notes on the Map or the Condominium Plan, the definitions
contained in the Declaration shall control.
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Declarant has executed this Declaration on JUNE 217 200).

India Cove LLC, a California limited liability company

Jm«mrfgﬁ/@ﬁf

Frances Doherty, member
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 1S5.
COUNTY OF_S AN FRANCISCO ]
On JL)REZ—L?-GW}, before me, MARGAREY ), BeRIESL , personally

appeared  FIZANCES DoHsR ™M

personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person(s)
whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they
executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s)
on the instrument the person(s) or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed

the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and off/mai seal _4/1—
Signatre . "? ,{/"I // :ﬁnorARv PUBLIC-CALIFORNIA &
“—;4’2:" 7 Clty & County of San Francisco ()

i
#* ,/ CORM. EXP. JAN. 2, 2004 3
- f 2 ﬁw‘, —— £

':.._--""- L_/"

MARGARET J. BERLESE 2
COMM. 2 1248703




DECLARATION FOR
828 INNES AVENUE
A MIXED-USE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT
EXHIBIT "A"

ALL that certain real property, as shown on that certain map entitled "Map of 828 Innes Avenue,
a Mixed-Use Condominium Project, Being a Subdivision of Lot 5, Assessor's Block No. 4645,
San Francisco, California," which map was filed for record in the Office of the Recorder of the
County of San Francisco, State of California, on Jepr 3/, 20 pl , in Book 2

of Condominium Maps at pages _4L/ through 4, inclusive.



When Recorded Mail To:

CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION

The undersigned, Peninsula Bank of Commerce as Beneficiary, under that certain Deed of Trust
dated June 1, 1998, recorded June 4, 1998, Instrument No.98-G362272-00, Book H147, Page 0056,
Official Records of the County Recorder of the County of San Francisco, executed by Patrick
Doherty and Frances Doherty, Husband and Wife, as Joint Tenants, as Trustor, with Peninsula Real
Estate Corporation, as Trustee, does hereby consent to the execution and recordation of the
attached Declaration of Restrictions and does hereby subordinate said Deed of Trust to said
Declaration of Restrictions, to the same extent and with the same force and effect as if said
Declaration of Restrictions had been executed and recorded prior to the execution and recordation
of said Deed of Trust.

The undersigned has executed this Consent and Subordination this 19" day of June, 2001, .

Beneficiary: Peninsula Bank of CoMerce

By: /4?%/ e
name?” Michéel Bondy /

Senior Vice President?




CALIFOHNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT
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State of Califomia

County of @QIV\W*CO o
on TWE VAL 2001 before me, AR M V36D Novary Pubiic

Date Name and Titie of Ofﬁcer {e.g., “Jane Dod, Notary Public”)

personally appeared N“(/\/\AC\ @DYW

Name(s) of Signer(s)

Mpersonally known to me
.~ proved to me on the basis of satisfactory
evidence

to be the person(¥) whose name(X) (Yare
subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me tha@sheﬁhey executed
the same in (ﬁ@he&/-meﬁ- authorized
capacity(igé), and that by @é/he-ﬁ/-t-h-eir
signature(g) on the instrument the person{g), or
the entity upon behalf of which the person(g)
acted, executed the instrument. 1

WITHESS my nandianc offjcial seg!. B
, B

3
ngnalure of Notary 'F‘ubuc g

ANDREA M. KAEO
Commission # 1186508
Notary Public - Califomia
San Mateo County
My Comm. Bpres Jun 11,2002

Place Nolary Seal Above

OPTIONAL
Though the information below is not required by law, it may prove valuable to persons relying on the docum ent
and could prevent fraudulent removal and reattachment of this form to another document.

Description of Attached Docume
Title or Type of Document: /Y% M MBM‘W
Document Date:\—gmo \O) ' m l Number of Pages: \

Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: nm

Capacity(ies) Clalmed by ner

Signer's Name: OY\A/\J m:;ugﬂg:gmﬂ
T Individual -

‘3'1 Corporate Officer — Title(s @@/\\W V\‘CD VVW i
T Partner — [ Limited OJ General !

[ Attorney in Fact

T Trustee

{J Guardian or Conservator

] Other:

~

Signer !s Representing: Tl},ﬂm@\hla @&{\)’\ %KDTY\YYW

© 1997 Nencnal Notmy Assomauon 9350 De Soto Ave., P.O, Bax 2402 » Chalsworth, CA 91313~ 2402 Prod. No. 5907 Reomar Call Toll-Frees 1»800-376-6827



Kevin Frederick

Subject: FW: 828 Innes Avenue Owners Association - Account Executive Change/Introduction
Attachments: Underwriting Guidelines - Building Pac (LRO).pdf

From: Aletha Coffey <Acoffey@cal-insure.com>

Sent: Friday, February 8, 2019 11:41 AM

To: Michelle Lyn <michelle@oceanbeachmanagement.com>

Subject: RE: 828 Innes Avenue Owners Association - Account Executive Change/Introduction

Good Morning Michelle,

Per our conversation, | checked with the carrier about the possible new commercial tenant and they advised the
following. Unfortunately, this tenant being placed in the commercial space would make the current carrier get off the
risk and make the Association’s insurance costs go up.

Attached is a copy of the Select Travelers Underwriting Guidelines for Building Pac or Building Pac Plus accounts. You can
scroll down to the last page to view ineligible operations, products or services for Building Pac.

Please note, my normal business hours are from 7 a.m. to 3:45 p.m. M-F, with every other Friday off.

Best Regards,
Aletha Coffey
Account Manager

License: OE76437

CAL Insurance & Associates, Inc

2311 Taraval Street

San Francisco, CA 94116 EX l B IT [

www.cal-insure.com <http://www.cal-insure.com/>

Ph:415-680-2127 | F:415-661-2254

acoffey@cal-insure.com <mailto:acoffey@cal-insure.com>
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Underwriting guidelines

BUILDING
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Building Pac™" risks will typically have:

« Up to $5 million total insured values
(building and business personal property) at each building

« Less than six locations
« Buildings less than seven stories

Businesses that exceed any of the above thresholds should be considered for
placement in Building Pac Plus™.

Please consult with your underwriter if the total insured values per account
exceed $50 million or if there are more than 15 locations.

Underwriting guidelines for Building Pac and Building Pac Plus

Building and general liability coverage is required. One hundred
percent insurance-to-value is required.

Eligible operations are businesses specifically listed in the
classification section.
Buildings must be wholly leased to others, with less than 10%

occupancy by owner for rental or building maintenance. All
buildings must sustain a minimum occupancy rate of 80%.

Loss experience

The business must have favorable loss experience for property
and general liability.

« Favorable loss experience is defined as:

No more than three losses in the last four years; and/or no
large losses; and/or no weather-related losses.

Prior carrier

The business should have had continuous insurance coverage
for the last three years, with no cancellations by the insurer(s)
or non-renewals (for other than market withdrawals or transfers
within an insurer company group).

Property underwriting guidelines

Adequate detection and protection devices for fire and theft
must be in place.

« Central Station fire alarms are preferred

« Risks with sprinkler systems are preferred

« If protective devices are in place on the premises, the policy
will be endorsed with a Protective Safeguards endorsement
describing the protective device and requiring that the
company be notified of any suspension, impairment or failure
to maintain the device

No cited violations of fire, health (if applicable) or life
safety codes.

All owned buildings should be fully occupied, with no seasonal
occupancies. Seasonal is defined as any occupancies open

less than eight months of the year. All tenants must meet
underwriting requirements. Please see the appropriate segment
underwriting guidelines based on the tenant accupancy.

Alist of building occupancies is required.

The plumbing, HVAC, wiring and roof must have been updated in
the past 30 years. No aluminum wiring may be present.

Unsprinklered open areas must not exceed 10,000 square feet.
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Liability underwriting guidelines Coverage applies on an actual loss sustained basis for up to

Tenants must maintain general liability insurance with limits 12 consecutive months. Coverage may be written on a policy

at least equal to the insured’s primary General Liability limit or location level basis for any dollar limit without the

of insurance. Tenants must name building owners as an 12-month limitation.

Additional Insured. For Building Pac Plus, business income and extra expense
coverage is optional. When selected, the coverage includes

Business income for business segment rental value and may be written with a policy or location level

Business income and extra expense coverage is included dollar limit. The dollar limit is based on 80% of annual rents

for Building Pac and automatically includes rental value. and may be modified.

Classifications for Building

These classifications apply to buildings owned by the insured and wholly leased to others. Select the classification that best describes
the occupancy of the building. A landlord protective liability credit may be applicable when the building tenant is fully responsible for
premises liability (please cansult with your underwriter).

Pac Pac Plus" ' |

Description Program | Program
i Code Code | 3lE

EiI!.'_ bie

Apartment mercantile

« A maximum of four apartment units are eligible. An additional liability charge is required
« Apartment occupancies exceeding 75% of total building area (see apartment segment)
- Buildings greater than 50 years old are ineligible

«  Commercial cooking occupancies are ineligible 410 L1A 6512
+ Lobby and hallway furnishings owned by the insured are included in building coverage 1

« CG DO 76 - Exclusion - Lead is mandatory

+ CG D2 37 - Exclusion - Real Estate Development Completed Operations is mandatory
» Building Owners Endorsement is available as an option }

Garages and gas stations

«  Applies to buildings wholly occupied by gas stations or vehicle repair garages

« Sprinkler system must be maintained and inspected by a qualified sprinkler contractor

»  Building must have been constructed for current occupancy

» No habitational occupancy

+ No lessors of truck stops AR il ol

« If the building owner is responsible for insuring underground fuel tanks, the value of the tanks
should be included in the building limit

« CG D2 37 - Exclusion - Real Estate Development Completed Operations is mandatory

« Building Owners Endorsement is available as an option
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Pac Pac Plus ™
Program | Frogram

Description

I=REads
|

Manufacturing, processing, contracting | |
« Sprinkler system must be maintained and inspected by a qualified sprinkler contractor
» Building must have been constructed for current occupancy

» No habitational occupancy

o Please consult with your underwriter for new business

] ey - b 414 L1c 6512
« Primary operations in frame construction are ineligible

» Primary operations in joisted masonry and/or light non-combustible located in protection [
class 8, 9 and 10 are ineligible

+ CG D2 37 - Exclusion - Real Estate Development Completed Operations is mandatory

+ Building Owners Endorsement is available as an option

Mercantile
« Applies to buildings with four or less mercantile tenants or no separate parking area designated
for tenants’ customers; see Shopping Centers if there are five or more mercantile tenants |
and separate parking area designated for tenants’ customers
» None of the following:
- Habitational occupancies

413 L1D 6512

- Movie theaters
« Lobby and hallway furnishings owned by the insured are included in building coverage
+ CG D2 37 - Exclusion - Real Estate Development Completed Operations is mandatory
«  Building Owners Endorsement is available as an option

Office

« Office tenants must occupy at least 50% of the building; refer to mercantile classification if
office tenants occupy less than 50% of the building

+ A maximum of two apartment units are eligible. An additional liability charge is required

+ Lobby and hallway furnishings owned by the insured are included in building coverage 415 | LIF 6512

» CG D2 37 - Exclusion - Real Estate Development Completed Operations is mandatory ;

« Building Owners Endorsement is available as an option |

+ Garagekeepers coverage is available as an option, for insureds providing parking garages
for tenant use

Religious use

«  Applies to buildings whose predominant occupancy is for religious use

« A maximum of four apartment units are eligible. An additional liability charge is required
+ Lobby and hallway furnishings owned by the insured are included in building coverage 417 L1G 6512
+ CGT490 - Abuse or Molestation Exclusion is mandatory

« CG D2 37 - Exclusion - Real Estate Development Completed Operations is mandatory
« Building Owners Endorsement is available as an option
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Description

Shopping centers
«  Applies to strip buildings with five or more mercantile tenants and separate parking area
designated for tenants’ customers
+ Refer to the Mercantile classification if there are fewer than five mercantile tenants or
no parking area
« An additional liability charge for parking lots is required 41
« A maximum of two apartment units are eligible. An additional liability charge is required
« Movie theaters are ineligible
« CG D2 37 - Exclusion ~ Real Estate Development Completed Operations is mandatory
« Building Owners Endorsement is available as an option

L1E 6512

Ineligible operation, product or services for Building

Risks with the following exposures, products or operations should not be written as Building Pac or Building Pac Plus accounts:

Ineligible operations: » Day care centers - without proper risk transfer

« Tenants who process, handle or distribute marijuana + Dwellings

- Paper, wood, plastic or textile manufacturing or wholesale « Firearms, guns and ammunition; repair, sales or servicing
occupants in Non-Sprinklered, Joisted Masonry or Light » Flea markets
Non-Combustible locations » Halls

« Manufacturing or wholesale in frame buildings « Hookah bars, lounges and cafes (establishments where

» Manufacturing or wholesale in protection class 8, 9 or 10 customers smoke flavored tobacco through a water pipe).

o . Also known as Shisha bars
Ineligible occupants or services: )
« Hospitals

« Hotels

 LPG tanks or equipment - repair, sales or servicing

+ Adult entertainment

» Agricultureffarm operations

» Arenas or stadiums

« Armed security guards

- Assisted living facilities/senior living facilities, including
assisted living and independent living (excluding active adult
(e.g. 55+) communities)

« Nursing homes or chronic care facilities
« Parking garages if sole operation

« Pawn shops

» Rehabilitation facilities or halfway houses
: + Salvage or wrecking operations

» Bars, taverns or night clubs & . 5P .
: » Schools (excluding barber, or “learning centers”)
+ Bowlingalleys

h » Skating rink
+ Check cashing ating \ S ' . .
: ) - Theaters, including movie theaters if sole occupant
» Commercial parking lots or garages
« Truck stops
« Concert venues il ) bi - Pt d
] «  Warehouses, private or public (warehousing of others’ goods
+ Correctional facilities p. ) P . ( L goods)
_ . : «  Welfare or social services offices
«+ Dance studios, fitness centers - without proper risk transfer
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TRAVELERS)

travelers.com
The Travelers Indemnity Company and its property casualty affiliates. One Tower Square, Hartford, CT 06183

This material does not amend, or otherwise affect, the provisions or coverages of any insurance policy or bond issued by Travelers. It is not a representation that coverage does or does not exist for
any particular claim or loss under any such policy or bond. Coverage depends on the facts and circumstances involved in the claim or loss, all applicable policy or bond provisions, and any applicable
law. Availability of coverage referenced in this document can depend on underwriting qualifications and state regulations.

© 2015 The Travelers indemnity Company. All rights reserved. Travelers and the Travelers Umbrella logo are registered trademarks of The Travelers Indemnity Company in the U.S. and other countries.
CX-2175 Rev. 3-15



2311 Taraval Street

San Francisco, CA 94116

www.cal-insure.com <http://www.cal-insure.com/>
Ph:415-680-2127 | F:415-661-2254

acoffey@cal-insure.com <mailto:acoffey@cal-insure.com>



