
From: Starr, Aaron (CPC)
To: Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Weekly Board Report
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 12:00:52 PM
Attachments: 2019_06_13.pdf
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Please see attached.
 
Aaron Starr, MA
Manager of Legislative Affairs
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6362 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: aaron.starr@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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Summary of Board Activities  
June 10-14, 2019 
Planning Commission Report: June 13, 2019 
 


             
Land Use Committee 


• No Planning Department Items  


 
Full Board  


• 190391 Administrative Code - Requirements for Mills Act Applications. Sponsor: Peskin. Staff: 


Taylor. PASSED Second Read 


• 181107 Planning Code - Landmark Designation - 524 Union Street (aka Paper Doll). Sponsor: 


Historic Preservation Commission. Staff: Ferguson. Passed First Read 


• 181153 Planning Code - Regional Commercial and Folsom Street Neighborhood Commercial 


Transit Districts, Arts Activities and Nighttime Entertainment Uses. Sponsor: Haney. Staff: D. 


Sanchez. Passed First Read 


• 181156 Planning, Business and Tax Regulations Codes - Accessory Dwelling Units in New 


Construction. Sponsor: Safai. Staff: Flores. Passed First Read 


 
 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3917989&GUID=A79CECB1-FE48-49C9-A15D-412BB6481D4D

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3758386&GUID=1DAC6150-2913-4F3D-A53D-2887FA98D260

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3765429&GUID=7CE6E125-B7AF-460A-A853-643D1B8022F4

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3765432&GUID=B7DB9D5D-2D1F-42A7-AD8F-D4409C687D41
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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
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING OF 143 NEW

AFFORDABLE HOMES IN MISSION BAY
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 11:41:00 AM
Attachments: 6.13.19 626 Family Housing - Mission Bay.pdf

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 11:35 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING OF 143
NEW AFFORDABLE HOMES IN MISSION BAY
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, June 13, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING

OF 143 NEW AFFORDABLE HOMES IN MISSION BAY
The permanently affordable apartments will serve low-income families and formerly homeless

families
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Matt Haney, and community
leaders today celebrated the grand opening of 626 Family Housing, a 143-unit affordable
housing development located at 626 Mission Bay Boulevard North. The development includes
29 apartments for formerly homeless families referred by the Department of Homelessness
and Supportive Housing’s Coordinated Entry System.
 
“These new affordable homes will keep 143 low-income families and formerly homeless
individuals housed in San Francisco,” said Mayor Breed. “This type of project is exactly what
we need more of in the City. That is why we’ve proposed a $600 million Affordable Housing
Bond and why I’ve introduced a charter amendment to streamline the creation of 100%
affordable and teacher housing so we can get more housing built faster.”
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  LONDON N. BREED 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, June 13, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING 


OF 143 NEW AFFORDABLE HOMES IN MISSION BAY 
The permanently affordable apartments will serve low-income families and formerly homeless 


families 
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Matt Haney, and community 
leaders today celebrated the grand opening of 626 Family Housing, a 143-unit affordable 
housing development located at 626 Mission Bay Boulevard North. The development includes 
29 apartments for formerly homeless families referred by the Department of Homelessness and 
Supportive Housing’s Coordinated Entry System.  
 
“These new affordable homes will keep 143 low-income families and formerly homeless 
individuals housed in San Francisco,” said Mayor Breed. “This type of project is exactly what 
we need more of in the City. That is why we’ve proposed a $600 million Affordable Housing 
Bond and why I’ve introduced a charter amendment to streamline the creation of 100% 
affordable and teacher housing so we can get more housing built faster.” 
 
Last month, Mayor Breed and Board of Supervisors President Norman Yee introduced a $600 
million Affordable Housing Bond to provide additional funding to build more housing in 
San Francisco. The Affordable Housing Bond will go to voters for approval on the November 
ballot. If approved, the General Obligation Bond will provide funding for the City to begin 
construction on more projects like 626 Family Housing to provide additional housing for low-
income residents. 
 
“This is exactly the type of housing we need the most: housing that works for our families and 
children that is truly affordable, including for those who have experienced housing instability 
and homelessness,” said Supervisor Haney. “I hope this sends a message to our families that this 
City is committed to you. I look forward to more grand openings like this one.” 
 
The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) oversaw the development of the 
project, which is the third 100% affordable project to be completed in the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Project Area. Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) is 
the non-profit developer and property manager for 626 Family Housing. The 172,000 square foot 
mixed-use building includes 53 one-bedroom, 47 two-bedroom, and 43 three-bedroom homes. 
There is also a large community room and gathering space for teens. Multiple play areas and 
common spaces encourage households to interact and build community with each other.   
 







OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  LONDON N. BREED 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
 


 


“At TNDC we believe that opportunity knocks only if you have a door. With this building we are 
providing 143 families with low incomes or who were once homeless with the elemental 
foundation for their futures: affordable housing. It is an honor to support them, to help the City 
address its housing crisis and to contribute to the Mission Bay neighborhood,” said Don Falk, 
CEO of Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation.  
 
826 Valencia, a national non-profit organization based in San Francisco, is located on the ground 
floor of 626 Family Housing to provide services for school-age children. They work with 
students ages six to 18 on their writing skills and aid teachers in finding creative ways to get their 
students excited about writing. 826 Valencia was founded in 2002 by local author Dave Eggers 
and educator Ninive Calegari. 
 
“I am excited to celebrate the completion of 626 Family Housing as it brings us one step closer 
to fulfilling OCII’s goal of creating 1,916 affordable homes in Mission Bay,” said Nadia Sesay, 
Executive Director of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure. “By housing 
families, formerly homeless families and Certificate of Preference holders, we are continuing our 
dedicated efforts to provide safe, high-quality, affordable housing throughout San Francisco.” 
 
Once complete, the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Project Areas will account for 
1,916 permanently affordable homes. To date, 1,191 affordable units have been constructed. 
 
Financial partners for the development include OCII, Wells Fargo Community Lending and 
Investment, California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, California Community Reinvestment 
Corporation, Affordable Housing Program, and the State of California Housing and Community 
Development Affordable Housing Sustainable Communities fund. The Architects are Mithun 
Solomon and Studio Vara, and the general contractor is Nibbi Brothers.  
 


### 







Last month, Mayor Breed and Board of Supervisors President Norman Yee introduced a $600
million Affordable Housing Bond to provide additional funding to build more housing in
San Francisco. The Affordable Housing Bond will go to voters for approval on the November
ballot. If approved, the General Obligation Bond will provide funding for the City to begin
construction on more projects like 626 Family Housing to provide additional housing for low-
income residents.
 
“This is exactly the type of housing we need the most: housing that works for our families and
children that is truly affordable, including for those who have experienced housing instability
and homelessness,” said Supervisor Haney. “I hope this sends a message to our families that
this City is committed to you. I look forward to more grand openings like this one.”
 
The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) oversaw the development of
the project, which is the third 100% affordable project to be completed in the Mission Bay
South Redevelopment Project Area. Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation
(TNDC) is the non-profit developer and property manager for 626 Family Housing. The
172,000 square foot mixed-use building includes 53 one-bedroom, 47 two-bedroom, and 43
three-bedroom homes. There is also a large community room and gathering space for teens.
Multiple play areas and common spaces encourage households to interact and build
community with each other. 
 
“At TNDC we believe that opportunity knocks only if you have a door. With this building we
are providing 143 families with low incomes or who were once homeless with the elemental
foundation for their futures: affordable housing. It is an honor to support them, to help the City
address its housing crisis and to contribute to the Mission Bay neighborhood,” said Don Falk,
CEO of Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation.
 
826 Valencia, a national non-profit organization based in San Francisco, is located on the
ground floor of 626 Family Housing to provide services for school-age children. They work
with students ages six to 18 on their writing skills and aid teachers in finding creative ways to
get their students excited about writing. 826 Valencia was founded in 2002 by local author
Dave Eggers and educator Ninive Calegari.
 
“I am excited to celebrate the completion of 626 Family Housing as it brings us one step
closer to fulfilling OCII’s goal of creating 1,916 affordable homes in Mission Bay,” said
Nadia Sesay, Executive Director of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure.
“By housing families, formerly homeless families and Certificate of Preference holders, we
are continuing our dedicated efforts to provide safe, high-quality, affordable housing
throughout San Francisco.”
 
Once complete, the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Project Areas will account
for 1,916 permanently affordable homes. To date, 1,191 affordable units have been
constructed.
 
Financial partners for the development include OCII, Wells Fargo Community Lending and
Investment, California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, California Community
Reinvestment Corporation, Affordable Housing Program, and the State of California Housing
and Community Development Affordable Housing Sustainable Communities fund. The
Architects are Mithun Solomon and Studio Vara, and the general contractor is Nibbi Brothers.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: Supporting more housing at 400 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 11:31:13 AM

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

From: Shelly Sutherland <shellysutherland1@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 11:14 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Supporting more housing at 400 Divisadero
 

 

Hello, I am emailing my show of support for the project at 400 Divisadero. I live nearby and am a
supporter of more housing in our City that lacks housing options for the lower and middle-income
levels.
 
Shelly Sutherland
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support 400 Divisadero Street
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:58:22 AM

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

From: Jay Bolcik <jaybolcik@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:57 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I support 400 Divisadero Street
 

 

Please support the development as proposed for 400 Divisadero. Our neighborhood needs more
housing and the density is appropriate for the vibrant Divisadero corridor.

Thank you,

John Bolcik
137 Scott Street 
SF, CA 94117

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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent

(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Subject: FW: I strongly support the project at 400 Divisadero moving ahead immediately
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:58:14 AM

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

From: James Hill <jameshill@jameshillarchitect.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:58 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; BrownStaff
<brownstaff@sfgov.org>
Subject: I strongly support the project at 400 Divisadero moving ahead immediately
 

 

I am a longtime local resident who has lived along DIvisidero for 30 years and strongly support
the project at 400 Divisadero moving ahead immediately.
 
I have watched it blossom in terms of street life and economic viability over the years.  This project is
appropriately located to support.  Because of efforts to prevent housing in the city, our
neighborhood has become out of reach for my own children.  The neighborhood needs the project
in order to move ahead immediately to address the city’s housing crisis.  Immediate support of this
projects points the city in the direction of encouraging housing units.   
 
Support this project and bring more housing to Divisidero now.  Please, do not support the negative
strategy of delays and expense for the builders.  Instead problem solve by moving housing ahead,
immediately.
 
Thanks for your help in this.
 
James Hill
AIA
james hill architect
836 Haight Street
San Francisco, CA 94117
phone: 415 864 4408
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visit us on the web at 
jameshillarchitect.com
and blogging at 
talkingbuildings.com

 

http://jameshillarchitect.com/
http://jameshillarchitect.com/talkingbuildings/


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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 400 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:57:47 AM

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

From: David Stone <david.curtis.stone@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 4:06 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I Support 400 Divisadero
 

 

Howdy Planning Commissioners in this city government of ours-
 
I am a resident of the Upper Haight (District 5, zip: 94117). I live with my brother to save on rent; he
is an SFUSD school teacher (at Roosevelt Middle School). I can make ends meet but I have to
subsidize his rent so he can afford to live in the city where he teaches. 
 
400 Divisadero is needed housing with a fair amount of subsidized units that will give a chance to
those who run our city-- our nurses, police officers, firefighters, teachers, and many others. It is fair
because it is the most subsidized/affordable housing we can get, without further funds from the
Mayor's Office of Housing, without killing the project outright. We must be reasonable in our
demands of new housing and not let the perfect be the enemy of the good. I know this housing, and
those to come, will make it easier for residents like my brother to make ends meet. 
 
Please approve this reasonable addition of housing to our city. It is badly needed.
 
Cheers,
David Stone
District 5 resident
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please do not approve the 400 Divisadero Project "as is"... it needs more affordable housing
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:57:35 AM

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

From: sbsanfran@yahoo.com <sbsanfran@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 4:55 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 do not approve the 400 Divisadero Project "as is"... it needs more 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:

1) The hearing was continued from May 23rd to June 13th to resolve standing issues community
members have with the project, yet no changes or commitments have been made by the project
sponsor.

2) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

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

4) 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.

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


5) 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.”

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

Susan Brock
Neighborhood resident



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 400 Divisadero and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:57:11 AM

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

From: Jackie Hasa <jackiehasa@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 7:21 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 and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
I am a 10-year resident of the Divisadero corridor opposed to the project at 400-444 Divisadero St
and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons:
 
1) The hearing was continued from May 23rd to June 13th to resolve standing issues community
members have with the project, yet no changes or commitments have been made by the project
sponsor.

2) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

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

4) 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.
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http://www.sfplanning.org/


5) 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.”

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,
Jackie
 
_________
Jackie Hasa
1245 Hayes Street #4
San Francisco, CA 94117



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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support 400 Divisidero!
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:57:03 AM

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

From: Paul Bickmore <paulbickmore@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 7:36 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support 400 Divisidero!
 

 

Hello,
 
What do we need more in our city, services for machines that kill 37,000 folks every year
and destroy our planet? Or housing in an already walkable neighborhood?
 
Choose the latter. We need more housing, especially in San Francisco.

Thank you,
 
Paul Bickmore
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: A neighbor in strong support of 400 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:56:57 AM

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

From: Michael Ducker <miradu@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 8:04 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; BrownStaff
<brownstaff@sfgov.org>
Subject: A neighbor in strong support of 400 Divisadero
 

 

Planning Commission,
 
Unfortunately I will be unable to share my remarks in person given the new scheduled time. This is
disappointing to me, as I am a local neighbor in strong support of 400 Divisadero. 
 
I have many reasons for us to approve this project, now, without further delay:

1. We are in a housing crisis. This project adds hundreds of units at all price points. It has been
needlessly and harmfully delayed for years. It's time to obey our laws and build. We cannot
delay new housing on the whims of unelected voices year after year after year.

2. This project is awesome - it replaces a climate-destroying gas station with a beautiful urban
oasis - linking the two Divisadero retail corridors across a block that's painful to walk. 

3. It is well situated near transit (24, 21, 5 and 7) - AND two of the most important bicycle
corridors of the city -the panhandle and the wiggle. Residents of these units are going to add
to the transit vitality of our neighborhood. 

There is no reason to further delay this project, as a neighbor, I urge you to approve and move on to
accelerating and approving other projects nearby as well.
 
-michael ducker
1949 mcallister st
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miradu@miradu.com
6124145809

mailto:miradu@miradu.com


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposed to 400 Divisadero Until More Affordable units added
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:56:46 AM

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

From: lgpetty@juno.com <lgpetty@juno.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 7:27 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: Opposed to 400 Divisadero Until More Affordable units added
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
The project at 400 Divisadero is the biggest to be built on
Divisadero St in a century and will have a huge impact on the
neighborhood in the disruptive sense: greatly increased car traffic,
demands on transit and other services, plus general congestion.
 
More housing is definitely needed in the area, but NOT massive market rate
projects which we know in San Francisco are really luxury housing.
 
For all of the advantages given to this
developer already and greater being sought, and profits
for the future,
the community needs and deserves more affordable
housing than just the bare minimum--much more.
 
The greatest and most important community benefit the
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developer should be offering-- and Commissioners should be requiring--
is more affordable units.
That is what will benefit the community. And that will help
compensate the city for the extra service demands.
 
Thanks for your consideration.
 
Lorraine Petty
Senior, Western Addition neighbor & voter
 
 
 

____________________________________________________________

Sad News For Meghan Markle And Prince Harry
track.volutrk.com
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3132/5d01b49431a1e349373bdst04duc
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: Strong support for housing on 400 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:56:23 AM

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

From: Alex Garcia <alex.kamote@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 11:27 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Strong support for housing on 400 Divisadero
 

 

It’s critical we get more housing in this city. Do not make it impossible to build housing in a city that
is sorely lacking it. This project is a step in the right direction for the city.
 
Best,
Alex
201 Harrison Street
94105
--
Alex Garcia
Call, email, or text with any questions or comments. 
Cell: 858-876-2737
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please approve 400 Divisadero St
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:56:15 AM

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

From: rfruchtose@gmail.com <rfruchtose@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 11:32 PM
To: Rich Hillis <richhillissf@yahoo.com>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please approve 400 Divisadero St
 

 

Commissioner Hillis,

I live in Lower Haight, about four blocks from the proposed project at 400 Divisadero St. I’m
concerned about our city’s housing shortage, and that’s why I’m asking you to support the
project.

Supervisor Brown held two community meetings in September and October of 2018 to discuss
requiring more affordable in this project and others coming to Divisadero St. It was moving to
hear dozens of my neighbors speak to say that they wanted more housing and reduced parking
close to several well-used bus lines.

400 Divisadero St will bring badly needed affordable and market-rate housing to NoPa, as
well as neighborhood-serving retail. This is an infill project which will make the neighborhood
more walkable and more welcoming. And after hearing the neighborhood ask for this project, I
ask that you help it come to fruition.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: D5 Support for 400 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:55:44 AM

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

From: Mike Pinkowish <mikedpink@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 11:47 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: D5 Support for 400 Divisadero
 

 

Hello,

I have lived in D5 for over 4 years and San Fransisco for 8 years. As I will be unable to attend the vote
for the proposed project in person, I wanted to voice my support for the project. We are in a housing
crisis, and I believe the plans for 400 Divisadero should be approved as-is. They represent a
meaningful improvement and signal San Francisco's progressive and pragmatic attitude towards
addressing the housing shortage.

Thank you,
Michael Pinkowish
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support 400 Divisadero St
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:55:27 AM

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

From: Robert <rfruchtose@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 11:51 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I support 400 Divisadero St
 

 

San Francisco Planning Commission:
 
I live in Lower Haight, about four blocks from the proposed project at 400 Divisadero St. I’m
concerned about our city’s housing shortage, and that’s why I’m asking you to support the project.
 
Supervisor Brown held two community meetings in September and October of 2018 to discuss
requiring more affordable in this project and others coming to Divisadero St. It was moving to hear
dozens of my neighbors speak to say that they wanted more housing and reduced parking close to
several well-used bus lines.
 
400 Divisadero St will bring badly needed affordable and market-rate housing to NoPa, as well as
neighborhood-serving retail. This is an infill project which will make the neighborhood more
walkable and more welcoming. And after hearing the neighborhood ask for this project, I ask that
you help it come to fruition.
 
Sincerely,
Robert Fruchtman
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: I do NOT SUPPORT 400 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:55:22 AM

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

From: curt mayer <curt@zen-room.org> 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 5:41 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I do NOT SUPPORT 400 Divisadero
 

 

this whole effort is a cynical play on the part of well-heeled out of town developers to
take advantage of our housing crisis to make a massive payday, all while destroying the
quality of life in this neighborhood.  there is not enough parking or transit to support the
tremendous increase in density this will cause.  NO.
 
I am a resident of this neighborhood, and I vote.
 
--curt mayer
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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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support 400 Divisadero!
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:55:14 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Meg Pirnie Kammerud <meg.kammerud@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 7:07 AM
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.

Good morning,

I am writing today in support of the project at 400 Divisadero. It is imperative that San Francisco allow the
development of new housing throughout the city. We must house the most vulnerable and must protect our middle
class. Building more housing is the only way.

As a home owner, I am appalled by other haves who fight against growth. Everyone needs a home. SF should not be
a playground for only the rich.

Best,
Meg Kammerud
Glen Park

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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: tem 8 on the Agenda : 017-016313CWP
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:53:39 AM

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

From: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:45 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Exline, Susan (CPC) <susan.exline@sfgov.org>; Lutenski, Leigh (ECN) <leigh.lutenski@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: tem 8 on the Agenda : 017-016313CWP
 
 
 
Seung-Yen
Tel: 415 575 9026
 

From: Christine Hanson <chrissibhanson@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 7:13 AM
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>
Subject: tem 8 on the Agenda : 017-016313CWP
 

 

Dear Ms. Hong,
Below is my 150 word public comment. Thank you for forwarding this to the Commission.
Christine Hanson
 
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
The first “outreach” meeting for the Balboa Reservoir happened in October 2013, only 3 months
after the State takeover of City College. City College was not invited to that outreach meeting—
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though the parking lot being discussed was in use for the Fall 2013 semester.
 
With the elected Board of Trustees at City College sidelined, the SFPUC, OEWD and SF Planning
began to meet with the State’s proxy school administrator and his new staff. SF Planning’s
representative was even allowed to submit questions for, and attend, the hiring interviews for the
school’s Facility Master Plan (FMP).
 
Recently that FMP has been changed to suit this development. A TDM prepared by the school shows
that the parking demand without the lower lot will exceed demand if a long awaited gold LEED
building is built for the school on the upper lot. So the school is postponing indefinitely its
construction.
 
 
 
 



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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: June 13 meeting, Item 8 on the Agenda: 017-016313CWP (S. HONG): PUBLIC LAND FOR HOUSING AND

BALBOA RESERVOIR
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:52:46 AM

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

From: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:48 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Exline, Susan (CPC) <susan.exline@sfgov.org>; Lutenski, Leigh (ECN) <leigh.lutenski@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: June 13 meeting, Item 8 on the Agenda: 017-016313CWP (S. HONG): PUBLIC LAND FOR
HOUSING AND BALBOA RESERVOIR
 
 
 
Seung-Yen
Tel: 415 575 9026
 

From: Harry Bernstein <riquerique@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 2:30 AM
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>
Subject: June 13 meeting, Item 8 on the Agenda: 017-016313CWP (S. HONG): PUBLIC LAND FOR
HOUSING AND BALBOA RESERVOIR
 

 

Planning Commission 
c/o Commission Secretary Seungyen Hong
San Francisco, CA
 
 
Dear Commissioners
 
In 1984 and 1985, a time of another housing shortage in San Francisco, the Mayor and Board of
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Supervisors approved 200-400 units of housing on the Southern basin of the Balboa Reservoir. The
private developer agreed to pay the City the historic value of the property—a mere $36,900! Over several
years, the voters weighed in and that deal, advocated by two mayors, was terminated. Those voters
assured that this irreplaceable public land would remain public, but for how long?
 
Now, after more than 20 years, we are at a crossroads once again. The SFPUC is considering disposing of
the lower Balboa Reservoir. The current proposal with lead developer Avalon Bay privatizes this public
land, yielding at least 60% market rate housing, with perhaps up to 1550 units. But adding more market
rate housing does not solve the housing crisis. This project also threatens the viability of City College
through removal of the College’s biggest parking area 0n the lower Reservoir—used for parking since
1958, and a part of West Campus before that. The developer does not wish to mitigate the loss of parking.
The long-promised and much-needed Performing Arts Education Center, on the upper Reservoir,
representing an investment of $26 million already, is now at risk as well. 
 
Please resist the push to privatize this invaluable public land. Reject the proposed development  and
protect City College.
 
Harry Bernstein
riquerique@yahoo.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir development
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:52:39 AM

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

From: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:49 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Exline, Susan (CPC) <susan.exline@sfgov.org>; Lutenski, Leigh (ECN) <leigh.lutenski@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir development
 
 
 
Seung-Yen
Tel: 415 575 9026
 

From: Madeline Mueller <madelinenmueller@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 1:10 AM
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir development
 

 

Planning Commission
c/o Commission Secretary
Seungyen Hong
 
 
Ir seems odd that the land on the agenda  is called the Balboa Reservoir since it has never held
water.
 Let's call it City College .The land has been used by CCSF since 1946, and leased since 1958 to meet
necessary parking needs for 27 to 32 thousand students, most of whom already take public
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transportation.
 
. Many at the college also call the area: :"Pneumonia Gulch".  35 to 40 mph ocean winds frequently
whip up to Science Hill and then bounce in unpredictable patterns back down and around the basin.
 During an earlier housing  proposal for the same site rejected 30 years ago, the Fire Chief and the
head of PUC, concerned about an adequate water supply for emergencies, asked a few tenured
faculty with job security to please argue their case against housing in that particular area. 
 
There is no assurance  that this uniquely complicated basin is any safer now. The  site should not
have been picked  by the Mayor's office to be fast tracked for a huge housing development.
Please consider slowing down this proposed massive  development until thousands of citizens and
structures are proven not to be at risk to suffer the same tragic devastation experienced in high wind
fires throughout California.
 
Madeline Mueller 
Music Faculty 
City College of San Francisco 



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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Housing project
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:51:30 AM

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

From: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 5:58 PM
To: Exline, Susan (CPC) <susan.exline@sfgov.org>; Lutenski, Leigh (ECN) <leigh.lutenski@sfgov.org>;
Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Housing project
 
 
 
Seung-Yen
Tel: 415 575 9026
 

From: Allan Fisher <afisher800@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 5:49 PM
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>; Allan Fisher <afisher800@gmail.com>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Housing project
 

 

To the Planning Commission,
 
I urge you to reject the housing proposal as currently constituted and to support turning over the
lower reservoir (17 acres currently used for City College student parking) to City College of San
Francisco. Many CCSF students are unable to use public transportation, bicycle, or walk to school for
various reasons. Removing this parking area would constitute an unacceptable burden on these
students and contribute to the downsizing of a college that is truly a treasure for the people of San
Francisco.
 

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/
mailto:afisher800@gmail.com
mailto:seungyen.hong@sfgov.org
mailto:afisher800@gmail.com


Studies have shown that too much market rate housing construction has contributed to the
gentrification process that cities across the nation have experienced. This project as currently
proposed would likely create 67% market rate housing with only 1/3 "affordable" housing (if we can
trust the proposed agreement). As people with higher salaries move into the neighborhood, the cost
of living is likely to rise. 
 
We do urgently need housing affordable to low and middle income families and individuals, but this
project will not help. There are many other locations throughout the city that would be much more
suitable for affordable housing construction. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Allan Fisher
 

 
--
Allan Fisher
afisher800@gmail.com
415-954-2763
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:49:56 AM

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

From: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 6:04 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir
 
Hi Jonas,
 
I want to make sure you have received this email (see below). Could you also confirm that you will
be collecting and providing all written public comments that we received prior to the 1 pm hearing
to the Commissioners?
 
Thank you,
 
Seung-Yen
Tel: 415 575 9026
 

From: Rick Baum <rickbaum@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 10:11 AM
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir
 

 

re:  Item 8 on the Agenda : 017-016313CWP (S. HONG: (415) 575-9026) PUBLIC LAND
FOR HOUSING AND BALBOA RESERVOIR
 
To The Planning Commission,
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I urge you to favor the turning over of the PUC section of the Reservoir property to City
College of San Francisco (CCSF) to be used to meet the needs of its students. For years,
this land has been used as a much needed student parking lot. 
 
Preferably, students do not arrive at school in cars.  This is not feasible because of the
inadequecies of existing public transportation.  Many students must drive to get to their
classes on time, to be able to get to their jobs after school on time or because they need to
meet family obligations that include being able to timely pick up a young child.  
 
We face a housing crisis that will not be addressed by allowing a private developer to use
this land to mainly build housing that is unaffordable for the many citizens who endure
housing insecurity.  
 
Many students attending CCSF are housing insecure. This project will not address their
needs.  Were the land to be used to provide a significant percent of students with
housing, I might not oppose it. Instead, this project creates more difficulties for students
seeking an education. Under the existing plan, few, if any students, and even CCSF staff
and faculty, will be able to afford most, if not all,  of the housing planned to be built. 
 
Again, this land should be turned over to CCSF to be used to meet the needs of its
students.
 
Thank you.
 
Sincerely,
Rick Baum 
CCSF Political Science Faculty member



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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Meeting, June 13 - Agenda Item #8
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:46:13 AM

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

From: Jean Barish <jeanbbarish@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 7:37 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Planning Commission Meeting, June 13 - Agenda Item #8
 

 

Dear Secretary,

Please distribute the letter below to the Planning Commissioners in anticipation of
today's Planning Commission meeting. Thank you for your assistance.

 

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to express my disapproval of the proposed Balboa Reservoir project
planned for property currently owned by the SF PUC and used by City College of San
Francisco for decades.

This project will permanently damage and alter both CCSF and the surrounding
neighborhoods, and must not move forward as planned.

The land on which this project is planned is public land which will be sold to a private
developer for personal enrichment. The sale of this land, currently used by CCSF
students, staff, and faculty for parking and other activities, will significantly shrink the
CCSF campus and forever remove land that should be used to expand educational
facilities. Even worse, it will privatize public land, the first time in the City this will
occur, and begin a trend that will gobble up other parcels of public land in San
Francisco.
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This project will also significantly impact the quality of life in the surrounding
neighborhoods. With the addition of up to 1,500 units, and a population explosion of
approximately 3,000, traffic congestion, parking shortages, and transit issues will
become unbearable.

The area where this project is planned is a community of small, single family homes.
This development will significantly alter the character of this neighborhood, creating
quality of life problems for many.

And what about providing emergency services, access to the neighborhood in case of
a fire or earthquake, and an increased need for infrastructure? According to the latest
PUC Water Supply Analysis, for example, there will not be enough water to meet the
needs of this new community.

Additionally, this project will merely add even more market rate housing to the surplus
of over-priced dwellings that are currently being built in the City. This project should
be smaller, and 100% affordable. 

Creating a brand new community on a very small footprint is unwise planning. There
has been no consideration for the significant impact of this project on either City
College of San Francisco or the surrounding neighborhoods.  While the architect’s
drawings show an idyllic, leafy community where children can play and adults can
relax, this is a distorted image of this project. How will people come and go? Where
will the children attend school? What about the need for additional medical services
for these additional 3,000 people?

And, again, I ask, why should this land be taken away from City College and sold to a
private developer?

Those of us opposing this project are hoping that the Planning Commission will take a
close look at this development and scrutinize all of its flaws. You should ask for a plan
that will not just serve the needs of a private developer, but, instead, will meet the
needs of growing number of lower-income and middle-income San Franciscans who
desperately need affordable housing, while at the same time will not negatively
impact City College of San Francisco and the surrounding communities.

Thank you for attention to these issues and countless others that will be presented by
other opponents of this development. I look forward to your careful consideration of
this project,  and remain hopeful that you will guide this project in a more
environmentally sound, positive direction that will benefit the entire City by supporting
City College’s need for land, the needs of the surrounding communities, and the
needs of so many who are seeking decent, affordable housing in the City.
Thank you for your consideration and attention to this issue.
 
Jean
 
Jean B Barish, Esq., MS
jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
415-752-0185 
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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
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED TO HOST WOMEN’S SUMMIT IN SAN FRANCISCO
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:45:25 AM
Attachments: 6.13.19 be INVINCIBLE Women"s Summit.pdf

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 9:12 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED TO HOST WOMEN’S SUMMIT IN SAN
FRANCISCO
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, June 13, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED TO HOST WOMEN’S SUMMIT IN

SAN FRANCISCO
The be INVINCIBLE Women’s Summit will bring together women from all walks of life for a
day of inspiration and empowerment with speeches from leaders including Speaker Nancy

Pelosi and former Senior Advisor to President Obama, Valerie Jarrett
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed will host the be INVINCIBLE Women’s
Summit in San Francisco this Friday, June 14, 2019 at Moscone Center West. The Summit,
which is officially sold out but still accepting waitlist requests, is a one-day event that will
inspire women to recognize and activate their personal power and collective strength, provide
tangible takeaways and build diverse coalitions to create real solutions to challenges – all in an
environment that is inviting, inspiring, and energizing.

 

Mayor Breed, along with City Administrator Naomi M. Kelly and the Summit partners, is
committed to the advancement of women’s health, economic equity, and empowerment. The
Summit’s interactive program will allow attendees to explore solutions to challenges facing
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, June 13, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED TO HOST WOMEN’S SUMMIT IN 


SAN FRANCISCO 
The be INVINCIBLE Women’s Summit will bring together women from all walks of life for a day 
of inspiration and empowerment with speeches from leaders including Speaker Nancy Pelosi and 


former Senior Advisor to President Obama, Valerie Jarrett 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed will host the be INVINCIBLE Women’s 
Summit in San Francisco this Friday, June 14, 2019 at Moscone Center West. The Summit, 
which is officially sold out but still accepting waitlist requests, is a one-day event that will 
inspire women to recognize and activate their personal power and collective strength, provide 
tangible takeaways and build diverse coalitions to create real solutions to challenges – all in an 
environment that is inviting, inspiring, and energizing. 
 
Mayor Breed, along with City Administrator Naomi M. Kelly and the Summit partners, is 
committed to the advancement of women’s health, economic equity, and empowerment. The 
Summit’s interactive program will allow attendees to explore solutions to challenges facing 
women today and actions to mitigate those challenges in the future in order to develop successful 
change for women in San Francisco and beyond.  
 
“I am fortunate to have been mentored by many strong, intelligent, and thoughtful women 
throughout my life and career, and I want this Women’s Summit to be a place where other 
women can find those connections and discover what it means to them to be INVINCIBLE,” said 
Mayor Breed. “At a time when women’s rights are under constant attack and women continue to 
be underrepresented in government and in the private sector, it is more important than ever to 
have a space where women and our allies can come together in solidarity and learn from one 
another.” 
 
“As the first woman to serve as City Administrator, I know San Francisco is making real 
progress for women but we can’t let up and we must keep going. Mayor Breed’s leadership is a 
unique moment in our City’s history to ensure that we keep going toward a future where every 
young girl can live her full potential,” said City Administrator Kelly. “This Women’s Summit 
will mobilize, inspire and empower women, girls and our allies to build community, support 
each other and keep San Francisco going in the right direction.” 
 
Mayor Breed will deliver the welcoming keynote speech on Friday morning. Other keynote 
speakers include Speaker Nancy Pelosi; Valerie Jarrett, author and former Senior Advisor to 
President Obama; Surina Khan, CEO of the Women’s Foundation of California; and Judy Smith, 
Founder and President of Smith & Company.  
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The Summit will also include a resource fair with dynamic break-out sessions and exhibits, and 
performances by some of the Bay Area’s most talented artists, singers, dancers and poets. The 
resource fair will focus on four key areas, or “Neighborhoods”: health and wellness; financial 
empowerment; leadership and civic engagement; and lifestyle. More than 40 women and over 
100 businesses and organizations from various professions, industries and backgrounds will lead 
sessions, panel discussions, and demonstrations in all four Neighborhoods. 
 
Location 
Moscone West  
800 Howard St. (Corner of Fourth & Howard Streets)  
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Accessibility Information 
If taking BART or Muni to Moscone West, use the Powell station. If driving, recommended 
parking is the Fifth & Mission Garage, 833 Mission St. (between 4th & 5th Streets). The garage 
is adjacent to Moscone West with an accessible route to the event entrance along the 4th St. side 
of the structure. There is also an ADA drop-off lane at the entrance to the building on Howard St. 
– the lane just to the left of the white posts. 
 
Moscone West is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and others with disabilities. Assistive 
listening devices will be available for all stage programs. There will be a distribution table next 
to each seating section. Real-time captioning and ASL Interpreters will be provided in the 
keynote sessions. 
 
More information about the event can be found at the Women’s Summit website: 
https://sfmayor.org/be-invincible  


 
### 


 



https://sfmayor.org/be-invincible





women today and actions to mitigate those challenges in the future in order to develop
successful change for women in San Francisco and beyond.

 

“I am fortunate to have been mentored by many strong, intelligent, and thoughtful women
throughout my life and career, and I want this Women’s Summit to be a place where other
women can find those connections and discover what it means to them to be INVINCIBLE,”
said Mayor Breed. “At a time when women’s rights are under constant attack and women
continue to be underrepresented in government and in the private sector, it is more important
than ever to have a space where women and our allies can come together in solidarity and
learn from one another.”

 

“As the first woman to serve as City Administrator, I know San Francisco is making real
progress for women but we can’t let up and we must keep going. Mayor Breed’s leadership is
a unique moment in our City’s history to ensure that we keep going toward a future where
every young girl can live her full potential,” said City Administrator Kelly. “This Women’s
Summit will mobilize, inspire and empower women, girls and our allies to build community,
support each other and keep San Francisco going in the right direction.”

 

Mayor Breed will deliver the welcoming keynote speech on Friday morning. Other keynote
speakers include Speaker Nancy Pelosi; Valerie Jarrett, author and former Senior Advisor to
President Obama; Surina Khan, CEO of the Women’s Foundation of California; and Judy
Smith, Founder and President of Smith & Company.

 

The Summit will also include a resource fair with dynamic break-out sessions and exhibits,
and performances by some of the Bay Area’s most talented artists, singers, dancers and poets.
The resource fair will focus on four key areas, or “Neighborhoods”: health and wellness;
financial empowerment; leadership and civic engagement; and lifestyle. More than 40 women
and over 100 businesses and organizations from various professions, industries and
backgrounds will lead sessions, panel discussions, and demonstrations in all four
Neighborhoods.

 

Location

Moscone West

800 Howard St. (Corner of Fourth & Howard Streets)

San Francisco, CA 94103

 

Accessibility Information



If taking BART or Muni to Moscone West, use the Powell station. If driving, recommended
parking is the Fifth & Mission Garage, 833 Mission St. (between 4th & 5th Streets). The
garage is adjacent to Moscone West with an accessible route to the event entrance along the
4th St. side of the structure. There is also an ADA drop-off lane at the entrance to the building
on Howard St. – the lane just to the left of the white posts.

 

Moscone West is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and others with disabilities.
Assistive listening devices will be available for all stage programs. There will be a distribution
table next to each seating section. Real-time captioning and ASL Interpreters will be provided
in the keynote sessions.

 

More information about the event can be found at the Women’s Summit website:
https://sfmayor.org/be-invincible

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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Item 8 on the 6-13-19 Agenda : 017-016313CWP PUBLIC LAND FOR HOUSING AND BALBOA RESERVOIR
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:45:13 AM

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

From: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:45 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Lutenski, Leigh (ECN) <leigh.lutenski@sfgov.org>; Exline, Susan (CPC) <susan.exline@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Item 8 on the 6-13-19 Agenda : 017-016313CWP PUBLIC LAND FOR HOUSING AND
BALBOA RESERVOIR
 
 
 
Seung-Yen
Tel: 415 575 9026
 

From: Fred Muhlheim <fmuhlheim@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 7:43 AM
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>
Subject: Item 8 on the 6-13-19 Agenda : 017-016313CWP PUBLIC LAND FOR HOUSING AND BALBOA
RESERVOIR
 

 

 
 
To the Planning Commission:
 
The proposed housing project is inappropriate for this site for many reasons:

·       The density of the proposed project is somewhere around 10 times the density of the
surrounding neighborhoods.  People attending the CAC meetings have never been shown a
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three dimensional model of the proposed project!

·       SF Muni’s single track in each direction Muni Metro System cannot absorb the additional
passenger load from 1100 additional units and from students who no longer have access to
parking.  Commute times to the College from Castro and Market on the K Line are often
double what they were 1 year ago due to system delays.  The 43 from Forrest Hill to the CCSF
is so full at commute hours that passengers frequently are forced to stand in the door areas. 
Surrounding roads cannot absorb more ride share vehicles.

·       Education and Housing should not be pitted against each other.  Removing the majority of
the College’s parking and not replacing it, will take away educational from students, faculty
and staff whose only option is drive to the school.  It will decrease enrollment.

·       Public Lands should stay in Public Hands.  If the end decision is to build housing on this
site, it should be 100% affordable with much of it being low income.

I urge you to reject the housing proposal as currently constituted and to support turning over
the lower reservoir (17 acres currently used for City College student parking) to City College
of San Francisco.
 
Fred Muhlheim,  Lifelong Learner at CCSF and San Francisco Tax Payer

fmuhlheim@yahoo.com

415-626-5236, 415-516-7425C
 
 

mailto:fmuhlheim@yahoo.com


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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Samonsky, Ella (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Chamber Letter re: Support for SF Flower Mart Central SoMa Project
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:44:52 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
6.13.19_Support for SF Flower Mart Central SoMa Project.pdf

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

From: Mary Young <myoung@sfchamber.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 9:54 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: SF Chamber Letter re: Support for SF Flower Mart Central SoMa Project
 

 

Hello,
 
Please see attached letter from the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce supporting the SF Flower
Mart Central SoMa Project.
 
Thank you,
 

Mary Young
Manager, Public Policy
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce
235 Montgomery St., Ste. 760, San Francisco, CA 94104
(O) 415-352-8803 ∙ (E) myoung@sfchamber.com
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235 Montgomery St., Ste. 760, San Francisco, CA 94104 
tel: 415.352.4520 • fax: 415.392.0485 
sfchamber.com • twitter: @sf_chamber 


 
 
June 13, 2019 
  
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission St. #400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re: Support for SF Flower Mart Central SoMa Project 
  
 
Dear Commissioners, 
  
The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing the interests thousands of local businesses and 
their employees, writes to express our support for the SF Flower Mart Central SoMa Project. 
 
This project provides many economic, housing, community and employment benefits, including: 
 


• $39.2 million in direct annual tax revenue for the City/County of San Francisco 


• 8,050 annual construction-related jobs, with economic output totaling $1.5 billion during the 
construction period (2020-2023) 


• 14,800 SF off-site land dedication to Mayor’s Office of Housing for 100% affordable housing (up to 
100+ units)  


• Enhanced workforce program 


• 100,000 SF neighborhood-serving retail & market hall  


• 36,000 SF on-site privately-owned public open space 
 
As the biggest of the Central SoMa projects, it is truly impressive that this project will include all the 
neighborhood-serving retail and businesses, along with building a new Flower Mart, dedicating an 
affordable housing site to the City, and creating thousands of good jobs from construction and beyond.   
 
For these reasons, the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce strongly supports the SF Flower Mart 
Central SoMa Project and urges your support of the project, as well. Please do not hesitate to have your 
staff contact our office if we can be of assistance. 
 
 
Sincerely,  


 
Mary Young 
Manager, Public Policy 
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
 







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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); 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: 400 Divisadero St. Project
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 2:40:14 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: Priscilla Stoyanof <ptstoyanof@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 2:21 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 400 Divisadero St. Project
 

 

Dear Planning Commission,
 
I am writing to you as a long time resident and business owner in the Divisadero corridor area, since the
very early 90's, and I am unable to attend the Planning Commission Meeting about this.  Our
neighborhood has seen a lot of change.   Just like the rest of San Francisco it has experienced growth
and the arrival of many new businesses.  
 
Many people would like to see our neighborhood stay the same.  We know that that is not something we
can do, even if we tried to legislate it. The replacement of the car wash property with new housing is
something this city desperately needs.  I personally am not thrilled about having many more units so
close to mine.  However, both the area and the city are fairly limited in options for new housing.  When
an opportunity like this one comes we must take it.  It is exactly what is needed - there are already
transportation, public parks and retail components in the area that will support it.  We must determine to
move forward and make it into something nice that will enhance the neighborhood.  
 
Sincerely,
 
Priscilla Stoyanof
165 Broderick Street
San Francisco, CA  94117
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 400 Divisadero - Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 2:40:01 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: Metro Hotel <info@metrohotelsf.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 2:32 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
Cc: esoulis@aol.com
Subject: Opposition to 400 Divisadero - Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 
  
I am a neighbor and 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.

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


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,

The Metro Hotel  (319 Divisadero Street)



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for 400 Divisadero with its On-Site Affordable Housing
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 2:39:50 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: John Alex Lowell <jxlowell.jal@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 2:17 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: Support for 400 Divisadero with its On-Site Affordable Housing
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am a Hayes Street neighbor since 1995 in full support of the housing construction project at 400-
444 Divisadero Street and 1048-1064 Oak Street as proposed for the following reasons:

Empirically I feel 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is enough.

Note the developer received general approval from members of the Alamo Square Neighborhood
Association.

Please support this 400 Divisadero Project! Note there many neighbors, residents, and community
members who also approve this project as proposed.
 
 
.

Thank you

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 400 Divisadero
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 2:39:44 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

-----Original Message-----
From: Ivan O'Neill <jaegerlynx@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 1:49 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; BrownStaff <brownstaff@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.

I’m writing as a D5 resident in support of the 400 Divisadero project and to ensure that we maximize the number of
market rate units available to current and future neighbors. There’s abundant transit and infrastructure to support
these new residents, and I welcome the new businesses and residents the project will serve.

I could support efforts to ensure a visually unique and appealing design that possibly includes fewer units (e.g.,
visual setbacks on upper floors, increased street-facing surface area with exposed courtyards). Above all else, we
should not be permitting more ugly rectangles. I think there are a number of beautiful new buildings in Hayes Valley
along Hayes and Grove Sts built in the past four years that are good examples to emulate.

I could also support professional office space on the 2nd floor to encourage dance studios, theater spaces, and small
businesses to make Divisadero a thriving commercial hub as a trade off for more housing units.

Finally, I encourage you not to hold this project hostage over attempts to extract BMR subsidies from the developer
(and, by extension, future tenants/owners). These policies have created a hollowing out of the middle class in SF
(aka “housing donut”), and it’s time to accelerate construction of maximum market rate housing to ensure folks who
want a place to call their home can find a home at a reasonable price.

Every day we delay is another day that a young person who wants to move out of their parents’ place or someone
who wants to move to this welcoming city or someone whose master tenant just moved out or a couple expecting a
child can’t find any housing available to them because there’s no supply.

Build baby build!
Ivan O’Neill
530 Central Ave
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support 400 Divisadero
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 2:39:35 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: Ansh Shukla <self@anshukla.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 1:25 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I support 400 Divisadero
 

 

Hi,
 
I'm writing in to voice my support for the building proposal on 400 Divisadero. I live about five blocks
from the construction site, and am extremely excited to hear that this commercial corridor will be
enhanced by hundreds of new homes, people, and retail space.
 
I always remark that the experience of walking down Divisadero today is unpleasant, especially on
this block, because pedestrians are surrounded by cars both moving quickly along the road and
fueling up at one of the three (3!! three!!!!) gas stations on the block. SF is increasingly becoming
accessible by bike as evidenced by the bounty of bike lanes including the Wiggle near this site. I
personally gave up my car this last May after driving since I was legally able because biking had
become practicable.
 
I look forward to welcoming my new neighbors and all future developments to our part of the city to
come.
 
- Ansh
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: San Francisco Planning Commission - Item 5 - June 13, 2019
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 2:38:00 PM
Attachments: OCEANVIEWLARGERESIDENCESPECIALUSEDISTRICT.ORG.doc

 
 
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: Steven Currier <stevencurrier@icloud.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 2:32 PM
To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC) <diego.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Steven Currier <stevencurrier@icloud.com>
Cc: Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Chinchilla, Monica (BOS) <monica.chinchilla@sfgov.org>; Sandoval,
Suhagey (BOS) <suhagey.sandoval@sfgov.org>; Robert Baker <bakernsf@aol.com>;
ntoso64@aol.com; Desmond O'Reilly <glassgod@oreillyandfaina.com>; Karen
(oreillysfbvp@hotmail.com) <oreillysfbvp@hotmail.com>; O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI)
<patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org>; Strawn, William (DBI) <william.strawn@sfgov.org>; Sweeney, Edward
(DBI) <edward.sweeney@sfgov.org>; Hernandez, Mauricio (DBI) <mauricio.hernandez@sfgov.org>;
Ho, Gary (DBI) <gary.ho@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>
Subject: San Francisco Planning Commission - Item 5 - June 13, 2019
 

 

Dear Diego:
 
I recently learned of this hearing on Thursday.  I wanted to get this emai/letter prior to tomorrow's
hearing.
 
Steven R. Currier
415-587-9150
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STEVEN R. CURRIER


116 DRAKE STREET


SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94112


415-587-9150


June 12, 2019


Mr. Diego Sanchez


San Francisco Planning Department


1660 Mission Street, Fifth Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103


RE:  Commission Hearing:  Thursday June 13, 2019



Item Number :  5



2018-013861PCAMAP



OCEANVIEW LARGE RESIDENCE SPECIAL USE DISTRIC

Dear Mr. Sanchez:


This letter supports the item referenced above in support for limited number of bedrooms in certain dwelling units.  This seems to be a no brainer and limiting mini-mansions and the high number of bedrooms in one single family dwelling unit is unconscionable and disrespect in certain neighborhoods such as the one proposed in the Ocean View Neighborhood.

On such a recent occasion, the dwelling unit next door to me, a single family residential unit, the new owner of the house proceeded to remodel his whole house with a single permit to upgrade a bathroom.  All in all, he began to gut the entire house beginning of May of 2018.  Notices of Violation (NOV) was filed along with a NOV by the Planning Department.  The owner/contractor proceeded to pull and additional nine building permits to and including at nine bedrooms and six plus bathrooms making no provisions for an underground floor in the garage space.  A complaint was filed, a a director’s hearing was held with the owner/contractor failed to show up.  The owner was fined and a cease and desist order was posted.  The owner/contractor then filed new permit applications.  Myself, my 

Mr. Diego Sanchez


San Francisco Planning Department

June 12, 2019


Page Two

partner, two sets of neighbors filed a suit (Board of Appeals action).  The items in the complaint were settled to five bedrooms and four bathrooms, a drainage systems below the garage floor, one parking space in the garage, full landscaping on the property, and no concrete between the properties.


Supervisor Ahsha Safai’s office was contacted, and in contact, and was supportive in this process.  This was occurring at the same time the 278 Monticello case was being adjudicated through this body.

It is very disrespectful and against City Code to build without proper permits, without  neighborhood  notifications,  and blindsiding the City and County of San Francisco.


I fully support this ordinance and amend the planning and the zoning map.  Additionally, I would further support that fines and penalties be increased accordingly.


Very truly yours,


Steven R. Currier


CC:
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, San Francisco Planning


San Francisco Planning Commission through Commission Secretary



  Jonas P. Ionin



Supervisor Ahsha Safai



Monica Chinchilla, Legislative Aide, Supervisor Safai



Suhagey Sandoval, Aide, Supervisor Safai


Robert Baker/Noelle Baker



Desmond O’Reilley/Karen O’Reilley



Patrick Oriordan, Chief Building Inspector



William Strawn, Senior Building Inspector



Edward Sweeney, Senior Building Inspector



Mauricio Hernandez, Senior Building Inspector



Gary Ho, Chief, Building Inspector



John Rahaim, Director, San Francisco Planning



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 400 Divisadero and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 1:16:32 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: Shashwat Kandadai <shashwatak@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 12:40 PM
To: affordabledivis@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Woods, Mary (CPC) <mary.woods@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>;
richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: Opposition to 400 Divisadero and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners, I am a neighbor and homeowner opposed to the project at 400-444
Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St as proposed for the following reasons: 1) The hearing was
continued from May 23rd to June 13th to resolve standing issues community members have with
the project, yet no changes or commitments have been made by the project sponsor. 2) 37 units of
affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough. 3) The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use
approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community
members. 4) 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. 5) 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.” 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
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 400 Divisadero and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 1:16:27 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: alejandro schuler <alejandro.schuler@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 1:03 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 and Need for More 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:
 
1) The hearing was continued from May 23rd to June 13th to resolve standing issues community
members have with the project, yet no changes or commitments have been made by the project
sponsor.

2) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

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

4) 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.
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5) 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.”

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



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); 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: Just say yes to housing at 400 Divisadero St
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 1:16:24 PM

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

From: Lee Markosian <lee.markosian@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 12:51 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; BrownStaff
<brownstaff@sfgov.org>
Subject: Just say yes to housing at 400 Divisadero St
 

 

To the Planning Commission and Supervisor Brown,
 
I have previously attended community meetings to speak in support of the proposed housing
development at 400 Divisadero St. (I live a few blocks away at 1673 Grove St.) As a busy person with
a full-time job and family responsibilities, I don't have time to attend an unlimited number of
meetings to keep repeating myself, so hopefully this email will suffice.
 
Please approve this project.
 
Additionally, making these types of decisions based on which utterly unrepresentative group of
angry people showed up at the last meeting is a terrible approach, and I wish you'd stop. We already
know our region has a severe housing crisis that is harming so many of our residents and doing such
damage to the community. Taking years to approve projects like this is part of the reason why.
 
The city should set up basic rules for housing developments, and when projects conform to those
rules, they should be approved. No meetings are needed.
 
Sincerely,
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Lee Markosian
1673 Grove St.
San Francisco, CA  94117
 
p.s. In case you think you should only listen to the angriest voices, please know that I am quite angry
about the terrible approval process being used by the city when it comes to housing. It's a disgrace.
ALSO, the fact that San Francisco has banned apartments in over 70% of the city is utterly
outrageous. This must stop. Apartments should never be banned in cities.



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Jobs/Housing Imbalance
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 12:05:53 PM
Attachments: TRT Letter to Planning Commission - 6-12-19.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: Peter Drekmeier <peter@tuolumne.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 11:57 AM
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>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Jobs/Housing Imbalance
 

 

Dear President Melgar and Commissioners:
 
Please find attached a letter regarding Item 9 on tomorrow’s agenda.
 
Thank you.
 
-Peter
 
 

-----------------------
Peter Drekmeier
Policy Director
Tuolumne River Trust
peter@tuolumne.org
(415) 882-7252
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June 12, 2019 
 
President Myrna Melgar and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Via Email 
 
Re: Item 9: 610-698 Brannan Street Project 
 
Dear President Melgar and Commissioners: 
 
At last week’s Planning Commission meeting, a comment was made during 
discussion of the 598 Brannan Street Project that 9,000 housing units will be 
coming to the area within walking distance of the Project.  What was not 
mentioned was that the Central SOMA Plan would bring more than 40,000 
employees to the area.  When considering the jobs/housing imbalance, those 
9,000 housing units can only be counted once. 
 
At tomorrow’s meeting, you will receive an informational presentation on the 
610-698 Brannan Street (Flower Mart) Project.  This project would include 
2,032,165 square feet of office space, 113,036 square feet of PDR and 83,459 
square feet of retail space, generating approximately 9,000 employees. 
 
I hope you will take a serious look at San Francisco’s jobs/housing imbalance and 
its impact on traffic congestion and the housing crisis. 
 
I appreciated some comments made at last week’s meeting regarding the 
importance of improved dialogue between the Planning Commission and the 
SFPUC regarding water supply availability for large development projects.  I will 
personally put energy into helping to make that happen. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
Peter Drekmeier 
Policy Director 







 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Woods, Mary (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Haight Neighbors Support Housing at 400 Divisadero
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 11:40:39 AM

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

From: HAND <hand4sf@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 11:28 AM
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>; Ionin, 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: Re: Haight Neighbors Support Housing at 400 Divisadero
 

 

Planning Commission and Supervisor Brown, 
Please see our prior comment on the 400 Divisadero Project that has been rescheduled for 6/13. We
are still fully in support of this project to provide rental housing and new businesses on Divisadero. 
 
Thank you, 
 
On Wed, May 22, 2019 at 3:19 PM HAND <hand4sf@gmail.com> wrote:

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
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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   
 
--
Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density 
 
To opt out of future emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe" 

 
--
Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density 
 
To opt out of future emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe" 
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: 400 Divis
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Opposition to 400 Divisadero and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Anna Leon

		To

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

		Recipients

		affordabledivis@gmail.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; mary.woods@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@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) The hearing was continued from May 23rd to June 13th to resolve standing issues community members have with the project, yet no changes or commitments have been made by the project sponsor. 2) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough. 3) The project is seeking five (5) Conditional Use approvals, yet contains no additional public benefit to neighborhood residents and community members. 4) 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. 5) 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.” 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 and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Anne Marie Donnelly

		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) The hearing was continued from May 23rd to June 13th to resolve standing issues community members have with the project, yet no changes or commitments have been made by the project sponsor.



2) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.



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



4) 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.



5) 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.”



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

Anne Marie Donnelly





Sent from my iPhone




Opposition to 400 Divisadero and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Rebecca Charlton

		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) The hearing was continued from May 23rd to June 13th to resolve standing issues community members have with the project, yet no changes or commitments have been made by the project sponsor.

2) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

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

4) 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.

5) 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.”

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 and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Denise Zietlow

		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 sent an email prior to last month’s hearing (May 23rd) in opposition to the 400 Divisadero development which was continued. I am still in opposition of it for the following reasons:



1) The number of affordable housing units (37 units out of 186 units) is not enough when San Francisco has become so outrageously expensive. I know that if I should lose my rent-controlled apartment I would be forced out of the city where I have lived for over 30 years.



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



3) As a member of the neighborhood who worked with over 500 community members to develop the 2016 Affordable Divisadero Community Plan, this project fails to meet neighborhood needs as articulated in the plan, which calls for 50% affordability in new projects.



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



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



Denise Zietlow




Opposition to 400 Divisadero and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Janet Philpott

		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) The hearing was continued from May 23rd to June 13th to resolve standing issues community members have with the project, yet no changes or commitments have been made by the project sponsor.

2) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

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

4) 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.

5) 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.”

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. Philpott




Sent from my Alcatel A574BL







From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 400 Divisadero and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 10:40:13 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: katherine riley <riley_katherine@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 9:33 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 and Need for More 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) The hearing was continued from May 23rd to June 13th to resolve standing issues community members have with
the project, yet no changes or commitments have been made by the project sponsor.

2) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

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

4) 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.

5) 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.”

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.

I am a teacher and a mom trying to imagine how I can keep my family in this city that I love and it’s things like this

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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that eat away at my hopes for continuing to live and contribute to this economy.

Thank you.
Katherine



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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sanchez, Diego (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC); Hong, Seung Yen (CPC); Chan, Celina

(CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Planning Commission June 13th Agenda - Comments / A.Goodman D11
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 10:40:06 AM

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

From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 11:27 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: SF Planning Commission June 13th Agenda - Comments / A.Goodman D11
 

 

SF Planning Commissioners 
 
As I am unable to attend I would like to submit comments on the following items;
 
4. 2015-007816CUA  Divisadero Project 
 
I would like to submit my concerns that this project does not meet the affordable RENTAL
housing needs of SF residents, or show a solid proposal for green-garden rental apartment
communities. We can and should do better in SF for the development of urban blocks and
open space creation. 
 
5. 2018-013861PCAMAP OCEANVIEW LARGE RESIDENCE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT 
 
I have sincere concerns about the proposal, and the need to address impacts on communities
due to lacking investment and projects scaled for the density proposed. With each additional
year we see more housing being pumped into districts, some legally and some illegally. The
lacking services leads to overstuffed bus systems lacking investment in public systems,
overflowing trash cans, and damaged parks, libraries and infrastructure. It is critical to ensure
investment in public spaces, pools, parks, and of the size and scale needed for the growth
proposed. Please think cummalatively on growth impacts domino effect of development and
the lacking infrastructural and systems improvements needed from power, sewer water and
waste, transit open space, and essential rental housing / social housing needs for all areas. We
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can see density of varying scales but only when systems are also invested in for the future. 
(Resident of D11) see prior email sent on this proposal and concerns. Many of the homes in
D11 are already seeing mission styled flipping, and redevelopment to obscene and ugly
designs. We need to stop the destruction of sound housing. 
 
7.  CONNECTSF – Informational Presentation
 
The city needs a bigger vision, not just size but in how we approach public transit, for the
future, and how to fix existing systems to make a network that works. With the eventual
departure of Ed Reiskin, it is imperative that the Connect SF program also be much more open
and transparent, going out to the communities and organizations who discuss transit policy,
CSFN, WOTPCC, SF Tomorrow.org, TAOSF, Save Muni, Walk SF, and other groups to
ensure public input is heard from neighborhoods, not just presentations to planning staff, but
open eared transit agencies that absorb and initiate changes based on public input. We still
have not seen the Balboa Park Station Area Plan CAC reinvigorated to deal with massive
growth impacts. That coupled with item #5 and other items in D7/D11 at Balboa Reservoir,
require more inventive solutions by Connect SF now and up front vs 10-20+ years in the
future. Please require the SFMTA to meet with organizations on transit policy and solve for
the largest common good in these proposals. 
 
8. 2017-016313CWP  PUBLIC LAND FOR HOUSING AND BALBOA RESERVOIR
 
Although I am concerned about the un-coordinated efforts by CCSF, and the housing
development at the reservoir, (in a similar vein to Parkmerced and SFSU-CSU) the joint
impacts must be tempered with adequate transit policy and infrastructural changes. I have
submitted memos prior, and attened the Balboa Reservoir meetings and still feel this is the
best current option being proposed, however needs such as power generation, adequate direct
connection to the Balboa Reservoir, and improved intersection safety for pedestrians and bikes
should traverse CCSF from the reservoir to improve connection to the major 2nd hub in SF
Balboa Park Station. See examples of "high-lines" for topographical solutions that can directly
link to the Tony Sacco Way and over the freeway at CCSF's eastern edge, along with an east
side CCSF garage that can service the CCSF and Balboa Reservoir community by designing
an off-ramp from the freeway, with a commuter e-rail system across the two sites. Make both
sites improved for all. 
 
Thank you for reading these comments, and would be happy to meet to discuss with you
outside the commission meetings individually on the possible solutions and options. 
 
Aaron Goodman D11 SF Resident 
 
Balboa Park Station Area Plan CAC (former chair 2+ years) 
SF Tomorrow Board Member (Transit / Housing / Environment) 
 



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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support 400 Divisadero
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 10:36:53 AM

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

From: Zack B <zack.brown415@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 10:34 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I support 400 Divisadero
 

 

Don’t know the details but we need to build more housing. I’m 33, born in SF, make a good living,
and can’t afford to buy anything.
 
Zack Brown
4520 Fulton Street

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
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE*** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SHERIFF VICKI HENNESSY ANNOUNCE PLAN FOR

SAN FRANCISCO TO MAKE ALL JAIL PHONE CALLS FREE AND END COUNTY MARKUPS IN THE JAIL
COMMISSARY

Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 10:35:39 AM
Attachments: 6.12.19 Free Jail Calls.pdf

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 6:07 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE*** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SHERIFF VICKI HENNESSY ANNOUNCE
PLAN FOR SAN FRANCISCO TO MAKE ALL JAIL PHONE CALLS FREE AND END COUNTY MARKUPS IN
THE JAIL COMMISSARY
 
 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, June 12, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SHERIFF VICKI

HENNESSY ANNOUNCE PLAN FOR SAN FRANCISCO
TO MAKE ALL JAIL PHONE CALLS FREE AND END

COUNTY MARKUPS IN THE JAIL COMMISSARY
San Francisco will become the first county in the nation to stop generating revenue from

incarcerated people and their families, lifting an economic burden from low-income
communities, boosting connection to support networks, and easing re-entry

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Sheriff Vicki Hennessy today
announced that San Francisco will become the first county in the nation to make all phone
calls from jail free and end all county markups on jail store items. The plan is funded in
the Mayor’s recently announced budget and the Sheriff’s Department will implement
these reforms over the next fiscal year.

 

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/
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Wednesday, June 12, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 
*** PRESS RELEASE*** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SHERIFF VICKI HENNESSY 
ANNOUNCE PLAN FOR SAN FRANCISCO TO MAKE ALL 
JAIL PHONE CALLS FREE AND END COUNTY MARKUPS 


IN THE JAIL COMMISSARY 
San Francisco will become the first county in the nation to stop generating revenue from incarcerated 


people and their families, lifting an economic burden from low-income communities, boosting 
connection to support networks, and easing re-entry 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Sheriff Vicki Hennessy today announced 
that San Francisco will become the first county in the nation to make all phone calls from jail free 
and end all county markups on jail store items. The plan is funded in the Mayor’s recently 
announced budget and the Sheriff’s Department will implement these reforms over the next fiscal 
year. 
 
“This change is an important continuation of our efforts to reform fines and fees that 
disproportionately impact low-income people and communities of color. When people are in jail 
they should be able to remain connected to their family without being concerned about how much 
it will cost them or their loved ones,” said Mayor Breed. “Incarcerated individuals should be able 
to purchase items from the jail commissary without having to pay extra for even the most basic 
goods.”  
 
“When I assumed office in 2016, we reduced the cost of phone calls for people in jail to one of 
the lowest levels in the State,” said Sheriff Hennessy. “Since then, we’ve been studying how we 
can remove financial barriers to reentry for people in jail, working with the San Francisco 
Financial Justice Project in the Treasurer’s Office, criminal justice advocates, and the Mayor’s 
Office. Thanks to our collaboration, commitment, and mutual compassion for others, the 
Sheriff’s Department will phase in free phone calls for everyone in San Francisco county jails 
and end county commissary markups over the next fiscal year.” 
 
The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department has been a leader in reducing call costs and 
San Francisco has among the lowest calling rates in the region. According to Prison Policy 
Initiative, the average cost of a 15-minute, in-state phone call from a San Francisco county jail is 
$2.10, significantly lower than the statewide average of $5.70. Approximately 50% of calls are 
currently free from San Francisco County jails, either because they are to an attorney or originate 
from the intake facility where people are first booked. 
 
Marking up prices for phone calls and commissary items is a common practice in jails and prisons 
across the country, but San Francisco now joins a growing number of cities, counties and states 
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that are working to eliminate these costs, including New York City. 
 
High phone call costs and an average county markup of 43% on items from the jail commissary 
place an economic burden on incarcerated people and their families. If an incarcerated person 
makes two 15-minute phone calls a day in San Francisco, it will cost $300 over 70 days, which is 
the average jail stay, or $1,500 over the course of the year. 
 
Analysis done by the San Francisco Financial Justice Project in the Office of City Treasurer 
José Cisneros estimates that 80% of phone calls are paid for by incarcerated individuals’ support 
networks, primarily low-income women of color. In a national survey of incarcerated people and 
their families, the cost of phone calls was identified as the primary barrier to staying in contact 
with loved ones in prison or jail.  
 
“In 2019 in San Francisco no one should pay this much money to call their son or daughter or buy 
basic hygiene items,” said Treasurer José Cisneros. “We should not fund city operations on the 
backs of families who simply want to stay in touch with their lifelines and support networks. I am 
proud to stand with the Sheriff and the Mayor on this groundbreaking effort.” 
 
Studies show that people who maintain contact with their families while incarcerated are less 
likely to reoffend after they are released and have lower recidivism rates. According to the 
Vera Institute, the majority of people who exit the criminal justice system end up residing with a 
relative or spouse after their release, and staying connected with family while incarcerated helps 
maintain these important relationships. 
 
“This change will do more than allow for free phone calls within county jails. With this reform, 
San Francisco will open the lines of communication between incarcerated people and their 
families and support networks, which has been proven to reduce recidivism while boosting 
successful family and community reintegration,” said Aminah S. R. Elster, Family Unity Project 
Coordinator at Legal Services for Prisoners With Children. 
 
“There are significant social and fiscal benefits associated with expanding communication between 
incarcerated people and their support networks. Yet, more important than utility is humanity. The 
relationship between a mother and her child should never be exploited, but rather protected and 
encouraged,” said Bianca Tylek, Executive Director of Worth Rises, an advocacy organization 
dedicated to dismantling the prison industrial complex. “We applaud Mayor Breed for building on the 
advocacy wins in New York City to make jail phone calls free.” 
 
This reform builds on other efforts in San Francisco to assess and reform fines and fees that 
disproportionately affect low-income people and communities of color. In 2018, San Francisco 
became the first county in the nation to eliminate administrative fees across multiple City agencies that 
are charged to people exiting the criminal justice system. The City and County ultimately wrote off 
$32 million in debt that was owed by 21,000 people, since the fees were charged almost exclusively to 
low-income people who could not pay them. These fees created barriers to people’s re-entry and also 
had very low collection rates. 
 



https://ellabakercenter.org/who-pays-the-true-cost-of-incarceration-on-families

https://www.prisonpolicy.org/scans/vera/the-family-and-recidivism.pdf
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Changes to phone calls and commissary markups will go into effect over the next fiscal year. In the 
meantime, the Sheriff’s Department will continue to offer opportunities for free phone calls to those 
without funds in jail during holidays and observances such as this Father’s Day weekend, Saturday, 
June 15 and Sunday, June 16. 


 
### 







“This change is an important continuation of our efforts to reform fines and fees that
disproportionately impact low-income people and communities of color. When people are
in jail they should be able to remain connected to their family without being concerned
about how much it will cost them or their loved ones,” said Mayor Breed. “Incarcerated
individuals should be able to purchase items from the jail commissary without having to
pay extra for even the most basic goods.”

 
“When I assumed office in 2016, we reduced the cost of phone calls for people in jail to
one of the lowest levels in the State,” said Sheriff Hennessy. “Since then, we’ve been
studying how we can remove financial barriers to reentry for people in jail, working with
the San Francisco Financial Justice Project in the Treasurer’s Office, criminal justice
advocates, and the Mayor’s Office. Thanks to our collaboration, commitment, and mutual
compassion for others, the Sheriff’s Department will phase in free phone calls for
everyone in San Francisco county jails and end county commissary markups over the next
fiscal year.”

 
The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department has been a leader in reducing call costs and
San Francisco has among the lowest calling rates in the region. According to Prison
Policy Initiative, the average cost of a 15-minute, in-state phone call from a San Francisco
county jail is $2.10, significantly lower than the statewide average of $5.70.
Approximately 50% of calls are currently free from San Francisco County jails, either
because they are to an attorney or originate from the intake facility where people are first
booked.

 
Marking up prices for phone calls and commissary items is a common practice in jails
and prisons across the country, but San Francisco now joins a growing number of cities,
counties and states that are working to eliminate these costs, including New York City.

 
High phone call costs and an average county markup of 43% on items from the jail
commissary place an economic burden on incarcerated people and their families. If an
incarcerated person makes two 15-minute phone calls a day in San Francisco, it will cost
$300 over 70 days, which is the average jail stay, or $1,500 over the course of the year.

 
Analysis done by the San Francisco Financial Justice Project in the Office of City
Treasurer José Cisneros estimates that 80% of phone calls are paid for by incarcerated
individuals’ support networks, primarily low-income women of color. In a national
survey of incarcerated people and their families, the cost of phone calls was identified as
the primary barrier to staying in contact with loved ones in prison or jail.

 
“In 2019 in San Francisco no one should pay this much money to call their son or
daughter or buy basic hygiene items,” said Treasurer José Cisneros. “We should not fund
city operations on the backs of families who simply want to stay in touch with their
lifelines and support networks. I am proud to stand with the Sheriff and the Mayor on this
groundbreaking effort.”

 
Studies show that people who maintain contact with their families while incarcerated are
less likely to reoffend after they are released and have lower recidivism rates. According
to the Vera Institute, the majority of people who exit the criminal justice system end up
residing with a relative or spouse after their release, and staying connected with family
while incarcerated helps maintain these important relationships.

https://ellabakercenter.org/who-pays-the-true-cost-of-incarceration-on-families
https://www.prisonpolicy.org/scans/vera/the-family-and-recidivism.pdf


 
“This change will do more than allow for free phone calls within county jails. With this
reform, San Francisco will open the lines of communication between incarcerated people
and their families and support networks, which has been proven to reduce recidivism
while boosting successful family and community reintegration,” said Aminah S. R. Elster,
Family Unity Project Coordinator at Legal Services for Prisoners With Children.

 
“There are significant social and fiscal benefits associated with expanding communication
between incarcerated people and their support networks. Yet, more important than utility is
humanity. The relationship between a mother and her child should never be exploited, but
rather protected and encouraged,” said Bianca Tylek, Executive Director of Worth Rises, an
advocacy organization dedicated to dismantling the prison industrial complex. “We applaud
Mayor Breed for building on the advocacy wins in New York City to make jail phone calls
free.”

 
This reform builds on other efforts in San Francisco to assess and reform fines and fees that
disproportionately affect low-income people and communities of color. In 2018, San
Francisco became the first county in the nation to eliminate administrative fees across multiple
City agencies that are charged to people exiting the criminal justice system. The City and
County ultimately wrote off $32 million in debt that was owed by 21,000 people, since the
fees were charged almost exclusively to low-income people who could not pay them. These
fees created barriers to people’s re-entry and also had very low collection rates.

 
Changes to phone calls and commissary markups will go into effect over the next fiscal year.
In the meantime, the Sheriff’s Department will continue to offer opportunities for free phone
calls to those without funds in jail during holidays and observances such as this Father’s Day
weekend, Saturday, June 15 and Sunday, June 16.
 

###
 
 



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 400 Divisadero and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 5:56:24 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Ellisa <ellisafeinstein@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 5:56 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 and Need for More 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) The hearing was continued from May 23rd to June 13th to resolve standing issues community members have with
the project, yet no changes or commitments have been made by the project sponsor.

2) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough. It does nothing to help neighbors and other SF
residents who are not high earners, and adds to the overwhelming gentrification among the Divisadero corridor.

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

4) 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.

5) The developer has consistently ignored community demands for increased affordability on the site and had been
disingenuous about engaging 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.

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


Thank you,
Ellisa Feinstein
Resident, D5 & Divisadero corridor

Sent from my micro device



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Affordable Divis Opposition Letter Re: 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 5:55:50 PM
Attachments: Affordable Divis Opposition Letter 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St.pdf

Divisadero Community Plan 2016.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: David Woo <davidgwoo@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 4:35 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>
Subject: Affordable Divis Opposition Letter Re: 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
Please see the attached letter from Affordable Divis regarding opposition to the proposed
development at 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St due to lack of affordability in the project.
Also attached for reference is the Divisadero Community Plan.

Sincerely,
David Woo
Steering Committee, Affordable Divis

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



 
 
June 11, 2019 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
 
Re: 400-444 Divisadero St and 1048-1064 Oak St 
 
 
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 project was continued from May 23rd, 2019 to June 13th, 2019 in order to resolve 
community issues with the proposed development, yet no concessions have been made by the 
project sponsor regarding community demands for increased affordability. The project sponsor 
has made no effort to reach out to Affordable Divis during this time. 
 
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? 
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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. 
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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.  
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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, Steering Committee 








 


 
Divisadero Community Plan – Page 1 


 
 
 
 
 
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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4. Area Median Income shall be for the city of San Francisco only, not the HUD Metro AMI, 
which includes Marin and San Mateo counties. 


5. In mixed income developments, all affordable units shall be built onsite.   
6. 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.  


7. Affordability restrictions must be permanent. 
8. Affordable rental units in new developments must be maintained as affordable permanently 


even if the building converts to ownership units. 
9. 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. 


2. 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 


3. 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. 


4. Pedestrian use must be maximized in all new development with minimum number of curb 
cuts to minimize car interactions with pedestrians/bikers. 


5. 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. 


6. 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. 


7. 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. 


8. 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. 


9. 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.   
2. High-density new development must dedicate at least 50% of its proposed retail space as 


neighborhood-serving retail. 
3. No new formula retail shall be allowed in any development seeking a density bonus 
4. 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 


5. 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. 


2. 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. 


3. 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. 


4. 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. 


 







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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 400 Divisadero and Need for More On-Site Affordable Housing
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 5:55:38 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: Ericka Martynovych <emartynovych@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 5:51 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>; Woods, Mary (CPC) <mary.woods@sfgov.org>;
affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: Opposition to 400 Divisadero and Need for More 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:
 
1) The hearing was continued from May 23rd to June 13th to resolve standing issues community
members have with the project, yet no changes or commitments have been made by the project
sponsor.

2) 37 units of affordable housing out of 186 units is not enough.

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

4) 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.

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


5) 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.”

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



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); 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, June 11, 2019 3:41:56 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: Riley Avron <riley.avron@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 2:46 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I Support 400 Divisadero
 

 

I'd like to express my support for the hopefully uncontroversial conversion of a gas station into 186
sorely needed rental units in our city. I'm a resident of district five and welcome any and all just
housing, such as this project. Please approve it. Thank you.
 
--
Riley

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Woods, Mary (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for 400 Divis
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 3:41:45 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: Robin Kutner <robin.kutner@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 3:07 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis <richhillissf@gmail.com>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for 400 Divis
 

 

Hi there,
I cannot attend the Planning Commission hearing this Thursday 6/13 but I want to write in my
support for the 400 Divis development. I live just a couple blocks away, on the 100 block of
Divisadero. I support more housing in our neighborhood, I am excited that the blight of that corner's
third gas station will be replaced by something better, I look forward to better commercial options
and walkability on the section of Divis near Oak, and I believe David Kroziere has done an excellent
job listen to the our community and shaping this project to meet multiple stakeholders' preferences.
 
I support 400 Divis!
 
Thanks,
Robin Kutner

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Claudia (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: Joint Racial & Social Equity Training - Sept. 26th
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 1:06:57 PM
Importance: High

Commissioners,
Please be advised that we are attempting to schedule the Racial & Social Equity Training as a Special Joint

Session on September 26th, 2019. We are looking to secure an off-site location. This will be open to the public
and conducted as a Joint Hearing, however, you will be breaking into smaller discussion groups.
 
For the moment, I am simply asking that if you wanted to attend and cannot, please let me know ASAP. We are
targeting 100% attendance and would like to accommodate as many of your schedules as possible. If a large
number of you are not available we should re-schedule.
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); 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
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS ANNOUNCE THE CITY’S

INTENT TO PURCHASE LARGE PARCEL IN THE MISSION FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 11:32:12 AM
Attachments: 6.11.19 1515 South Van Ness.pdf

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 11:29 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS ANNOUNCE
THE CITY’S INTENT TO PURCHASE LARGE PARCEL IN THE MISSION FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, June 11, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS
ANNOUNCE THE CITY’S INTENT TO PURCHASE LARGE
PARCEL IN THE MISSION FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Once built, the 100 percent affordable apartment building will provide permanently affordable
housing for low-income families

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and community leaders today announced the
City is in contract to purchase a large parcel of land at 1515 South Van Ness Avenue to build
new affordable housing. The project will provide 100 percent permanently affordable housing,
and will likely serve families earning between 30 and 80 percent of Area Median Income.
Once complete, the project will be the eighth new construction of affordable housing in the
Mission District since 2015.
 
“Projects like 1515 South Van Ness are exactly what I envisioned last year when we pushed
for the City’s windfall revenue to be spent on building and preserving affordable housing,”
said Mayor Breed. “We need more affordable housing in the Mission and throughout San
Francisco so that our low- and middle-income residents can continue to live here. The $600
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, June 11, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS 
ANNOUNCE THE CITY’S INTENT TO PURCHASE LARGE 
PARCEL IN THE MISSION FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING 


Once built, the 100 percent affordable apartment building will provide permanently affordable 
housing for low-income families 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and community leaders today announced the 
City is in contract to purchase a large parcel of land at 1515 South Van Ness Avenue to build 
new affordable housing. The project will provide 100 percent permanently affordable housing, 
and will likely serve families earning between 30 and 80 percent of Area Median Income. Once 
complete, the project will be the eighth new construction of affordable housing in the Mission 
District since 2015. 
 
“Projects like 1515 South Van Ness are exactly what I envisioned last year when we pushed for 
the City’s windfall revenue to be spent on building and preserving affordable housing,” said 
Mayor Breed. “We need more affordable housing in the Mission and throughout San Francisco 
so that our low- and middle-income residents can continue to live here. The $600 million 
Affordable Housing Bond that we introduced last month will continue our progress and I look 
forward to working with our diverse coalition of supporters to make sure that it passes.” 
 
The City will purchase the parcel with funds appropriated mid-year by the Board and Mayor 
from the excess Fiscal Year (FY) 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 Educational Revenue Augmentation 
Fund (ERAF) as well as monies from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s JumpStart 
fund. When San Francisco learned it would receive a windfall of money from the State due to 
excess ERAF in the current year, Mayor Breed committed to using a significant portion of the 
funds to invest in the City’s affordable housing programs.  
 
“We’re thrilled to be adding 1515 South Van Ness to the 900 affordable housing units already in 
progress in the Mission neighborhood. These kinds of investments make an incredible difference 
in communities and in the lives of the families who will live there,” said Kate Hartley, Director 
of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development. “We want to thank the Mayor 
for her ongoing support of affordable housing. We also want to thank MTC for its JumpStart 
investment of $5 million, which was a great help in making this acquisition happen.” 
 
“We are super excited that Mayor Breed, after taking a lowrider tour in the Mission Community 
– which is Ground Zero for gentrification, with over 10,000 people being evicted – immediately 
took action to address the housing crisis by taking steps to purchase 1515 South Van Ness,” said 
Roberto Y. Hernandez, Founder of Our Mission No Eviction. “Today we celebrate a major 
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victory thanks to Mayor Breed who not only listened, but is taking action to build 100% 
affordable housing in our community. Sí se puede!” 
 
Last month, Mayor Breed and Board of Supervisors President Norman Yee introduced a $600 
million Affordable Housing Bond to provide additional funding to build more housing in San 
Francisco. The Affordable Housing Bond will go to voters for approval on the November ballot. 
If approved, the general obligation bond will provide funding for the City to begin construction 
on more projects like 1515 South Van Ness to provide additional housing for low-income 
residents. 
 
The parcel is currently vacant and will be transformed into a mixed-use development with 
expansive ground-floor activation opportunities. From 2017 to 2018, the site served as a 
temporary 120-bed Navigation Center, which closed when the Division Circle Navigation Center 
opened last summer. 
 
Following approval of the purchase by the Board of Supervisors this summer and identification 
of construction funding, the City will select a developer through a Request for Qualifications 
process to develop the site. Once complete, 1515 South Van Ness will bring the number of new 
and preserved affordable homes in the neighborhood to over 1,000 units. 
 


### 







million Affordable Housing Bond that we introduced last month will continue our progress
and I look forward to working with our diverse coalition of supporters to make sure that it
passes.”

 

The City will purchase the parcel with funds appropriated mid-year by the Board and Mayor
from the excess Fiscal Year (FY) 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 Educational Revenue
Augmentation Fund (ERAF) as well as monies from the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission’s JumpStart fund. When San Francisco learned it would receive a windfall of
money from the State due to excess ERAF in the current year, Mayor Breed committed to
using a significant portion of the funds to invest in the City’s affordable housing programs.

 

“We’re thrilled to be adding 1515 South Van Ness to the 900 affordable housing units already
in progress in the Mission neighborhood. These kinds of investments make an incredible
difference in communities and in the lives of the families who will live there,” said Kate
Hartley, Director of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development. “We want
to thank the Mayor for her ongoing support of affordable housing. We also want to thank
MTC for its JumpStart investment of $5 million, which was a great help in making this
acquisition happen.”

 

“We are super excited that Mayor Breed, after taking a lowrider tour in the Mission
Community – which is Ground Zero for gentrification, with over 10,000 people being evicted
– immediately took action to address the housing crisis by taking steps to purchase 1515 South
Van Ness,” said Roberto Y. Hernandez, Founder of Our Mission No Eviction. “Today we
celebrate a major victory thanks to Mayor Breed who not only listened, but is taking action to
build 100% affordable housing in our community. Sí se puede!”

 

Last month, Mayor Breed and Board of Supervisors President Norman Yee introduced a $600
million Affordable Housing Bond to provide additional funding to build more housing in San
Francisco. The Affordable Housing Bond will go to voters for approval on the November
ballot. If approved, the general obligation bond will provide funding for the City to begin
construction on more projects like 1515 South Van Ness to provide additional housing for
low-income residents.

 

The parcel is currently vacant and will be transformed into a mixed-use development with
expansive ground-floor activation opportunities. From 2017 to 2018, the site served as a
temporary 120-bed Navigation Center, which closed when the Division Circle Navigation
Center opened last summer.

 

Following approval of the purchase by the Board of Supervisors this summer and
identification of construction funding, the City will select a developer through a Request for



Qualifications process to develop the site. Once complete, 1515 South Van Ness will bring the
number of new and preserved affordable homes in the neighborhood to over 1,000 units.

 

###



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
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Notification for Recusal with the Ethics Commission
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 11:22:21 AM
Importance: High

Commissioners,
Please be advised that the Ethics Commission has developed an online filing system for recusals. As you recall,
you are now required to file a Notification of Recusal with the Ethics Commission within 15 calendar days of a
Commission or Committee meeting in which you had to recuse yourself, or if you were absent from the
meeting, and you would have recused yourself.
 
You will find the online form here: https://sfethics.org/compliance/city-officers/conflict-of-interest-city-
officers/file-sfec-3209b-notification-of-recusal
 
Please remember that this is a public record; you will most likely want to use your public e-mail address, and
the Planning Department phone number is 415-575-9121 for the filing.
 
If you’d like to see what prior filings by other commissioners and board members look like, you may find them
here: https://sfethics.org/disclosures/city-officer-disclosure/notification-of-recusal
 
It is my understanding that if you have already filed a paper recusal, you will not need to refile online for the
same instance.
 
 
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
 

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
https://sfethics.org/compliance/city-officers/conflict-of-interest-city-officers/file-sfec-3209b-notification-of-recusal
https://sfethics.org/compliance/city-officers/conflict-of-interest-city-officers/file-sfec-3209b-notification-of-recusal
https://sfethics.org/disclosures/city-officer-disclosure/notification-of-recusal
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 400 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 9:57:29 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Awbrey <weegreenmea@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 9:10 AM
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.

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

Sent from my iPad

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




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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Townes, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: In support of 55 Belcher St proposal
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 9:02:24 AM

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

From: Robin Kutner <robin.kutner@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2019 4:15 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis <richhillissf@gmail.com>; Johnson, Milicent
(CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards,
Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: In support of 55 Belcher St proposal
 

 

Hi Planning Commissioners,
I'm writing to share my support for the 55 Belcher St proposal on the agenda for later this  week. I
work business hours so will not be able to speak at the meeting, so please accept this as my public
comment. I live on Duboce Ave just a few blocks from this proposal. I think housing a great usage of
space instead of an empty parking lot/infill lot. Our city needs more housing of all kinds in all
neighorhoods and districts, including my own. I want these homes need to be built as soon as
possible.
 
Thank you,
Robin Kutner
800 Duboce Ave

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


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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support 400 Divisadero
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 9:02:12 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Meghan F Duff <meghanfduff@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2019 8:56 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.

Sent from my iPhone

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


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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support 400 Divisadero
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 9:02:01 AM

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

From: Phillip Kobernick <phillipkobernick@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 8:50 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: I support 400 Divisadero
 

 

As this item has been continued by the Planning Commission, I am continuing my public comment in
support of this project. Renters need help. Adding over 180 rental apartments is a small, but crucial
part of the relief that we need in San Francisco right now. Please approve this project without delay.
Thank you. 
 
On Tue, May 21, 2019 at 12:52 PM Phillip Kobernick <phillipkobernick@gmail.com> wrote:

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

 

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/
mailto:phillipkobernick@gmail.com


--
Phillip Kobernick
w: 510.272.6505
c: 281.685.6926



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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Jobs Housing Linkage Program - Updated Documents
Date: Monday, June 10, 2019 12:43:52 PM
Attachments: San Francisco Jobs Housing Nexus Report May 2019 FINAL.pdf

Final Feasibility Study JHL 6.3.19.pdf
JHLF Nexus Feasibility Cover Memorandum_6-7-19 Final.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: Lutenski, Leigh (ECN) 
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2019 4:18 PM
To: Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa
(BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>; Rosenfield, Ben
(CON) <ben.rosenfield@sfgov.org>
Cc: Rich, Ken (ECN) <ken.rich@sfgov.org>; Switzky, Joshua (CPC) <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>;
Sanchez, Diego (CPC) <diego.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Adams, Daniel (MYR) <dan.adams@sfgov.org>;
Conrad, Theodore (ECN) <theodore.conrad@sfgov.org>; YANG, AUSTIN (CAT)
<Austin.Yang@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT) <Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; Taupier, Anne (ECN)
<anne.taupier@sfgov.org>; Bintliff, Jacob (CPC) <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>; Power, Andres (MYR)
<andres.power@sfgov.org>; Cretan, Jeff (MYR) <jeff.cretan@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Jobs Housing Linkage Program - Updated Documents
 
To Mayor London N. Breed, San Francisco Board of Supervisors:
 
Enclosed in this transmittal are three documents related to the Jobs Housing Linkage Program:

An updated 2019 Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis for San Francisco that was produced by Keyser
Marston Associates, Inc. in accordance with the California Mitigation Fee Act, Government
Code Sections 66000 et seq. The analysis is an update to the last Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis
on file that was completed in 1997.
An accompanying financial feasibility study performed by Seifel Consulting and Economic and
Planning Systems that analyzes office development and recommends Jobs Housing Linkage
Fee levels at which office development is feasible in our current real estate market.
A cover memorandum that describes both the updated nexus analysis and the feasibility
study.

 

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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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
This Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis has been prepared for the City and County of San Francisco 
(“City”) in support of the City’s Jobs Housing Linkage Program (“JHLF Program”) established in 
Section 413 of the San Francisco Planning Code. The JHLF Program establishes affordable 
housing fees applicable to non-residential development (the “Jobs Housing Linkage Fee” or 
“JHLF Fee”). The purpose of this report is to determine nexus support for fees under the JHLF 
Program consistent with the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code Section 
66000 et. seq.). Findings represent the results of an impact analysis only and are not 
recommended requirements.  
  
The nexus analysis establishes the relationships among construction of new non-residential 
buildings, added employment, and increased affordable housing demand. The analysis 
addresses construction of eight types of workplace buildings in San Francisco covering uses 
currently subject to the City’s Jobs Housing Linkage Program plus medical and institutional uses 
which are included for consistency with the City’s prior nexus study and to provide flexibility in 
adjusting program requirements in the future.  
 
The eight building types addressed are: 
 Office  
 Research and Development (R&D)  
 Retail  
 Entertainment  
 Hotel  
 Production Distribution and Repair (PDR)  
 Medical  
 Institutional  


 
The analysis establishes the additional demand for affordable units for each 1,000 square feet of 
net new non-residential gross floor area. This represents the maximum level of affordable unit 
demand to be mitigated by the City’s JHLF Program consistent with the requirements of the 
Mitigation Fee Act, referred to for purposes of this Report as the “Affordable Unit Demand Factor.” 
This Affordable Unit Demand Factor is a multiplier that the City can use in combination with current 
information regarding the subsidy required to produce affordable units to determine the maximum 
Jobs Housing Linkage Fee level consistent with the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act.  
 
Analysis Methodology  
 
The nexus analysis links new non-residential buildings with new workers; these workers 
demand additional housing, a portion of which needs to be affordable to the workers in lower 
income households. The analysis begins by assuming a 100,000 square foot building for each 
of the eight building types and then makes the following calculations: 
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 Number of employees is estimated based on average employment density data. 


 New jobs are adjusted to new households, using San Francisco demographics on the 
number of workers per household. We know from the Census that many workers are 
members of households where more than one person is employed; we use factors 
derived from the Census to translate the number of workers into the number of 
households.  


 Household incomes of workers by building type is estimated based on data specific to 
San Francisco’s workforce derived from the United States Census American Community 
Survey (ACS) Public Use Microdata Sample for 2011 through 2016.  


 The household income categories addressed in the analysis are Extremely Low Income, 
Very Low Income, Low Income and Moderate Income. The number of households within 
each income category generated by the new development is calculated by comparing 
data on household income to the income limits applicable to each income category. The 
number of households per 100,000 square feet of non-residential gross floor area (GFA) 
is then divided by 100 to arrive at coefficients of housing units needed for every 1,000 
square feet of GFA, which are the Affordable Unit Demand Factor conclusions of the 
analysis.  


The maximum Jobs Housing Linkage Fee per square foot of gross floor area (GFA) supported 
by this nexus analysis may be determined by multiplying each Affordable Unit Demand Factor 
by the required net subsidy to deliver each unit of affordable housing in San Francisco 
(“affordability gap”) and then dividing by 1,000 square feet. Affordability gaps are published by 
the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development and updated regularly for purposes 
of San Francisco’s affordable housing programs. Because affordability gaps for San Francisco 
are published regularly and vary over time with changes in development costs and median 
income levels, the final step in the fee calculation, multiplication by an affordability gap to 
determine mitigation cost, was not included in this report.  
 
Nexus Findings: Affordable Unit Demand Factors 
 
The Affordable Unit Demand Factors for the eight building types are as follows:  
 


Table I-1: Affordable Unit Demand Factors 
Number of Affordable Units Needed  
per 1,000 Square Feet of Gross Floor Area   
Office 0.80892   
R&D 0.44599   
Retail 1.02229   
Entertainment 0.34275   
Hotel 0.51642   
PDR 0.53153   
Medical 0.68647   
Institutional 0.33176   
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These figures express the maximum number of affordable units per 1,000 square feet of gross 
floor area to be mitigated by JHLF Fees applicable to the eight building types. Affordable Unit 
Demand Factors by income category are provided in Table III-6 on page 14. They are not 
recommended levels for requirements; they represent only the maximums established by the 
impact analysis.  
 
The results of the analysis are heavily driven by the density of employees within buildings in 
combination with the household incomes of workers. Retail has both high employment density 
and a high proportion of lower income workers. These factors combine to drive the greater 
Affordable Unit Demand Factor conclusions for retail.  
 
Appendix C addresses the potential for overlap between affordable housing impacts 
documented in this Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis and the City’s separate Residential Affordable 
Housing Nexus Analysis. The analysis demonstrates that adopted requirements are within the 
maximums supported by the nexus analyses even in the unlikely event significant overlap were 
to occur.  
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II. INTRODUCTION 
 
The following report is a Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis, an analysis of the linkages between 
non-residential development and the need for additional affordable housing in San Francisco. 
This Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis has been prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
(KMA) in support of affordable housing fees under the City’s Jobs Housing Linkage Program. 
 
Purpose and Use of This Study 
 
The purpose of a Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis is to document and quantify the impact of the 
development of new non-residential buildings and the employees that work in them, on the 
demand for affordable housing. This nexus study has been prepared for the limited purpose of 
determining nexus support for the San Francisco JHLF Program consistent with the 
requirements of Government Code Section 66000 (Mitigation Fee Act). The analysis establishes 
the basis for calculating Jobs Housing Linkage Fees that could be imposed on a non-residential 
development project in a manner consistent with the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act, 
referred to for purposes of this Report as the “Affordable Unit Demand Factor.” Because jobs in 
all buildings cover a range of compensation levels, there are housing needs at all affordability 
levels. This analysis quantifies the need for affordable housing created by eight categories of 
workplace buildings. The affordable housing need is then translated into Affordable Housing 
Demand Factors representing the number of affordable units needed per 1,000 square feet of 
non-residential gross floor area (GFA). The Affordable Unit Demand Factor is a multiplier that 
the City can use to quantify and impose JHLF Fees to address the additional demand for 
affordable housing units resulting from non-residential development.  
 
This study updates a prior nexus study prepared by KMA in 1997. In the 21 years since the prior 
study was prepared, there have been changes in the business activity taking place in the City, in 
the occupation and compensation structure of the City’s workforce and in the cost of delivering 
affordable units to workers who cannot afford housing at market rates, all of which make an 
update to the City’s nexus study advisable at this time.  
 
This analysis has not been prepared as a document to guide policy design in the broader 
context. We caution against the use of this study, or any impact study for that matter, for 
purposes beyond the intended use. All nexus studies are limited and imperfect but can be 
helpful for addressing narrow concerns. The findings presented in this report represent the 
results of an impact analysis only and are not policy recommendations for changes to the JHLF 
Program.  
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San Francisco’s Jobs Housing Linkage Program  
 
San Francisco’s affordable housing fee program applicable to non-residential development has 
been in place for over 30 years. The predecessor to the current JHLF Program, the Office 
Affordable Housing Production Program (OAHHP), was enacted in 1985. The OAHHP program 
linked development of office buildings to the demand for affordable housing, by requiring office 
developers to either build affordable housing or pay an in-lieu fee. The program has been 
expanded and amended several times and now covers the following building types:  


 Office, 
 Research and Development (R&D), 
 Retail,  
 Entertainment,  
 Hotel,  
 Integrated Production Distribution and Repair (PDR), and  
 Small Enterprise Workspace1.  


 
San Francisco’s JHLF Program is established in Section 413 of the Planning Code. Fee 
requirements apply to projects adding more than 25,000 square feet of any combination of the 
above uses. Projects have the option to provide affordable units as an alternative to payment of 
fees or to comply through a combination of fee payment and provision of affordable units.  
 
Legal Context 
 
San Francisco’s JHLF Program is among the first jobs housing linkage programs adopted in the 
U.S. Since the program was adopted in the mid-1980s, there have been several court cases 
and California statutes that affect what local jurisdictions must demonstrate when imposing 
impact fees on development projects. The most important U.S. Supreme Court cases are Nollan 
v. California Coastal Commission and Dolan v. City of Tigard (Oregon). The rulings on these 
cases, and others, help clarify what governments must find in the way of the nature of the 
relationship between the problem to be mitigated and the action contributing to the problem. 
Here, the problem is the lack of affordable housing and the action contributing to the problem is 
building workspaces that mean more jobs and worker households needing more affordable 
housing. 
 
Following the Nollan decision in 1987, the California legislature enacted AB 1600 which requires 
local agencies proposing an impact fee on a development project to identify the purpose of the 
fee, the use of the fee, and to determine that there is a reasonable relationship between the 
fee’s use and the development project on which the fee is imposed. The local agency must also 
demonstrate that there is a reasonable relationship between the fee amount and the cost of 


                                                
1 Defined in Planning Code Section 102 as a use comprised of discrete workspace units of limited size that are 
independently accessed from building common areas.  
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mitigating the problem that the fee addresses. Studies by local governments designed to fulfill 
the requirements of AB 1600 are often referred to as AB 1600 or “nexus” studies. 
 
One court case that involved housing linkage fees was Commercial Builders of Northern 
California v. City of Sacramento decided in 1991. The commercial builders of Sacramento sued 
the City following the City’s adoption of a housing linkage fee. Both the U.S. District Court and 
the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals upheld the City of Sacramento and rejected the builders’ 
petition. The U.S. Supreme Court denied a petition to hear the case, letting stand the lower 
court’s opinion.  
 
Since the Sacramento case in 1991, there have been several additional court rulings reaffirming 
and clarifying the ability of California cities to adopt impact fees. A notable case was the San 
Remo Hotel v. the City and County of San Francisco, which upheld the impact fee levied by the 
City and County on the conversion of residence hotels to tourist hotels and other uses. The 
court found that a suitable nexus, or deleterious impact, had been demonstrated. In 2009, in the 
Building Industry Association of Central California v. the City of Patterson, the Court invalidated 
the City’s fee since the impact of the proposed project as related to the fee had not been 
demonstrated. A 2010 ruling upheld most of the impact fees levied by the City of Lemoore in 
Southern California. Of note relevant to housing impact fees was the judges’ opinion that a “fee” 
may be “established for a broad class of projects by legislation of general applicability….the fact 
that specific construction plans are not in place does not render the fee unreasonable.” In other 
words, cities do not have to identify specific affordable housing projects to be constructed at the 
time of adoption. 
 
In summary, the case law at this time appears to be fully supportive of fees under the JHLF 
Program that have been in place in San Francisco since the 1980s and are the subject of this 
updated nexus analysis. 
 
Analysis Scope  
 
This analysis examines eight types of workplace buildings encompassing uses subject to the 
City’s JHLF Program. The Institutional and Medical categories are not generally subject to fees 
at this time but are included for consistency with the 1997 study and to provide flexibility in 
amending the program in the future.  


 Office encompasses the full range of office users in San Francisco from high tech firms 
that have represented an increasing share of leasing activity in recent years to the 
financial and professional services sector and medical offices. 


 Research and Development (R&D) encompasses the Laboratory and Life Science uses 
defined in Planning Code Section 102.  


 Retail includes all types of retail, restaurants and personal services.  


 Entertainment includes performance venues, movie theaters and other entertainment.  
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 Hotel covers the range from full service hotels to limited service accommodations. 


 Production Distribution and Repair (PDR) is a use category defined in Planning Code 
Section 102 encompassing industrial, wholesale, auto repair and service, storage, 
delivery services, and a range of other uses of an industrial or semi-industrial character.  


 Medical encompasses hospitals, outpatient and nursing care facilities. Medical office is 
not included as it is captured within the office category.  


 Institutional uses encompass educational, cultural, religious and other institutional 
buildings except medical, which are captured as a separate category.  


 
Small enterprise workspace is not addressed as a separate use category in the nexus analysis 
because these buildings are defined more by the size of businesses and interior configuration 
and may include one or more of the above uses.  
 
The household income categories addressed in the analysis are:  


 Extremely Low Income: households earning up to 30% of median income; 
 Very Low Income: households earning over 30% up to 50% of median; 
 Low Income: households earning over 50% up to 80% of median; and, 
 Moderate Income: households earning over 80% up to 120% of median.  


 
Report Organization  
 
The report is organized into five sections and three appendices, as follows: 
 
 Section I is the Executive Summary; 


 
 Section II provides an introduction;   


 
 Section III presents an analysis of the jobs and housing relationships associated with 


each workplace building type and concludes with the number of households at each 
income level associated with each building type;  


 
 Section IV provides draft findings consistent with the requirements of the Mitigation Fee 


Act; 
 
 Appendix A provides a discussion of various specific factors and assumptions in relation 


to the nexus concept;  
 
 Appendix B contains support information regarding the industry categories identified as 


applicable to each building type; and  
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 Appendix C – provides an analysis to address the potential for overlap between jobs 
counted in this Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis and the separate Residential Affordable 
Housing Nexus Analysis prepared for the City in 2016.  
 


Data Sources and Qualifications  
 
The analyses in this report have been prepared using the best and most recent data available. 
Local and current data were used whenever possible. The American Community Survey of the 
U.S. Census is used extensively. Other sources and analyses used are noted in the text and 
footnotes. While we believe all sources utilized are sufficiently accurate for the purposes of the 
analyses, we cannot guarantee their accuracy. KMA assumes no liability for information from 
these or other sources.  
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III. JOBS HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS 
 
This section presents a summary of the analysis linking the development of the eight types of 
workplace buildings to the estimated number of lower income housing units required in each of 
four income categories.  
 
Analysis Approach and Framework 
 
The analysis establishes the jobs housing nexus for individual land use categories, quantifying 
the connection between employment growth in San Francisco and affordable housing demand. 
 
The analysis examines the employment associated with the development of workplace building 
prototypes. Then, through a series of steps, the number of employees is converted to 
households and housing units by income level. The findings are expressed in terms of numbers 
of households per 100,000 square feet, for ease of presentation. In the final step, we convert 
the numbers of households for an entire building to the number of households per 1,000 square 
feet of building area, which becomes the basis for the Affordable Unit Demand Factors that are 
the conclusions of the analysis.  
 
Household Income Limits  
 
The analysis estimates demand for affordable housing in four household income categories: 
Extremely Low, Very Low, Low and Moderate Income. The analysis uses income limits 
applicable to San Francisco’s affordable housing programs published by the San Francisco 
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) for 2018 as shown in Table 
III-1.  
 


Table III-1: 2018 Income Limits for San Francisco  
  Household Size (Persons)  
  1  2  3  4  5  6 + 
Extr. Low (Under 30% AMI) $24,850 $28,400 $31,950 $35,500 $38,350 $41,200 
Very Low (30%-50% AMI) $41,450 $47,350 $53,300 $59,200 $63,950 $68,700 
Low (50%-80% AMI) $66,300 $75,750 $85,250 $94,700 $102,300 $109,900 
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) $99,500 $113,650 $127,850 $142,100 $153,400 $164,800 
         
Median (100% of Median) $82,900 $94,700 $106,550 $118,400 $127,850 $137,350 
Source: San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development.   


 







 


Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.  Page 10 
\\SF-FS2\wp\19\19061\009\001-001.docx  


Analysis Steps 
 
Following is a description of the four major steps in the analysis.  


Step 1 – Estimate of Total New Employees 


The first step identifies the total number of direct employees who will work in the building type 
being analyzed. Average employment density factors are used to make the calculation. 
Employment density estimates are drawn from a variety of sources including a separate KMA 
study on office employment density specific to San Francisco, estimates used in the San 
Francisco Planning Department’s Land Use Allocation Model, Environmental Impact Reports, 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and other sources. Estimates are tailored to the 
character of development and the types of tenancies expected in San Francisco.  


 Office – 238 square feet per employee based on a separate office employment density 
study completed by KMA in 2017. The estimate reflects the mix of tech, professional 
services, financial, and legal tenants in San Francisco.  


 Research and Development – 400 square feet per employee. The estimate reflects 
laboratory, life sciences and other research facilities and utilizes the Association of Bay 
Area Government’s estimate of employment density from the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual, 5th Edition.  


 Retail – Estimated at 368 square feet per employee consistent with the San Francisco 
Planning Department’s Land Use Allocation Model and other planning applications. 
Restaurant space typically has a higher employment density, while retail space ranges 
widely depending on the type of retail, with furniture stores, for example, representing the 
lower end. The density range within this category is wide, with some types of retail as 
much as five times as dense as other types. 


 Entertainment – Estimated at 900 square feet per employee. This category address 
lower employment density entertainment uses such as movie theaters and live 
performance venues. The estimate is based on ITE Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition 
data applicable to movie theaters.  


 Hotel – 787 square feet per employee. The 787 square feet per employee average 
covers a range from higher service hotels, which are far more employment intensive, to 
minimal service extended stay hotels which have very low employment density. The 
employment density estimate is consistent with the San Francisco Planning Department’s 
Land Use Allocation Model. 


 Production Distribution and Repair (PDR) – 597 square feet per employee. This category 
encompasses a wide range of industrial, storage and service uses. The employment 
density figure is specific to the PDR category and is based on the estimate used in the 
San Francisco Planning Department’s Land Use Allocation Model.  
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 Medical – 350 square feet per employee. This category reflects hospitals, outpatient and 
nursing care facilities. The employment density estimate comes from the City’s land use 
allocation model. By way of comparison, the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 
reconstruction of San Francisco General Hospital reflected a similar employment density 
while the EIR for the University of California San Francisco Medical Center in Mission 
Bay reflects a somewhat higher density of employment than estimated here.  


 Institutional – 1,000 square feet per employee. The institutional use category 
encompasses educational, cultural, religious and other institutional uses other than 
those of a medical nature which are represented in the separate medical category. The 
employment density estimate is based on data from the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers on employment densities for a range of institutional uses. Cultural facilities 
such as museums may be less dense than the average while schools may have a higher 
density of employment. The estimate is less than that used in the City’s Land Use 
Allocation Model to capture lower density of employment uses included in this category.  


KMA conducted the analysis on 100,000 square foot buildings. This facilitates the presentation 
of the nexus findings, as it allows jobs and housing units to be presented in whole numbers that 
can be more readily understood. At the conclusion of the analysis, the findings are converted to 
the number of units per 1,000 square feet so that the findings can be applied to buildings of any 
size. Table III-2 shows the employment estimate.  


 
Table III-2: Number of Employees Per 100,000 Square Feet of Gross 
Floor Area (GFA)  


  Employment Density 
(SF/Employee) 


Number of Employees per 
100,000 sq.ft. of GFA 


Office 238 420 
R&D 400 250 
Retail 368 272 
Entertainment 900 111 
Hotel 787 127 
PDR 597 168 
Medical 350 286 
Institutional 1,000 100 


 


Step 2 – Adjustment from Employees to Employee Households 
 
This step (Table III-3) converts the number of employees to the number of employee 
households, recognizing that that there is, on average, more than one worker per household, 
and thus the number of housing units needed for new workers is less than the number of new 
workers. The workers-per-worker-household ratio eliminates from the equation all non-working 
households, such as retired persons and students. 
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The number of workers per household in a given geographic area is a function of household size, 
labor force participation rate and employment availability, as well as other factors. According to 
the 2011-2015 ACS, the number of workers per worker household in San Francisco is 1.74, 
including full- and part-time workers. The total number of jobs created is divided by 1.74 to 
determine the number of new households. This is a conservative estimate because it excludes all 
non-worker households (such as students and the retired). If the average number of workers in all 
households was used, it would have produced a greater demand for housing units. Table III-3 
presents the results of this calculation step.  
 


 


  
Step 3 – Worker Household Incomes  
 
Household incomes for workers are estimated using data from the U.S. Census American 
Community Survey (ACS) for 2011 to 2016. The ACS data is accessed in raw form through the 
Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) program. Data on household income from individual 
Census survey responses is summarized for each of the eight building types. Household 
income data is for San Francisco’s workforce, including in-commuters. Workers were grouped 
by building type based on their industry category. A list of industries corresponding to each of 
the eight building types is included in Appendix Table B - 1. Incomes are adjusted for changes 
in the consumer price index (CPI) since the applicable survey year consistent with the approach 
used by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development in establishing income limits. 
Each individual household’s income is then compared to income limits for San Francisco to 
determine the applicable income category (Extremely Low, Very Low, Low and Moderate).  
 
The percentage of individual survey respondents within each income category is summarized by 
building type as shown in Table III-4. As indicated, more than 65% of retail worker household 
and over 70% of hotel worker households are below the 120% of median income level. R&D 
space has lowest percentage of workers under 120% of median at approximately 31%.  
 


Table III-3: Adjustment from Employees to Employee Households  


  Number of Workers per 
100,000 sq.ft. of GFA 


Number of Worker 
Households   


  (=no. workers / 1.74)  
Office 420 241.7  
R&D 250 143.8  
Retail 272 156.3  
Entertainment 111 63.9  
Hotel 127 73.1  
PDR 168 96.4  
Medical 286 164.3  
Institutional 100 57.5  
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Table III-4: Percentage of New Worker Households by Income Category  
  Office R&D Retail Entertainment Hotel PDR Medical Institutional   
            
Extremely Low  3.0% 3.5% 10.9% 8.1% 6.7% 7.4% 3.1% 7.4%   
Very Low Income  4.2% 1.2% 15.1% 7.8% 17.1% 10.1% 5.5% 9.4%   
Low Income  10.0% 6.4% 20.1% 16.2% 24.5% 18.4% 13.6% 18.6%   
Moderate Income  16.2% 19.9% 19.4% 21.5% 22.3% 19.3% 19.6% 22.3%   
Subtotal 0-120% 
of median  


33.5% 31.0% 65.4% 53.6% 70.7% 55.2% 41.8% 57.7% 
 


  
        


  
Above Moderate 
(over 120% of 
median) 


66.5% 69.0% 34.6% 46.4% 29.3% 44.8% 58.2% 42.3% 
 


  
        


  
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%   


 
Lower income households have been found to over-report income in self-reported Census 
surveys,2 which may artificially reduce the share that qualify within the four income tiers. 
Therefore, use of self-reported household income derived from American Community Survey 
data likely provides a conservative estimate that understates affordable housing demand.  
 
The distribution of household incomes from Table III-4 is applied to the number of households 
from Table III-3 to calculate the number of affordable units needed by income category per 
100,000 square feet of building area summarized in table III-5.  
 


Table III-5: New Worker Households by Income Level per 100,000 square feet 


  Office R&D Retail Entertainment Hotel PDR Medical Institutional   
            
Extremely Low  7.3 5.1 17.0 5.2 4.9 7.1 5.1 4.3   
Very Low Income 10.3 1.7 23.6 5.0 12.5 9.8 9.0 5.4   
Low Income 24.3 9.2 31.3 10.4 17.9 17.7 22.3 10.7   
Moderate Income 39.0 28.6 30.3 13.8 16.3 18.6 32.2 12.8   
Subtotal 0%-120% 
of median  


80.9 44.6 102.2 34.3 51.6 53.2 68.6 33.2 
 


  
        


  
Above Moderate 
(over 120% of 
median) 


160.8 99.2 54.1 29.6 21.4 43.2 95.7 24.3 


  
  


        
  


Total 241.7 143.8 156.3 63.9 73.1 96.4 164.3 57.5   
 
 


                                                
2Murray-Close, Marta and Heggeness, Misty L. 2018. Manning up and womaning down: How husbands and wives 
report their earnings when she earns more. The paper examines bias in reporting of income in Census surveys as a 
reflection of gender and gender roles based on a comparison to administrative records. Self-reported income was 
found to exceed that indicated in administrative records for households in the bottom 50th percentile of income (Figure 
1, pp 13) in three of the four categories addressed.  







 


Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.  Page 14 
\\SF-FS2\wp\19\19061\009\001-001.docx  


Step 4 – Affordable Unit Demand Factors 
 
Affordable unit demand factors representing the number of housing units per 1,000 square feet 
of building area are calculated by dividing the number of worker households within each income 
tier per 100,000 square feet of building area from step 3 by 100. The Affordable Unit Demand 
Factors for the eight building types are presented in Table III-6: 
 


Table III-6: Affordable Unit Demand Factors 
[Affordable Units Needed per 1,000 SF of GFA]   


  Affordable Unit Demand  
Per 1,000 Square Feet of GFA  Total Affordable Unit Demand 


Building Type 
Extremely 


Low  
Very Low 
Income 


Low 
Income 


Moderate 
Income 


Per 1,000 Square Feet of GFA 
(0% to 120% AMI) 


Office 0.07312 0.10265 0.24268 0.39047 0.80892 
R&D 0.05100 0.01682 0.09175 0.28642 0.44599 
Retail 0.17037 0.23571 0.31348 0.30274 1.02229 
Entertainment 0.05176 0.04968 0.10373 0.13759 0.34275 
Hotel 0.04891 0.12531 0.17919 0.16302 0.51642 
PDR 0.07085 0.09757 0.17683 0.18628 0.53153 
Medical 0.05059 0.09047 0.22300 0.32240 0.68647 
Institutional 0.04255 0.05391 0.10722 0.12808 0.33176 


 
These figures express the maximum number of affordable units to be mitigated per 1,000 
square feet of gross floor area for the eight building types. They are not recommended 
requirements; they represent only the maximums established by this analysis, below which 
JHLF Program requirements may be set.  
 
The results of the analysis are heavily driven by the density of employees within buildings in 
combination with the occupational make-up of the workers. Retail has both high employment 
density and a high proportion of lower paying jobs. These factors combine to drive the greater 
Affordable Unit Demand Factor conclusions for retail.  
 
This is the summary of the housing nexus analysis, or the linkage from buildings to employees 
to housing demand, by income level in relationship to non-residential building area.  
 
Maximum Supported JHLF Program Fees 
  
This report does not include a calculation of maximum supported fee level. Maximum supported 
fee levels per square foot of building area may be calculated by: 


1) Multiplying affordable unit demand factors summarized in Table III-6 by an affordability 
gap representing the estimated average net cost to produce each unit of affordable 
housing; and  


2) Dividing by 1,000 square feet of building area.  
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Affordability gaps are published by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development 
and periodically updated as required under Planning Code Section 415.5. Affordability gaps are 
subject to change as a function of construction costs and other factors. The step of calculating 
maximum supported fee levels in dollar terms was not included in this report given there is a 
process in place to determine and regularly update the affordability gap.  
 
Appendix C addresses the potential for overlap between affordable housing impacts 
documented in this Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis and the City’s separate Residential Affordable 
Housing Nexus Analysis. The analysis demonstrates that adopted requirements are within the 
maximums supported by the nexus analyses even after consideration of potential overlap 
between the impacts addressed in the two studies.  
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IV. MITIGATION FEE ACT FINDINGS 
 
This section identifies the findings of the Nexus Analysis consistent with the requirements of the 
Mitigation Fee Act as set forth in Government Code § 66000 et seq:  


 
(1) Identify the purpose of the fee (66001(a)(1)).  


 
The purpose of the fee under the JHLF Program is to fund construction of affordable 
housing units to address the affordable housing needs of new workers added by 
construction of non-residential buildings in San Francisco.  
 


(2) Identify the use to which the fee is to be put (66001(a)(2)). 
 
JHLF Program fees are used to increase the supply of housing affordable to qualifying 
Extremely Low, Very Low, Low and Moderate-Income households earning from 0% 
through 120% of median income.  
 


(3) Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the fee's use and the 
type of development project on which the fee is imposed (66001(a)(3)).  
 
The foregoing Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis has demonstrated that there is a 
reasonable relationship between the use of the fee, which is to increase the supply of 
affordable housing in San Francisco, and the development of new non-residential 
buildings which increases the need for affordable housing. Development of new non-
residential buildings increases the number of jobs in San Francisco. A share of the new 
workers in these new jobs will have household incomes that qualify as Extremely Low, 
Very Low, Low and Moderate Income and result in an increased need for affordable 
housing.  


 
(4) Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the public 


facility and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed 
(66001(a)(4)). 
 
The analysis has demonstrated that there is a reasonable relationship between the 
development of non-residential workspace buildings in San Francisco and the need for 
additional affordable units. Development of new workspace buildings accommodates 
additional jobs in San Francisco. Eight different non-residential development types were 
analyzed (Office, R&D, Retail, Entertainment, Hotel, Production Distribution and Repair, 
Medical and Institutional). The number of jobs added in various types of new non-
residential buildings is documented on page 10. Based on household income levels for 
the new workers in these new jobs, a significant share of the need is for housing 
affordable to Extremely Low, Very Low, Low and Moderate Income levels. The nexus 
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analysis concludes that for every 100,000 square feet of new office space, 80.9 
incremental affordable units are needed. For R&D, 44.6 affordable units are needed per 
100,000 square feet of space developed, 102.2 for Retail, 34.3 for Entertainment, 51.6 
for Hotel, 53.2 for Production Distribution and Repair, 68.6 for Medical and 33.2 for 
Institutional. 


(5) Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee 
and the cost of the public facility or portion of the public facility attributable to the 
development on which the fee is imposed. (66001(b)). 


 
There is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of the 
needed affordable housing attributable to the new non-residential development. The 
nexus analysis has quantified the increased need for affordable units in relation to each 
type of new non-residential use being developed. The cost of providing each needed 
affordable unit is determined by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 
Development and regularly updated. Costs reflect the net subsidy required to produce 
the affordable units based on recent cost information for affordable housing units. Per 
unit costs are multiplied by the Affordable Housing Demand Factors established in this 
nexus study and divided by 1,000 square feet to determine maximum per square foot 
fees based on affordable housing need attributable to each type of development. JHLF 
Fees are charged per square foot of building area and updated annually. JHLF Fees for 
each building type are set at a level that does not exceed the per square foot cost of 
providing affordable housing attributable to each type of development.  


 
(6) A fee shall not include the costs attributable to existing deficiencies in public 


facilities (66001(g)). 
 


The nexus analysis quantifies only the net new affordable housing needs generated by 
new non-residential development in San Francisco. Existing deficiencies with respect to 
housing conditions in San Francisco are not considered nor in any way included in the 
analysis.  
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APPENDIX A: DISCUSSION OF VARIOUS FACTORS IN RELATION TO NEXUS CONCEPT  
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This appendix provides a discussion of various specific factors and assumptions in relation to 
the nexus concept.  


 
1. Addressing the Housing Needs of a New Population vs. the Existing Population 
 
This nexus analysis assumes there is no excess supply of affordable housing available to 
absorb or offset new demand; therefore, new affordable units are needed to mitigate the new 
affordable housing demand generated by development of new workplace buildings.  
 
This nexus study does not address the housing needs of the existing population. Rather, the 
study focuses exclusively on documenting and quantifying the housing needs created by 
development of new workplace buildings. 
  
Local analyses of housing conditions have found that new housing affordable to lower income 
households is not being added to the supply in sufficient quantity to meet the needs of new 
employee households. If this were not the case and significant numbers of affordable units were 
being added to the supply, or if residential units were experiencing significant long-term vacancy 
levels, particularly in affordable units, then the need for new units would be questionable.  
 
2. No Excess Supply of Affordable Housing  
 
An assumption of this nexus analysis is that there is no excess supply of affordable housing 
available to absorb or offset new demand; therefore, new affordable units are needed to 
mitigate the new affordable housing demand generated by new non-residential development.  
Based on a review of San Francisco’s Housing Element as well as recent Census information, 
conditions are consistent with this underlying assumption.  
 
San Francisco is often ranked as one of the most expensive housing markets in the country. 
San Francisco’s 2014 Housing Element indicates average rents for a two-bedroom apartment 
are more than twice the level that is affordable to a Low Income household and nearly four 
times the level affordable to Very Low Income households. The least expensive of 15 San 
Francisco neighborhoods surveyed as part of the Housing Element still has market rent levels 
that are more than twice the amount a Very Low income household can afford and well above a 
level affordable to Low Income households. Rents have increased significantly since the 2014 
survey, further exacerbating the disparity between market rents and the rent level affordable to 
Extremely Low, Very Low, and Low-Income households. Ownership housing is similarly out of 
reach for the majority of households in San Francisco. According to the Housing Element, the 
median priced home is affordable to only 16% of San Francisco households. Census data for 
San Francisco (from the 2011 to 2015 American Community Survey) shows that 40% of all 
households in the City are paying thirty percent or more of their income on housing.  
 
 







 


Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.  Page 20 
\\SF-FS2\wp\19\19061\009\001-001.docx  


3. Nexus Relationships Hold on Macro Scale 
 
The nexus analysis relates square feet of new non-residential development to added jobs in 
San Francisco on an individual building basis. While the analysis is conducted at the level of the 
individual building, the underlying relationships hold on a larger City-wide scale. KMA reviewed 
published data on office employment in San Francisco over the past 27 years in relationship to 
the absorption of new office space. As summarized in the table below, office employment has 
grown in proportion to the new office space that has been constructed and absorbed in San 
Francisco. Relationships between building area absorbed and jobs added has been relatively 
consistent over time with a modest trend toward increasing density of employment. As shown in 
the table below, over the past 27 years in San Francisco, an average of one new office job was 
added for every 235 square feet of added office space.  
 


Table A-1 
Relationship Between Added Jobs and Added Square Feet of Office Space in San Francisco 


 1990 2017Q1 
Incremental Growth  


1990 - 2017 
      


Office Square Feet in San Francisco (1) 59,857,000 79,953,100 20,096,100 
Office Jobs in San Francisco  240,552 326,041 85,489 


Ratio: Added Jobs to Square Feet of Office 
Space 


1 job per 249 
square feet of 
office space 


1 job per 245 
square feet of 
office space 


1 added job for every 
235 square feet of 
added office space 


        
(1) Occupied Gross Floor Area.  


Source: Office Employment Density Estimate. Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.  
 
The above table is extracted from an analysis included in the 2017 Office Employment Density 
Estimate for San Francisco prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. The employment data 
is derived from the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages and the data on office space 
absorption is reported by the brokerage firm Colliers International.  
 
4. Substitution Factor 
 
Any given new building may be occupied partly, or even perhaps totally, by employees 
relocating from elsewhere in the region. Buildings are often leased entirely to firms relocating 
from other buildings in the same jurisdiction. However, when a firm relocates to a new building 
from elsewhere in the region, there is a space in an existing building that is vacated and 
occupied by another firm. That building in turn may be filled by some combination of newcomers 
to the area and existing workers. Somewhere in the chain there are jobs new to the region. The 
net effect is that new buildings accommodate new employees, although not necessarily inside 
the new buildings themselves.  
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5. Indirect Employment and Multiplier Effects 
 
The multiplier effect refers to the concept that the income generated by a new job recycles 
through the economy and results in additional jobs. The total number of jobs generated is 
broken down into three categories – direct, indirect and induced. In the case of this Jobs 
Housing Nexus Analysis, the direct jobs are those located in the new workspace buildings that 
would be subject to the linkage fee. Multiplier effects encompass indirect and induced 
employment. Indirect jobs are generated by suppliers to the businesses located in the new 
workspace buildings. Induced jobs are generated by local spending on goods and services by 
employees.  


Multiplier effects vary by industry. Industries that draw heavily on a network of local suppliers 
tend to generate larger multiplier effects. Industries that are labor intensive also tend to have 
larger multiplier effects as a result of the induced effects of employee spending.  
 
Theoretically, a jobs-housing nexus analysis could consider multiplier effects although the 
potential for double-counting exists to the extent indirect and induced jobs are added in other 
new buildings in jurisdictions that have jobs housing linkage fees. KMA chose to omit the 
multiplier effects (the indirect and induced employment impacts) to avoid potential double-
counting and make the analysis more conservative.  
 
In addition, the nexus analysis addresses direct “inside” employment only. In the case of an 
office building, for example, direct employment covers the various managerial, professional and 
clerical people that work in the building; it does not include the security guards, the delivery 
services, the landscape maintenance workers, and many others that are associated with the 
normal functioning of an office building. In other words, any analysis that ties lower income 
housing to the number of workers inside buildings will continue to understate the demand. Thus, 
confining the analysis to the direct employees does not address all the lower income workers 
associated with each type of building and understates the impacts. 
 
6. Economic Cycles  
 
An impact analysis of this nature is intended to support a one-time impact requirement to 
address impacts generated over the life of a project (generally 40 years or more). Short-term 
conditions, such as a recession or a vigorous boom period, are not an appropriate basis for 
estimating impacts over the life of the building. These cycles can produce impacts that are 
higher or lower on a temporary basis.  
 
Development of new workspace buildings tends to be minimal during a recession and generally 
remains minimal until conditions improve or there is confidence that improved conditions are 
imminent. When this occurs, the improved economic condition will absorb existing vacant space 
and underutilized capacity of existing workers, employed and unemployed. By the time new 
buildings become occupied, conditions will have likely improved.  
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To the limited extent that new workspace buildings are built during a recession, housing impacts 
from these new buildings may not be fully experienced immediately, but the impacts will be 
experienced at some point. New buildings delivered during a recession can sometimes sit 
vacant for a period after completion. Even if new buildings are immediately occupied, overall 
absorption of space can still be zero or negative if other buildings are vacated in the process. 
Jobs added may also be filled in part by unemployed or underemployed workers who are 
already housed locally. As the economy recovers, firms will begin to expand and hire again 
filling unoccupied space as unemployment is reduced. New space delivered during the 
recession still adds to the total supply of employment space in the region. Though the jobs are 
not realized immediately, as the economy recovers and vacant space is filled, this new 
employment space absorbs or accommodates job growth. Although there may be a delay in 
experiencing the impacts, the fundamental relationship between new buildings, added jobs, and 
housing needs remains over the long term.  
 
In contrast, during a vigorous economic boom period, conditions exist in which elevated impacts 
are experienced on a temporary basis. As an example, compression of employment densities 
can occur as firms add employees while making do with existing space. Compressed 
employment densities mean more jobs added for a given amount of building area. Boom 
periods also tend to go hand-in-hand with rising development costs and increasing home prices. 
These factors can bring market rate housing out of reach of a larger percentage of the 
workforce and increase the cost of delivering affordable units. 
 
While the economic cycles can produce impacts that are temporarily higher or lower than 
normal, an impact fee is designed to be collected once, during the development of the project. 
Over the lifetime of the project, the impacts of the development on the demand for affordable 
housing will be realized, despite short-term booms and recessions.  
 
7. Governmental Offices   
 
The analysis has been performed for uses currently subject or potentially subject to the fee in 
the future. Buildings constructed by the City, State, or Federal government are generally 
exempt. However, governmental agencies also lease space in buildings that are built by the 
private sector and subject to the fee. For purposes of the analysis, tenancies in new office 
buildings are assumed to be primarily private sector tenants. Governmental agencies are not 
assumed as part of the tenant mix due to the difficulty in estimating the share governmental 
tenants would represent within privately developed buildings. To test the impact of this 
assumption, a sensitivity was performed to identify how findings would differ if office space were 
to be occupied by governmental tenants. The results indicate that affordable housing demand 
associated with occupancy by a governmental tenant would be greater than for the 
representative mix of private tenant types reflected in the analysis. This demonstrates that the 
approach used in the analysis, which does not assume governmental tenants, is conservative 
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because findings regarding affordable housing needs would be higher if a share of 
governmental tenants were included.  
 


Table A-2 
Percent of New Worker Households by Income Category –  
Sensitivity with Governmental Tenants  


  


Office Space 
Occupied by  


Private Tenant  


Office Space  
Occupied by 


Governmental Tenants   
Extremely Low  3.0% 3.3%   
Very Low Income  4.2% 5.3%   
Low Income  10.0% 13.1%   
Moderate Income  16.2% 21.2%   
   Total 0% to 120% of median  33.5% 42.9%   
      
Above Moderate  
(over 120% of median) 


66.5% 57.1% 
  


      
Total 100% 100%   
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APPENDIX TABLE B-1   
INDUSTRY CATEGORIES BY BUILDING TYPE
JOBS HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA


The following table summarizes the industry categories selected as applicable to each building type. 
Household income data by industry for San Francisco's workforce was translated to building type 
using the identified categories. 


Office 
Includes manufacturing businesses anticipated to locate offices rather than production facilities in San Francisco.


Computer and peripheral equipment manufacturing
Communications, and audio and video equipment manufacturing
Electronic component and product manufacturing, n.e.c.
Newspaper publishers
Periodical, book, and directory publishers
Software publishing
Internet publishing and broadcasting and web search portals
Wired telecommunications carriers
Telecommunications, except wired telecommunications carriers
Data processing, hosting, and related services
Libraries and archives
Other information services, except libraries and archives, and internet publishing and broadcasting and web search portals
Banking and related activities
Savings institutions, including credit unions
Nondepository credit and related activities
Securities, commodities, funds, trusts, and other financial investments
Insurance carriers and related activities
Real estate
Commercial, industrial, and other intangible assets rental and leasing
Legal services
Accounting, tax preparation, bookkeeping, and payroll services
Architectural, engineering, and related services
Specialized design services
Computer systems design and related services
Management, scientific, and technical consulting services
Advertising, public relations, and related services
Other professional, scientific, and technical services
Management of companies and enterprises
Employment services
Business support services
Investigation and security services
Services to buildings and dwellings (except cleaning during construction and immediately after construction)
Offices of physicians
Offices of dentists
Offices of chiropractors
Offices of optometrists
Offices of other health practitioners
Civic, social, advocacy organizations, and grantmaking and giving services
Business, professional, political, and similar organizations
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APPENDIX TABLE B-1   
INDUSTRY CATEGORIES BY BUILDING TYPE
JOBS HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA


Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) 
Animal food, grain and oilseed milling
Sugar and confectionery products
Fruit and vegetable preserving and specialty food manufacturing
Dairy product manufacturing
Animal slaughtering and processing
Retail bakeries
Bakeries and tortillerias, except retail bakeries
Seafood and other miscellaneous foods, n.e.c.
Not specified food industries
Beverage manufacturing
Tobacco manufacturing
Fiber, yarn, and thread mills
Fabric mills, except knitting mills
Textile and fabric finishing and coating mills
Carpet and rug mills
Textile product mills, except carpets and rugs
Knitting fabric mills, and apparel knitting mills
Cut and sew apparel manufacturing
Apparel accessories and other apparel manufacturing
Footwear manufacturing
Leather tanning and finishing, and other allied products manufacturing
Pulp, paper, and paperboard mills
Paperboard container manufacturing
Miscellaneous paper and pulp products
Printing and related support activities
Petroleum refining
Miscellaneous petroleum and coal products
Resin, synthetic rubber, and fibers and filaments manufacturing
Agricultural chemical manufacturing
Pharmaceutical and medicine manufacturing
Paint, coating, and adhesive manufacturing
Soap, cleaning compound, and cosmetics manufacturing
Industrial and miscellaneous chemicals
Plastics product manufacturing
Tire manufacturing
Rubber products, except tires, manufacturing
Pottery, ceramics, and plumbing fixture manufacturing
Clay building material and refractories manufacturing
Glass and glass product manufacturing
Cement, concrete, lime, and gypsum product manufacturing
Miscellaneous nonmetallic mineral product manufacturing
Iron and steel mills and steel product manufacturing
Aluminum production and processing
Nonferrous metal (except aluminum) production and processing
Foundries
Metal forgings and stampings
Cutlery and hand tool manufacturing
Structural metals, and boiler, tank, and shipping container manufacturing
Machine shops; turned product; screw, nut and bolt manufacturing
Coating, engraving, heat treating and allied activities
Ordnance
Miscellaneous fabricated metal products manufacturing
Not specified metal industries
Agricultural implement manufacturing
Construction, and mining and oil and gas field machinery manufacturing
Commercial and service industry machinery manufacturing


Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: \\SF-FS2\wp\19\19061\009\Appendix B-1; App B-1; 8/16/2018; dd Page 26







APPENDIX TABLE B-1   
INDUSTRY CATEGORIES BY BUILDING TYPE
JOBS HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA


Metalworking machinery manufacturing
Engine, turbine, and power transmission equipment manufacturing
Machinery manufacturing, n.e.c. or not specified
Navigational, measuring, electromedical, and control instruments manufacturing
Household appliance manufacturing
Electric lighting and electrical equipment manufacturing, and other electrical component manufacturing, n.e.c.
Motor vehicles and motor vehicle equipment manufacturing
Aircraft and parts manufacturing
Aerospace products and parts manufacturing
Railroad rolling stock manufacturing
Ship and boat building
Other transportation equipment manufacturing
Sawmills and wood preservation
Veneer, plywood, and engineered wood products
Prefabricated wood buildings and mobile homes
Miscellaneous wood products
Furniture and related product manufacturing
Medical equipment and supplies manufacturing
Sporting and athletic goods, and doll, toy and game manufacturing
Miscellaneous manufacturing, n.e.c.
Not specified manufacturing industries
Motor vehicle and motor vehicle parts and supplies merchant wholesalers
Furniture and home furnishing merchant wholesalers
Lumber and other construction materials merchant wholesalers
Professional and commercial equipment and supplies merchant wholesalers
Metals and minerals (except petroleum) merchant wholesalers
Household appliances and electrical and electronic goods merchant wholesalers
Hardware, and plumbing and heating equipment, and supplies merchant wholesalers
Machinery, equipment, and supplies merchant wholesalers
Recyclable material merchant wholesalers
Miscellaneous durable goods merchant wholesalers
Paper and paper products merchant wholesalers
Drugs, sundries, and chemical and allied products merchant wholesalers
Apparel, piece goods, and notions merchant wholesalers
Grocery and related product merchant wholesalers
Farm product raw material merchant wholesalers
Petroleum and petroleum products merchant wholesalers
Alcoholic beverages merchant wholesalers
Farm supplies merchant wholesalers
Miscellaneous nondurable goods merchant wholesalers
Wholesale electronic markets and agents and brokers
Not specified wholesale trade
Services incidental to transportation
Warehousing and storage
Automotive equipment rental and leasing
Veterinary services
Landscaping services
Other administrative and other support services
Waste management and remediation services
Automotive repair and maintenance
Car washes
Electronic and precision equipment repair and maintenance
Commercial and industrial machinery and equipment repair and maintenance
Personal and household goods repair and maintenance


Research and Development (R&D) 
Scientific research and development services
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APPENDIX TABLE B-1   
INDUSTRY CATEGORIES BY BUILDING TYPE
JOBS HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA


Retail 
Automobile dealers
Other motor vehicle dealers
Automotive parts, accessories, and tire stores
Furniture and home furnishings stores
Household appliance stores
Electronics stores
Building material and supplies dealers
Hardware stores
Lawn and garden equipment and supplies stores
Grocery stores
Specialty food stores
Beer, wine, and liquor stores
Pharmacies and drug stores
Health and personal care, except drug, stores
Gasoline stations
Clothing stores
Shoe stores
Jewelry, luggage, and leather goods stores
Sporting goods, and hobby and toy stores
Sewing, needlework, and piece goods stores
Musical instrument and supplies stores
Book stores and news dealers
Department stores and discount stores
Miscellaneous general merchandise stores
Retail florists
Office supplies and stationery stores
Used merchandise stores
Gift, novelty, and souvenir shops
Miscellaneous retail stores
Electronic shopping
Electronic auctions
Mail-order houses
Vending machine operators
Fuel dealers
Other direct selling establishments
Not specified retail trade
Video tape and disk rental
Other consumer goods rental
Travel arrangements and reservation services
Restaurants and other food services
Drinking places, alcoholic beverages
Barber shops
Beauty salons
Nail salons and other personal care services
Drycleaning and laundry services
Funeral homes, and cemeteries and crematories
Other personal services


Entertainment 
Motion pictures and video industries
Performing arts, spectator sports, and related industries
Bowling centers
Other amusement, gambling, and recreation industries


Hotel
Traveler accommodation
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APPENDIX TABLE B-1   
INDUSTRY CATEGORIES BY BUILDING TYPE
JOBS HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA


Institutional 
Elementary and secondary schools
Colleges, universities, and professional schools, including junior colleges
Business, technical, and trade schools and training
Other schools and instruction, and educational support services
Individual and family services
Community food and housing, and emergency services
Vocational rehabilitation services
Child day care services
Museums, art galleries, historical sites, and similar institutions
Religious organizations


Medical 
Outpatient care centers
Other health care services
Hospitals
Nursing care facilities (skilled nursing facilities)
Residential care facilities, except skilled nursing facilities
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APPENDIX C: NON-DUPLICATION BETWEEN FEES UNDER 
INCLUSIONARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND JOBS HOUSING LINKAGE PROGRAMS 
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San Francisco has affordable housing fees for residential and non-residential development. 
Fees applicable to residential development (the “Inclusionary Housing Fee”) are described in 
the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code section 415 et seq.) and are 
supported by a separate nexus analysis prepared by KMA in 2016, the Residential Affordable 
Housing Nexus Analysis (“Residential Nexus”). Fees applicable to non-residential development 
(the “Jobs Housing Linkage Fee” or “JHLF Fee”) are described in the Jobs Housing Linkage 
Program (Planning Code section 413 et seq.) and are supported by this nexus study (“Jobs 
Housing Nexus”). This Jobs Housing Nexus and the separate Residential Nexus both document 
the employment impacts of new development and the resulting need for affordable housing for 
those new workers. This appendix examines the potential for overlap between the two nexus 
fees. 
 
A. Overview of the Two Affordable Housing Nexus Studies and Potential for Overlap 
 
To briefly summarize the Jobs Housing Nexus, the logic begins with jobs located in new 
workplace buildings including office buildings, retail spaces and hotels. The Jobs Housing 
Nexus then identifies the income of the new worker households and the number of housing 
units needed by housing affordability level. The analysis concludes with the number of 
affordable units needed per 1,000 square feet of non-residential building area to house the new 
workers.  
 
In the Residential Nexus, the logic begins with the households purchasing or renting new 
market rate units. The purchasing power of those households generates new jobs in the local 
economy. The nexus analysis quantifies the jobs created by the spending of the new 
households and then identifies the compensation structure of the new jobs, the income of the 
new worker households, and the housing affordability level of the new worker households, 
concluding with the number of new worker households in the lower income affordability levels.  
 
The Jobs Housing Nexus and the Residential Nexus could overlap if both fees are assessed to 
address the affordable housing demands created by the same new employees.  
However, this is unlikely to occur because many of the affordable housing needs for workers 
counted in this Jobs Housing Nexus are not addressed in the Residential Nexus at all. Firms in 
office, R&D, and hotel buildings often serve a much broader, sometimes international, market 
and are generally not focused on providing services to local residents. These non-local serving 
jobs are not counted in the Residential Nexus.  
 
Retail, which is more local-serving, is the building type that has the greatest potential for overlap 
between the jobs counted in the Residential Nexus and the Jobs Housing Nexus. However, 
because daytime and visitor populations contribute a significant portion of the retail demand in 
San Francisco, most retail is not entirely local serving. Theoretically, there is a set of conditions 
in which there is substantial overlap between the jobs counted for purposes of the Jobs Housing 
Nexus and the jobs counted for purposes of the Residential Nexus. For example, a small retail 
store or restaurant might be located on the ground floor of a new apartment building and entirely 
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dependent upon customers from the apartments in the floors above. In this scenario, the 
commercial space on the ground floor would pay the Jobs Housing Linkage Fee and the 
apartments would pay the Inclusionary Housing Fee. In this special case, the two programs 
could mitigate the affordable housing demand created by the same set of workers. In this event, 
the combined fees for the two programs should not exceed 100% of the permissible amount 
pursuant to the Jobs Housing Nexus.  
 
This theoretical example is unlikely to occur based on the following:  
 


(1) The Jobs Housing Linkage Fee has a 25,000-square foot threshold for its application. 
Most ground floor retail spaces included as part of new residential projects are likely to 
be smaller than this and therefore would be exempted from the JHLF Program. For 
pharmacies and grocery stores built as standalone projects or as a component of a 
mixed-use development with residential, the threshold for application of fees is even 
larger -- 50,000 square feet and 75,000 square feet respectively.  
 


(2) The overlap between the affordable housing demand mitigated by the two fee programs 
only occurs to the extent the new retail is being supported entirely by demand from 
residents in new residential units. In most cases, the larger retail spaces subject to the 
JHLF Program will be too large to be supported entirely by demand from new residential 
units. Instead it is more likely that the new retail will serve a broader customer base that 
also includes visitors, the workplace population and existing residents. As described in 
Section D below, demand for new retail could be supported by up to 94.9% of new 
residential customers without exceeding 100% of the permissible amount pursuant to the 
Jobs Housing Nexus. 
 


(3) The visitor population in San Francisco contributes significantly to retail demand. The 
San Francisco Travel Association reports visitors to San Francisco spent an estimated 
$9 billion in 2016, a figure that includes retail as well as other types of visitor spending. 
Retail in Union Square, Fisherman’s Wharf, and many other areas of the City are 
supported in part by visitor spending.  
 


(4) San Francisco’s large workplace and student populations also contribute to retail 
demand. The Financial District and South of Market are the most obvious examples, but 
other neighborhoods also have significant daytime populations. For example, near major 
institutions like the University of California San Francisco and San Francisco State.  
 


(5) Future residential development in San Francisco will occur in infill locations and through 
redevelopment of previously built properties which, by virtue of being in San Francisco, 
will be in proximity to existing residential and businesses populations. Even when new 
retail is added as a component of a very large residential project or in a neighborhood 
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where much new residential development activity is occurring, new retail space is 
unlikely to be solely supported by the new residential.  


 
Treasure Island and Hunters Point are special cases of major development projects that include 
retail that may be primarily supported by new residential. Each project adds thousands of new 
residential units and is relatively geographically isolated. The potential overlap was not analyzed 
in these projects, however, because both projects were implemented pursuant to a development 
agreement. Even so, local serving retail within these developments will still derive some 
customers from included employment uses, existing residents and visitors.  
 
The analyses provided in Section B., C., and D. of this Appendix demonstrate that the combined 
mitigation requirements under the Inclusionary Affordable Housing and JHLF Programs would 
not exceed the maximums supported by the nexus even if significant overlap in the jobs counted 
in the Residential and Jobs Housing Nexus Analyses were to occur. As discussed, the potential 
for overlap exists mainly with retail jobs that serve residents of new housing in San Francisco; 
therefore, the overlap analysis is focused on the retail land use. The analysis expresses the 
requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing and JHLF Programs in terms of the 
percentage of the affordable housing impacts documented in each nexus study that are being 
mitigated. The two mitigations are then evaluated in combination to demonstrate that 
requirements would not exceed the nexus maximums even if a significant degree of overlap 
were to occur.  
 
B. Share of Affordable Unit Need Mitigated by JHLF Program 
 
As the first step to determine if there is substantial overlap between the Jobs Housing Linkage 
Fee and the Inclusionary Housing Fee, this analysis determines the share of affordable housing 
impacts that are mitigated by every 1,000 square feet of new retail development subject to the 
Jobs Housing Linkage Fee. First, it converts the per square foot fee for retail development to a 
fee per 1,000 sq. feet. This value is then compared to the average local subsidy per affordable 
unit based on MOHCD data. The average local subsidy per affordable unit reflects construction 
loan closings and cost certifications for nine affordable housing projects from 2015 to 2017 and 
represents the net local subsidy without inclusion of other State and Federal subsidy sources.  
 
Based on San Francisco’s JHLF Program fees for retail of $25.15 per square foot and an 
average local subsidy per affordable unit of $235,000, for every 1,000 square feet of retail GFA, 
San Francisco’s retail fee is estimated to result in approximately 0.1070 additional affordable 
units. The supporting calculation is shown in Table C-1 below. 
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Table C-1: Affordable Unit Demand Mitigated by JHLF Program 
Retail Fee   
  


  
  


A. JHLF Retail Fee Per Sq.Ft.  $25.15  / Sq.Ft. GFA 
  


  
  


B. JHLF Retail Fee Per 1,000 Sq.Ft.  $25,150  / 1,000 Sq.Ft. GFA 
  


  
  


C. Average Local Subsidy Per Unit (from 
MOHCD) 


$235,000  Per Unit 


D. Affordable Unit Demand Mitigated by JHLF 
Retail Fees Per 1,000 Sq.Ft.  


0.1070  = B. / C. 


 
Next, the analysis calculates the 1,000 sq. ft. retail fee as a percentage of the maximum 
supported Jobs Housing Nexus. Table C-2 below shows that the 0.1070 affordable units 
mitigated by the JHLF Retail Fee per 1,000 square feet is equivalent to approximately 10.5% of 
the total affordable unit demand of 1.0223 units per 1,000 square feet of new retail 
development. Thus, San Francisco’s retail fee mitigates approximately 10.5% of the subsidy 
necessary to finance the demand for affordable units generated by new retail space.  
 


Table C-2: Affordable Unit Demand As Percent of JHLF Nexus Maximum 
       
A. Affordable Unit Demand Mitigated by JHLF Retail 


Fees Per 1,000 Sq. Ft. 
1.0223 Affordable Units 


per 1,000 Sq.Ft. 
of GFA   


B. Jobs Housing Nexus Study: Maximum 
Supported Affordable Unit Requirement, per 
1,000 Sq. Ft. Retail 


0.1070 Affordable Units per 
1,000 sq.ft. of GFA  


  
  


   
C. Retail Fees per Affordable Unit as a 


Percent of Maximum JHLF Nexus  
10.5% = A. / B. 


  
C. Residential Requirement as a Percent of Maximum Supported 
 
Unlike the JHLF Fees, San Francisco’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program is expressed 
as an affordable unit percentage per market rate units in the residential project. The maximum 
supported affordable unit requirement per market rate unit is 37.6% for ownership units and 
31.8% for rental units. In other words, for every 100 market rate units, the maximum number of 
affordable units that could be supported by the nexus is 37.6 ownership or 31.8 for rental units. 
The Board of Supervisors adopted 33% and 30% requirements for ownership and rental, 
respectively. Table C-3 below compares the maximum supported affordable unit percentage to 
the adopted requirement.  
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Table C-3: Affordable Housing Fee as Percent of  
Maximum Supported by Residential Nexus Analysis  
  Condominium Apartment 
A. Adopted Affordable Unit Percentage for Determining 
Affordable Housing Fees  


33% 30% 


   
B. Maximum Affordable Unit Percentage for 
Determining Affordable Housing Fee Supported by 
Nexus Analysis 


37.6% 31.8% 


   
Adopted Fee per Affordable Unit as Percent of 
Maximum Residential Nexus (A./B.) 87.8% 94.3% 


   
Source: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 2016 Residential Affordable Housing Nexus Analysis.  


 
Thus, San Francisco’s Inclusionary Housing Fee is equal to 87.8% of the maximum supported 
by the Residential Nexus for Condominiums and 94.3% for Apartments.  
 
Currently, the option of providing affordable units onsite represents a lower percentage of the 
maximum supported by the nexus than does the Affordable Housing Fee; however, this is 
anticipated to change over time due to scheduled increases in the onsite requirement.  
 
D. Combined Requirements Within Nexus Maximums Even if Significant Overlap Occurs 
 
This analysis determines the level of permissible overlap between the Jobs Housing Linkage 
Nexus and the Residential Nexus discussed in Section A, or the extent to which a new retail 
establishment could rely solely upon retail demand from new residential customers in the same 
development. Because the JHLF retail fee is set at 10.5% of the maximum nexus amount, there 
is 89.5% of the demand for affordable units is unmet by the Jobs Housing Linkage Fee.  
 
As described above, the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program only mitigates affordable 
housing impacts of new retail to the extent it is supported by spending of residents in new 
residential units. Based on the fact that the Residential Nexus is set at a 94.3% of the 
Residential Nexus maximum, the analysis determines that up to 94.9% of demand for new retail 
space could be derived from new residential units without exceeding the maximums supported 
by the nexus analysis. Table C-4 shows the derivation of this 94.9% figure.  
  







 


Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.  Page 36 
\\SF-FS2\wp\19\19061\009\001-001.docx  


Table C-4: Share of Demand for New Retail Derived from New Residential (vs. existing 
residents, businesses, workers and visitors) to Reach Nexus Maximum  
       
A. Affordable housing impacts for retail workers 


unmitigated by JHLF Retail Fee.  
89.5% = balance after 10.5% 


mitigated by JHLF fee  
  


  
   


  
B. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Fees as 


Percent of Residential Nexus Maximum  
94.3% Finding for apartment   


  
   


  
C. Share of Demand for New Retail Derived from New 


Residential (vs. existing residents, businesses, 
workers and visitors) to Reach Nexus Maximum  


94.9% =A. / B.   


 
As described in Section A, virtually all new retail space built in San Francisco will derive a 
significant share of demand from existing residents, visitors, businesses and the workplace 
population. It is improbable any new retail building subject to the JHLF Program would derive 
more than 94.9% of its customer base from new residential units. However, to address 
improbable and unforeseen conditions, San Francisco Planning Code Section 406 explicitly 
provides for waiver or reduction of fees in the event of duplication or absence of a reasonable 
relationship. If fees under either program are increased, this analysis should be updated.  
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F I N A L  M E M O R A N D U M  


To: Ken Rich and Theodore Conrad, City and County of 
San Francisco 


From: James Musbach, Michael Nimon, and Michelle Chung, EPS 


Subject: Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee Update Development Feasibility 
Assessment; EPS #191029 


Date: June 3, 2019 


This memorandum has been prepared by Economic & Planning Systems, 
Inc. (EPS) for the City and County of San Francisco (the City or Client) 
and documents development feasibility analysis and findings related to 
the economics of office development and its ability to support 
contemplated Jobs-Housing Linkage fee increases.  The City is currently 
conducting a Nexus Analysis for the Jobs-Housing Linkage fee update 
designed to establish a maximum allowable fee that could be imposed 
on new development.  As part of this effort, the City is interested in 
understanding development feasibility impacts of potential fee increases 
on new office development in the City’s pipeline. The City is interested in 
maintaining the feasibility of new office development while also making 
sure that new development “pays its own way”, i.e., contributes to the 
City’s funding of affordable housing and other community benefits 
needed to respond to the growing employment base.  


The analysis completed by EPS is based on six office development 
prototypes summarized in Table 1. These prototypes are reflective of 
high-level office development characteristics associated with projects in 
the City’s development pipeline. This financial analysis is based on EPS’s 
ongoing and previously completed work in San Francisco as well as 
technical input from City staff and Seifel Consulting, including 
development impact fee schedules and cost estimates, review of key 
assumptions, and definition of prototypes.  It also incorporates 
stakeholder comments received during the presentation to the 
development community on April 29, 2019.  Key findings are described 
below.  
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Table 1 Development Prototypes 


 


Key  F ind ings  


Key findings are described below with the summary of results shown in Tables 2 and 3.  


1. None of the tested office prototypes appears financially feasible based on current 
market conditions. The rapid growth in construction and land costs in recent years, fueled 
by a high level of development activity in the region, has resulted in costs often exceeding 
office development values, making new development infeasible. Additionally, City-imposed 
community benefits costs, such as CFD special taxes and Proposition C commercial rent 
taxes, also add to the overall cost burden. The pro forma analysis indicates that all six office 
development prototypes have a negative development return with costs exceeding revenues 
and developer returns falling below the feasibility threshold, as shown in Table 2.  


2. Office development will become feasible for certain prototypes once the market 
normalizes with land values, construction costs, and building values becoming 
more aligned. EPS constructed this hypothetical scenario to test fee increases on 
development economics of projects that are feasible (the Pipeline Scenario).  This scenario 
assumes 25 percent reductions to land value and construction cost, as well as a 13 percent 
increase in rents.  These changes are intended to illustrate the potential economics of the 
office projects in the City’s pipeline that may have locked in favorable deal terms or are 
opportunistically positioned to capitalize on potential market improvements. Feasibility of 
various office prototypes under the Pipeline Scenario is shown in Table 3.  


 


Prototype 1 2 3 4 5 6


Central SoMa - 
Large Cap (Large)


Central SoMa - 
Large Cap 
(Medium)


Central SoMa - 
Small Cap


Transit Center - 
Large Cap


Eastern 
Neighborhoods 


(EN) - Small Cap


Eastern 
Neighborhoods 


(EN) - Large Cap


Site Assumptions
Neighborhood Central SoMa Central SoMa Central SoMa Transit Center EN EN
Lot Area (sq. ft.) 90,000 35,000 13,000 20,000 10,500 20,000
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 9.7 7.7 4.8 19.4 5.6 6.3


Building Assumptions (1)
Building Height 200 160 65 400 85 130
Total Gross Floor Area 
(w/o parking) (sq. ft.) 870,000 270,000 62,000 388,000 59,000 125,000


Office 800,000 245,000 49,900 372,000 49,900 110,000
PDR 45,000 17,500 6,500 0 0 10,000
Retail 14,000 4,500 3,600 13,000 8,100 2,000
Other 11,000 3,000 2,000 3,000 1,000 3,000


Efficiency Ratio 89% 89% 89% 89% 89% 89%
Total Net Floor Area 
(w/o parking) (sq. ft.) 774,300 240,300 55,180 345,320 52,510 111,250


Office 712,000 218,050 44,411 331,080 44,411 97,900
PDR 40,050 15,575 5,785 0 0 8,900
Retail 12,460 4,005 3,204 11,570 7,209 1,780
Other N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A


Existing PDR 45,000 17,500 6,500 0 0 10,000
Parking Spaces 272 88 23 91 16 29


(1) Estimated by the San Francisco Planning Department and Seifel Consulting.


Source: City of San Francisco; Seifel Consulting; Economic & Planning Systems
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3. Once market conditions improve sufficiently to support the feasibility of office 
development, the analysis suggests that some modest level of fee increase may be 
viable. With five of the six tested prototypes being feasible in the Pipeline Scenario, some 
are estimated to remain feasible with fee increases of up to $10 per square foot.  This 
increase equates to 35 percent over the existing Jobs-Housing Linkage fee level and is shown 
to be supported by Prototype 3 (with $5 per square foot increases supported by Prototypes 
3, 5, and 6).  The extent of the supportable fee increase, if any, will vary by prototype, 
project-specific criteria, location within the City, and other factors. However, any more 
significant cost increase would further jeopardize development feasibility of new office 
development even after the improvement in the market conditions takes place.   


Table 2 Summary of Feasibility Results – Baseline Scenario 
 


 


Prototype 1 2 3 4 5 6
Central SoMa - Large 


Cap (Large)
Central SoMa - Large 


Cap (Medium)
Central SoMa - 


Small Cap
Transit Center - 


Large Cap
Eastern Neighborhoods 


(EN) - Small Cap
Eastern Neighborhoods 


(EN) - Large Cap


EXISTING COMMERCIAL LINKAGE FEE 
Profit ($255,769,651) ($37,664,709) ($6,542,480) ($68,005,374) ($5,282,456) ($11,510,688)
Return on Cost -29.2% -16.4% -13.9% -17.5% -12.3% -11.8%
Stabilized Yield 4.0% 4.8% 4.9% 4.7% 5.0% 5.0%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Total Cost 2.7% 3.1% 3.2% 2.8% 3.8% 3.3%
Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Direct Cost 5.9% 6.1% 5.9% 6.0% 6.9% 6.0%


INCREASED COMMERCIAL LINKAGE FEE OPTIONS
$5 psf Increase (18% increase over the existing fee)
Profit ($260,596,111) ($39,236,289) ($6,869,294) ($69,518,794) ($5,316,010) ($12,273,968)
Return on Cost -29.6% -17.0% -14.5% -17.8% -12.4% -12.5%
Stabilized Yield 4.0% 4.7% 4.9% 4.7% 5.0% 5.0%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Total Cost 3.2% 3.8% 3.9% 3.2% 3.9% 4.0%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Direct Cost 7.2% 7.5% 7.2% 6.8% 7.0% 7.4%


$10 psf Increase (35% increase over the existing fee)
Profit ($264,596,111) ($40,461,289) ($7,118,794) ($71,378,794) ($5,565,510) ($12,823,968)
Return on Cost -29.9% -17.4% -14.9% -18.2% -12.9% -13.0%
Stabilized Yield 4.0% 4.7% 4.8% 4.7% 5.0% 4.9%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Total Cost 3.6% 4.3% 4.4% 3.7% 4.5% 4.6%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Direct Cost 8.2% 8.5% 8.2% 7.9% 8.1% 8.5%


$15 psf Increase (53% increase over the existing fee)
Profit ($268,596,111) ($41,686,289) ($7,368,294) ($73,238,794) ($5,815,010) ($13,373,968)
Return on Cost -30.3% -17.8% -15.4% -18.6% -13.4% -13.5%
Stabilized Yield 4.0% 4.7% 4.8% 4.6% 4.9% 4.9%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Total Cost 4.1% 4.8% 4.9% 4.1% 5.0% 5.1%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Direct Cost 9.2% 9.6% 9.1% 8.9% 9.1% 9.5%


$20 psf Increase (70% increase over the existing fee)
Profit ($272,596,111) ($42,911,289) ($7,617,794) ($75,098,794) ($6,064,510) ($13,923,968)
Return on Cost -30.6% -18.3% -15.8% -19.0% -13.9% -14.0%
Stabilized Yield 3.9% 4.6% 4.8% 4.6% 4.9% 4.9%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Total Cost 4.5% 5.3% 5.4% 4.6% 5.6% 5.6%
Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Direct Cost 10.2% 10.6% 10.1% 9.9% 10.2% 10.6%


strongly feasible
feasible
infeasible
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Table 3 Summary of Feasibility Results – Pipeline Scenario 
 


 


Feas ib i l i t y  Ana lys i s  Methodo logy  


Financial Returns 


The analysis is based on six office and mixed-use development prototypes shown in Table 1. 
EPS set up static development pro formas for each prototype designed to solve for project return 
as a measure of feasibility. Expected returns on development investment vary based on a range 
of factors such as developer-specific risk tolerance and access to capital, capital and real estate 
market conditions, building uses, financial stability and strength of tenants, and other factors. 
Specifically, this analysis is based on two types of returns with each described below, taking into 
account capitalization rate data reported for Class A office space,1 developer input regarding 


                                            


1 Integra Realty Resources (IRR) Viewpoint publication for 2019, publishes an annual IRR Viewpoint 
report on commercial real estate trends across the United States that presents capitalization (cap) 
rates among other critical real estate market indicators. Historically, cap rates in San Francisco have 
ranged between 4.0 and 10 percent for occupied properties, with reversionary cap rates for new office 
developments being higher to account for the risk associated with new development. The 2019 IRR 
Viewpoint report indicates a reversionary cap rate for downtown CBD office space in San Francisco of 
5.5 percent, which is among the lowest cap rates for new office space in the United States. Cap rates 
are often benchmarked against interest rates for long-term Treasuries, and the reversionary cap rate 
takes into account that long-term interest rates may increase over time among other real estate 
factors that may affect future values once a new building is fully stabilized.  


Prototype 1 2 3 4 5 6
Central SoMa - Large 


Cap (Large)
Central SoMa - Large 


Cap (Medium)
Central SoMa - 


Small Cap
Transit Center - 


Large Cap
Eastern Neighborhoods 


(EN) - Small Cap
Eastern Neighborhoods 


(EN) - Large Cap


EXISTING COMMERCIAL LINKAGE FEE
Profit $10,653,059 $34,280,839 $7,873,445 $58,176,757 $6,610,483 $16,127,507
Return on Cost 1.5% 18.8% 20.9% 18.9% 18.8% 20.2%
Stabilized Yield 5.8% 6.8% 6.9% 6.8% 6.8% 6.8%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Total Cost 3.4% 3.9% 4.0% 3.6% 4.7% 4.0%
Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Direct Cost 7.9% 8.1% 7.9% 8.0% 9.2% 8.0%


INCREASED COMMERCIAL LINKAGE FEE OPTIONS
$5 psf Increase (18% increase over the existing fee)
Profit $5,826,599 $32,709,259 $7,546,631 $56,663,337 $6,576,929 $15,364,227
Return on Cost 0.8% 17.8% 19.8% 18.3% 18.7% 19.1%
Stabilized Yield 5.7% 6.7% 6.8% 6.7% 6.8% 6.8%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Total Cost 4.0% 4.7% 4.9% 4.0% 4.8% 4.9%
Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Direct Cost 9.5% 9.9% 9.6% 9.1% 9.4% 9.9%


$10 psf Increase (35% increase over the existing fee)
Profit $1,826,599 $31,484,259 $7,297,131 $54,803,337 $6,327,429 $14,814,227
Return on Cost 0.3% 17.0% 19.1% 17.6% 17.9% 18.2%
Stabilized Yield 5.7% 6.6% 6.8% 6.7% 6.7% 6.7%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Total Cost 4.6% 5.3% 5.5% 4.6% 5.4% 5.6%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Direct Cost 10.9% 11.3% 10.9% 10.5% 10.8% 11.3%


$15 psf Increase (53% increase over the existing fee)
Profit ($2,173,401) $30,259,259 $7,047,631 $52,943,337 $6,077,929 $14,264,227
Return on Cost -0.3% 16.2% 18.3% 16.9% 17.0% 17.5%
Stabilized Yield 5.7% 6.6% 6.7% 6.6% 6.7% 6.7%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Total Cost 5.1% 6.0% 6.1% 5.2% 6.1% 6.2%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Direct Cost 12.3% 12.8% 12.2% 11.8% 12.2% 12.7%


$20 psf Increase (70% increase over the existing fee)
Profit ($6,173,401) $29,034,259 $6,798,131 $51,083,337 $5,828,429 $13,714,227
Return on Cost -0.9% 15.5% 17.5% 16.2% 16.2% 16.7%
Stabilized Yield 5.6% 6.6% 6.7% 6.6% 6.6% 6.6%


Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Total Cost 5.7% 6.6% 6.7% 5.7% 6.8% 6.8%
Commercial Linkage Fee as % of Direct Cost 13.6% 14.2% 13.5% 13.2% 13.6% 14.1%


Cost Reduction Office Rent Increase strongly feasible
Land Cost (does not apply to prototypes 5 & 6): 25% reduction 13% increase feasible
Direct Cost (building construction, parking, and site work): 25% reduction infeasible
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return threshold requirements of their capital partners, as well as EPS experience with 
comparable projects. It is worth noting that while each developer has a specific return 
requirement based on its business structure, access to capital, risk tolerance, and other 
business-specific factors, the numbers below reflect the broader market average for a typical 
developer.  Detailed pro formas for the baseline scenario are included in Appendix A and for the 
pipeline scenario in Appendix B. 


 Stabilized yield, also known as cash-on-cash return, is net operating income divided by 
total cost. This is a common return measure for commercial property that captures 
performance from a long-term operator of a cash-flow asset.  This measure is based on a 
stabilized cap rate (assumed at 5.5 percent in this analysis) plus an additional “spread” of 
130 basis points to reflect a development risk premium.2 As such, this analysis assumes a 
threshold yield of 6.8 percent or above that would be needed to make new office 
development feasible.  


 Return on cost is the net building value based on the capitalization of the net operating 
income at stabilization (stabilized NOI divided by the cap rate) divided by total development 
cost. This is a typical return threshold that takes into account the spread between the cap 
rate and the stabilized yield, as described above. As such, this analysis assumes a required 
return on cost of 18 percent or above for Class A office development in San Francisco based 
on capital market dynamics, real estate trends, and other factors. 


Financial returns are market-based, with investors facing a range of potential choices reflective 
of a wide range of risk factors and expected returns.  With 10-year treasury yields (largely 
perceived as the safest and minimal risk investment that mirrors inflation) offering returns of 
about 2.5 percent a year, other investments with higher risk require a higher return in the 
capital market.  In order to attract investment, particularly from institutions like pension and 
insurance funds that provide a significant amount of real estate investment capital, new 
development must offer significantly higher stabilized yields.  


As described above, this analysis assumes cap rates of 5.5 percent across all prototypes once 
they have been developed and reached stabilized occupancy.  San Francisco is largely perceived 
as a strong, mature, and well-established office market with some of the lowest return 
requirements for office investment across the nation, on par with Los Angeles and New York.  
However, development risk (e.g., the potential for unexpected costs associated with entitlement 
processes, site conditions, and fluctuations in the markets for materials and labor costs) adds an 
additional layer of uncertainty to investors, with a typical spread of 130 basis points needed to 


                                            


2 The “spread” or difference between the cap rate and stabilized yield accounts for the developer 
return on profit reflective of the risk that development values at project stabilization may significantly 
differ from current conditions. This analysis uses the 130 basis point spread (1.3 percent) as the 
minimum threshold of feasibility for a typical office development. If a developer could secure a long-
term lease with an investment grade tenant (e.g. a Fortune 100 company) for most of the office space 
prior to construction, the required spread would be reduced. If a property has a higher risk profile, 
such as a less desirable location, challenging office market, or extended entitlement and/or 
construction period, the required spread would increase.   
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attract investment to new office development projects.  Even small fluctuations in stabilized 
yields can significantly affect investor decisions. 


Revenues 


Lease rates used in this analysis are summarized in Table 4 and are based on CoStar data with 
an assumed 10 percent increase that reflects the top of the market rents developers seek to 
underwrite development investment.  Rents are reflective of location factors within the City as 
well as potential view premiums likely to be supported by taller buildings.  Office rents are 
assumed to be full-service (landlords are responsible for operating expenses), whereas retail and 
PDR rents are triple-net (tenants are responsible for operating expenses).  The Pipeline scenario 
reflects development after another rent 13 percent rent increase, assumed to be needed along 
with assumed cost reductions in order to reach feasibility under the existing commercial linkage 
fee scenario, as shown in Table 3.  


Table 4 Key Revenue Assumptions (Baseline Scenario) 


 


This analysis assumes net parking revenue (after parking taxes and expenses) of $210 per space 
per month for Eastern Neighborhoods, $280 for Central SoMa, and $315 for Transit Center. The 
parking revenues per space are based on average monthly parking rates that were provided by 
Seifel Consulting and are typical in San Francisco.  


Operating Expenses and Vacancy 


As shown in Table 5, commercial operating expenses depend on the lease rate structure for 
each asset type. Operating expenses for retail and PDR are assumed to be recoverable from the 
tenant, consistent with a triple-net lease structure. Parking is based on net revenues referenced 
above.  Office operating costs reflect 30 percent of full-service rents.  These expenses typically 
cover property management, administration, maintenance, utilities, insurance, and property 
taxes.  Additionally, leasing commissions are assumed at 2.5 percent of gross annual revenue to 
account for typical fees paid to leasing brokers.  


Prototype 1 2 3 4 5 6


Neighborhood Central SoMa Central SoMa Central SoMa Transit Center EN EN
Building Height 200 160 65 400 85 130


Office (full-service per net sq. ft. per 
year; rounded)


$86 $86 $83 $101 $73 $77


Retail (NNN per net sq. ft. per year) $40 $40 $40 $48 $40 $40
PDR (NNN per net sq. ft. per year) $30 $30 $30 $30 $30 $30
Gross Parking (per space per month) $400 $400 $400 $450 $300 $300


Net Parking (per space per month) (1) $280 $280 $280 $315 $210 $210


(1) Excludes operating expenses assumed at 10% and parking taxes assumed at 20%.


Source: CoStar April 2019 search for lease rates by neighborhood for spaces built since 2015, parking revenue assumption provided by Seifel Consulting
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Table 5 Key Operating, Development, and Land Cost Assumptions (Baseline Scenario) 


 


  


Prototype 1 2 3 4 5 6


Neighborhood Central SoMa Central SoMa Central SoMa Transit Center EN EN
Building Height 200 160 65 400 85 130


Operating Costs
Operating Expenses (for Office) 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
Vacancy Rate 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Leasing Commissions 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%
Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax [1] $3,532,520 $1,082,510 $229,012 $2,105,700 $0 $0
Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents 
Tax [2]


3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5%


Development Costs
Land Cost (per FAR sq. ft., rounded) $130 $160 $210 $480 $280 $180


Building Cost (per gross sq.ft.) $420 $400 $380 $450 $380 $400
Parking (per space) $66,000 $66,000 $66,000 $66,000 $66,000 $66,000
Parking (per sq.ft.) $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 $200
Site Improvement (per gross sq. ft.) $10 $10 $10 $5 $5 $10


Tenant Improvements
Office [3] $90 $90 $90 $100 $80 $80
Retail [3] $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100


Contingency 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5%
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0%
Project and Construction Management 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
General and Administrative 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Financing 6.0% 6.0% 5.0% 6.0% 5.0% 6.0%


Fees [4] Tier C Tier C Tier B TCDP Tier 3 Tier 3
Existing Jobs Housing Linkage Fee $23,229,240 $7,119,620 $1,521,619 $10,974,620 $1,641,589 $3,196,020
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $17,004,675 $5,150,175 $1,034,175 $0 $1,218,000 $2,352,000
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $2,812,500 $1,093,750 $0 $0 $0 $0
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $0 $0 $1,070,000 $0 $0 $0
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $1,424,500 $436,625 $93,625 $0 $0 $0
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $0 $0 $0 $6,036,740 $0 $0
TCDP Open Space fee $0 $0 $0 $1,033,550 $0 $0
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 $0 $0 $134,890 $0 $0
Transit Center TDR purchase ($/sf) $0 $0 $0 $1,500,000 $0 $0
Transportation Sustainability Fee $19,287,563 $5,716,983 $1,135,805 $8,974,403 $1,231,340 $2,411,483
Child Care Fee $1,480,000 $453,250 $92,315 $688,200 $92,315 $203,500
Public Art Fee (% of construction cost) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
School Impact Fee $496,344 $152,132 $32,585 $234,668 $35,267 $68,292
Other Fees [5] $569,610 $179,135 $59,532 $314,286 $92,110 $82,784


[1] Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax. Estimated by Seifel Consulting.
[2] Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax effective January 1, 2019.
[3] Reflects the landlord portion of the improvements; tenants typically contribute additional funds towards higher levels of overall improvements.
[4] Fees based on City of San Francisco fee schedule effective January 1, 2019, and are estimated by Seifel Consulting.
[5] Water and wastewater capacity charge.
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In addition to the operating expenses described above, this analysis accounts for the local 
community benefit costs that include the recently approved Central SoMa Mello-Roos Community 
Facilities District (CFD)3 and the Proposition C Early Care and Educational Commercial Rents 
Tax.4  Both community benefit costs are charged on an annual basis and substantially affect 
capitalized office values, as they increase annual expenses and reduce net operating income.5  


This analysis reflects a vacancy rate of 5 percent. This is an optimistic assumption with vacancy 
rate for office uses historically ranging between 5 and 10 percent.  


Development Costs 


Development costs consist of direct construction costs, indirect costs (including fees), and 
project contingency with key cost assumptions summarized in Table 5.  Total costs (including 
land value) range between about $720 and $1,000 per square foot depending on the prototype.  
The direct cost for new construction has rapidly increased over the past several years due to 
strong growth in the economy, large-scale development activity, and resulting demand for 
construction services and materials.  For the purpose of this analysis, direct construction costs 
are estimated to range between $380 and $450 per square foot with the highest cost in the 
Transit Center. These cost estimates are based on review of recent projects in San Francisco and 
reflect differences in size, height, density, and location between the prototypes.  Parking costs 
are estimated at $66,000 per space across all prototypes, assuming parking is provided below 
grade.  


Indirect costs include tenant improvements ($80 to $100 per square foot for office and $100 per 
square foot for retail), architecture and engineering (8 percent of direct costs), project and 
construction management (3 percent of direct costs), legal and inspections (3 percent of direct 
costs), general and administrative (3 percent of direct costs), financing (range of 5 to 6 percent 
of direct costs), and development fees.   


 


 


                                            


3 Codified December 2018, the Central SoMa Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) Special 
Tax applies to prototypes in Central SoMa and is levied to fund public amenities and infrastructure in 
the district. The Transit Center District also has a similar CFD special tax, which was adopted earlier. 
The tax is $4.36 per gross square foot for office in Central SoMa and $5.52 per gross square foot in 
the Transit Center, and $3.18 per gross square for retail in Central SoMa and $4.02 per gross square 
foot in the Transit Center, subject to annual rate escalations. The Central SoMa Mello-Roos CFD 
Program participation requirement applies to projects in the Plan area that include new construction or 
the net addition of more than 25,000 gross square feet of non-residential development on “Tier B” or 
“Tier C” properties (Planning Code Section 423). 


4 Effective 2019, Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax imposes a new gross receipts 
tax of 3.5 percent of building lease income on commercial spaces in the City. Each of the prototypes in 
this analysis (office, retail, and PDR) would be subject to this tax.  


5 As described earlier, office values are based on stabilized net operating income divided by the 
assumed cap rate.  
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Development fees include the Child Care Fee, Public Art Fee, School Impact Fee, Transportation 
Sustainability Fee, Water Capacity Charge, Wastewater Capacity Charge, any neighborhood-
specific fees as well as the existing Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee.6  Cost estimates are based on the 
City of San Francisco fee schedule effective January 1, 2019 and estimated for each prototype by 
the Planning Department and Seifel Consulting.  Indirect costs also include a 7.5 percent 
contingency across all prototypes.  


Land Values 


Land values are estimated for each prototype based on CoStar sales data since 2015 for land 
zoned for commercial buildings by neighborhood and adjusted from a sales value per acre basis 
to a per floor area ratio (FAR) basis to reflect the range of densities across the prototypes.  
Because land values are largely determined by allowable development capacity, initial land sale 
comps are adjusted to result in the land value range of between $180 and $280 per FAR foot in 
Central SoMa and Eastern Neighborhoods, as shown in Table 5.  Only the Transit Center 
prototype generates a higher land value of $480 per FAR foot associated with its central transit-
rich location and building heights.  Determination of land value for office and mixed-use 
development is complicated by a wide range of factors, including market speculation, expectation 
in changes to land use policy and development cost structure (e.g., Prop M), regional economic 
and employment dynamics, capital markets, and many other variables. 


Cost Incidence of Fee Increases 


Significant increases in development impact fees, particularly those that occur unexpectedly, 
affect real estate development feasibility in several potential ways.  Each of the three potential 
impacts is described below and is shown in Figure 1. 


First and foremost, development impact fees increase development costs.  As real estate 
investors have numerous options for investing their capital (including much lower-risk 
opportunities than real estate as described above), new development must achieve a market 
adjusted return threshold to attract capital. Thus, a significant increase in impact fees will reduce 
a developer’s ability to attract capital unless a developer is able to decrease other development 
costs to offset the fee increase or achieve a higher value by raising rents. 


Whether office space will be able to command a rent increase will depend on market strength 
and may lead to the production of fewer buildings. Commercial rents are a function of market 
conditions, and high office rents are only affordable to a subset of companies with certain 
business characteristics. Higher rents may not be achievable for many existing tenants in 
San Francisco given market conditions and would therefore limit the potential tenant pool (for 
example, may only be affordable to high valued technology companies) and could ripple through 
the marketplace.  


                                            


6 Neighborhood specific impact fees include the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, 
Central SoMa TDR Purchase, Central SoMa Area Plan Fee, Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee, 
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee, TCDP Open Space Fee, TCDP Transit Delay 
Mitigation Fee, and Transit Center TDR Purchase. The City’s existing Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee is 
$28.57 per square foot of office and $26.66 per square foot of retail uses. 
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Since the fee reduces the otherwise achievable value of development, another possible result is a 
decrease in land value. This may result in landowners being unwilling to sell and, therefore, may 
further constrain commercial development.  Typically, landowners will only sell at a price that is 
greater than the current value of the property based on existing rents and what they perceive to 
be the market value of their land. In this case, a developer is unable to negotiate a lower land 
price, and the construction costs and profit margin are fixed, and thus the market rent or value 
must be higher for feasibility than would be required under either of the first two scenarios. 
Under these circumstances, the cost of the fee is borne by consumers (e.g., office tenants), who 
are paying more than they otherwise might.  Figure 1 below illustrates these dynamics. 


In summary, significant increases in fees negatively affect development feasibility and increase 
the cost burden on development unless there are offsetting reductions in other development 
costs (such as land) or increases in revenues (market rents), which are not often achievable 
based on overall market conditions. 


Figure 1 Cost Incidence of a Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 
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APPENDIX A 


Baseline Scenario Pro Formas 







Prototype 1
Central SoMa - Large Cap (Large)
200


Item


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Lot Size 2.1 acres 90,000 sq.ft.
Gross Building Area (excl. parking) 870,000 sq.ft.
Net Area 89% efficiency ratio 774,300 sq.ft.


Office (Full-Service) 712,000 sq.ft.
Retail (NNN) 40,050 sq.ft.
PDR (NNN) 12,460 sq.ft.


Parking Spaces 272 spaces


REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS


Office (Full-Service) $86 per net sq. ft. per year $61,232,000
Retail (NNN) $40 per net sq. ft. per year $1,602,000
PDR (NNN) $30 per net sq. ft. per year $373,800
Net Parking Revenue $280 per space per month $913,920
Gross Annual Revenue $64,121,720


(less) Operating Expenses 30.0% of office full-service revenue -$18,369,600
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% of gross annual revenue -$3,206,086
(less) Commissions 2.5% of gross annual revenue -$1,603,043
(less) Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax $4 avg. per gross sq. ft. -$3,532,520
(less) Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax 3.5% of building lease income -$2,212,273


Net Operating Income $35,198,198


Capitalized Value 5.50% cap rate $639,967,236
(less) Cost of Sale/Marketing 3.25% -$20,798,935


Net Project Value $619,168,301


DEVELOPMENT COST ASSUMPTIONS


Land Cost $2,500 per lot sq. ft. $225,000,000


Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $420 per gross sq. ft. $365,400,000
Parking Construction Cost $66,000 per space $17,952,000
Site Improvement Cost $10 per gross sq. ft. $8,700,000
  Total Direct Costs $392,052,000


Indirect Costs 


Tenant Improvements (office) $90 per sq.ft. $64,080,000
Tenant Improvements (retail) $100 per sq.ft. $4,005,000
Contingency 7.5% of direct costs $29,403,900
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% of direct costs $31,364,200
Project and Construction Management 3.0% of direct costs $11,761,600
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% of direct costs $11,761,600
General and Administrative 3.0% of direct costs $11,761,600
Financing 6.0% of direct costs $23,523,100


Subtotal Indirect Costs excluding Fees $187,661,000


Fees (see Table 5 Fee Summary)
Existing Jobs Housing Linkage Fee $27 avg. per gross sq. ft. $23,229,240 33%
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $20 avg. per gross sq. ft. $17,004,675
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $3 avg. per gross sq. ft. $2,812,500
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,424,500
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Open Space Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transit Center TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transportation Sustainability Fee $22 avg. per gross sq. ft. $19,287,563
Child Care Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,480,000
Public Art Fee 1% of direct costs $3,920,520
School Impact Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $496,344
Other Fees $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $569,610
   Subtotal Fees $81 avg. per gross sq. ft. $70,224,952


Total Indirect Costs $257,885,952


Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $649,937,952


Total Costs $874,937,952


Profit (Net Project Value - Total Costs) ($255,769,651)
Return on Cost (Profit / Total Cost) -29.2%
Stabilized Yield (NOI / Total Cost) 4.0%


Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.


Assumption Total


Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.   6/3/2019   Z:\Shared\Projects\Oakland\191000s\191029_SFJobsHsgLinkageFeasibility\Model\191029Model5







Prototype 2
Central SoMa - Large Cap (Medium)
160


Item


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Lot Size 0.8 acres 35,000 sq.ft.
Gross Building Area (excl. parking) 270,000 sq.ft.
Net Area 89% efficiency ratio 240,300 sq.ft.


Office (Full-Service) 218,050 sq.ft.
Retail (NNN) 15,575 sq.ft.
PDR (NNN) 4,005 sq.ft.


Parking Spaces 88 spaces


REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS


Office (Full-Service) $86 per net sq. ft. per year $18,752,300
Retail (NNN) $40 per net sq. ft. per year $623,000
PDR (NNN) $30 per net sq. ft. per year $120,150
Net Parking Revenue $280 per space per month $295,680
Gross Annual Revenue $19,791,130


(less) Operating Expenses 30.0% of office full-service revenue -$5,625,690
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% of gross annual revenue -$989,557
(less) Commissions 2.5% of gross annual revenue -$494,778
(less) Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax $4 avg. per gross sq. ft. -$1,082,510
(less) Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax 3.5% of building lease income -$682,340.75


Net Operating Income $10,916,255


Capitalized Value 5.50% cap rate $198,477,355
(less) Cost of Sale/Marketing 3.25% -$6,450,514


Net Project Value $192,026,841


DEVELOPMENT COST ASSUMPTIONS


Land Cost $1,000 per lot sq. ft. $35,000,000


Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $400 per gross sq. ft. $108,000,000
Parking Construction Cost $66,000 per space $5,808,000
Site Improvement Cost $10 per gross sq. ft. $2,700,000
  Total Direct Costs $116,508,000


Indirect Costs 


Tenant Improvements (office) $90 per sq.ft. $19,624,500
Tenant Improvements (retail) $100 per sq.ft. $1,557,500
Contingency 7.5% of direct costs $8,738,100
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% of direct costs $9,320,600
Project and Construction Management 3.0% of direct costs $3,495,200
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% of direct costs $3,495,200
General and Administrative 3.0% of direct costs $3,495,200
Financing 6.0% of direct costs $6,990,500


Subtotal Indirect Costs excluding Fees $56,716,800


Fees (see Table 5 Fee Summary)
Existing Jobs Housing Linkage Fee $26 avg. per gross sq. ft. $7,119,620 33%
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $19 avg. per gross sq. ft. $5,150,175
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $4 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,093,750
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $436,625
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Open Space Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transit Center TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transportation Sustainability Fee $21 avg. per gross sq. ft. $5,716,983
Child Care Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $453,250
Public Art Fee 1% of direct costs $1,165,080
School Impact Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $152,132
Other Fees $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $179,135
   Subtotal Fees $80 avg. per gross sq. ft. $21,466,749


Total Indirect Costs $78,183,549


Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $194,691,549


Total Costs $229,691,549


Profit (Net Project Value - Total Costs) ($37,664,709)
Return on Cost (Profit / Total Cost) -16.4%
Stabilized Yield (NOI / Total Cost) 4.8%


Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.


Assumption Total


Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.   6/3/2019   Z:\Shared\Projects\Oakland\191000s\191029_SFJobsHsgLinkageFeasibility\Model\191029Model5







Prototype 3
Central SoMa - Small Cap
65


Item


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Lot Size 0.3 acres 13,000 sq.ft.
Gross Building Area (excl. parking) 62,000 sq.ft.
Net Area 89% efficiency ratio 55,180 sq.ft.


Office (Full-Service) 44,411 sq.ft.
Retail (NNN) 5,785 sq.ft.
PDR (NNN) 3,204 sq.ft.


Parking Spaces 23 spaces


REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS


Office (Full-Service) $83 per net sq. ft. per year $3,686,113
Retail (NNN) $40 per net sq. ft. per year $231,400
PDR (NNN) $30 per net sq. ft. per year $96,120
Net Parking Revenue $280 per space per month $77,280
Gross Annual Revenue $4,090,913


(less) Operating Expenses 30.0% of office full-service revenue -$1,105,834
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% of gross annual revenue -$204,546
(less) Commissions 2.5% of gross annual revenue -$102,273
(less) Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax $4 avg. per gross sq. ft. -$229,012
(less) Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax 3.5% of building lease income -$140,477


Net Operating Income $2,308,771


Capitalized Value 5.50% cap rate $41,977,663
(less) Cost of Sale/Marketing 3.5% -$1,469,218


Net Project Value $40,508,445


DEVELOPMENT COST ASSUMPTIONS


Land Cost $300 per lot sq. ft. $3,900,000


Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $380 per gross sq. ft. $23,560,000
Parking Construction Cost $66,000 per space $1,518,000
Site Improvement Cost $10 per gross sq. ft. $620,000
  Total Direct Costs $25,698,000


Indirect Costs 


Tenant Improvements (office) $90 per sq.ft. $3,996,990
Tenant Improvements (retail) $100 per sq.ft. $578,500
Contingency 7.5% of direct costs $1,927,400
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% of direct costs $2,055,800
Project and Construction Management 3.0% of direct costs $770,900
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% of direct costs $770,900
General and Administrative 3.0% of direct costs $770,900
Financing 5.0% of direct costs $1,284,900


Subtotal Indirect Costs excluding Fees $12,156,290


Fees (see Table 5 Fee Summary)
Existing Jobs Housing Linkage Fee $25 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,521,619 29%
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $17 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,034,175
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $17 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,070,000
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $93,625
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Open Space Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transit Center TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transportation Sustainability Fee $18 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,135,805
Child Care Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $92,315
Public Art Fee 1% of direct costs $256,980
School Impact Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $32,585
Other Fees $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $59,532
   Subtotal Fees $85 avg. per gross sq. ft. $5,296,635


Total Indirect Costs $17,452,925


Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $43,150,925


Total Costs $47,050,925


Profit (Net Project Value - Total Costs) ($6,542,480)
Return on Cost (Profit / Total Cost) -13.9%
Stabilized Yield (NOI / Total Cost) 4.9%


Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.


Assumption Total


Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.   6/3/2019   Z:\Shared\Projects\Oakland\191000s\191029_SFJobsHsgLinkageFeasibility\Model\191029Model5







Prototype 4
Transit Center - Large Cap
400


Item


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Lot Size 0.5 acres 20,000 sq.ft.
Gross Building Area (excl. parking) 388,000 sq.ft.
Net Area 89% efficiency ratio 345,320 sq.ft.


Office (Full-Service) 331,080 sq.ft.
Retail (NNN) 0 sq.ft.
PDR (NNN) 11,570 sq.ft.


Parking Spaces 91 spaces


REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS


Office (Full-Service) $101 per net sq. ft. per year $33,439,080
Retail (NNN) $48 per net sq. ft. per year $0
PDR (NNN) $30 per net sq. ft. per year $347,100
Net Parking Revenue $315 per space per month $343,980
Gross Annual Revenue $34,130,160


(less) Operating Expenses 30.0% of office full-service revenue -$10,031,724
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% of gross annual revenue -$1,706,508
(less) Commissions 2.5% of gross annual revenue -$853,254
(less) Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax $5 avg. per gross sq. ft. -$2,105,700
(less) Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax 3.5% of building lease income -$1,182,516


Net Operating Income $18,250,458


Capitalized Value 5.50% cap rate $331,826,504
(less) Cost of Sale/Marketing 3.25% -$10,784,361


Net Project Value $321,042,142


DEVELOPMENT COST ASSUMPTIONS


Land Cost $4,300 per lot sq. ft. $86,000,000


Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $450 per gross sq. ft. $174,600,000
Parking Construction Cost $66,000 per space $6,006,000
Site Improvement Cost $5 per gross sq. ft. $1,940,000
  Total Direct Costs $182,546,000


Indirect Costs 


Tenant Improvements (office) $100 per sq.ft. $33,108,000
Tenant Improvements (retail) $100 per sq.ft. $0
Contingency 7.5% of direct costs $13,691,000
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% of direct costs $14,603,700
Project and Construction Management 3.0% of direct costs $5,476,400
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% of direct costs $5,476,400
General and Administrative 3.0% of direct costs $5,476,400
Financing 6.0% of direct costs $10,952,800


Subtotal Indirect Costs excluding Fees $88,784,700


Fees (see Table 5 Fee Summary)
Existing Jobs Housing Linkage Fee $28 avg. per gross sq. ft. $10,974,620 35%
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $16 avg. per gross sq. ft. $6,036,740
TCDP Open Space Fee $3 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,033,550
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $134,890
Transit Center TDR Purchase $4 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,500,000
Transportation Sustainability Fee $23 avg. per gross sq. ft. $8,974,403
Child Care Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $688,200
Public Art Fee 1% of direct costs $1,825,460
School Impact Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $234,668
Other Fees $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $314,286
   Subtotal Fees $82 avg. per gross sq. ft. $31,716,816


Total Indirect Costs $120,501,516


Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $303,047,516


Total Costs $389,047,516


Profit (Net Project Value - Total Costs) ($68,005,374)
Return on Cost (Profit / Total Cost) -17.5%
Stabilized Yield (NOI / Total Cost) 4.7%


Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.


Assumption Total


Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.   6/3/2019   Z:\Shared\Projects\Oakland\191000s\191029_SFJobsHsgLinkageFeasibility\Model\191029Model5







Prototype 5
Eastern Neighborhoods (EN) - Small Cap
85


Item


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Lot Size 0.2 acres 10,500 sq.ft.
Gross Building Area (excl. parking) 59,000 sq.ft.
Net Area 89% efficiency ratio 52,510 sq.ft.


Office (Full-Service) 44,411 sq.ft.
Retail (NNN) 0 sq.ft.
PDR (NNN) 7,209 sq.ft.


Parking Spaces 16 spaces


REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS


Office (Full-Service) $73 per net sq. ft. per year $3,242,003
Retail (NNN) $40 per net sq. ft. per year $0
PDR (NNN) $30 per net sq. ft. per year $216,270
Net Parking Revenue $210 per space per month $40,320
Gross Annual Revenue $3,498,593


(less) Operating Expenses 30.0% of office full-service revenue -$972,601
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% of gross annual revenue -$174,929.65
(less) Commissions 2.5% of gross annual revenue -$87,464.83
(less) Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
(less) Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax 3.5% of building lease income -$121,040


Net Operating Income $2,142,558


Capitalized Value 5.50% cap rate $38,955,601
(less) Cost of Sale/Marketing 3.5% -$1,363,446


Net Project Value $37,592,155


DEVELOPMENT COST ASSUMPTIONS


Land Cost $380 per lot sq. ft. $3,990,000


Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $380 per gross sq. ft. $22,420,000
Parking Construction Cost $66,000 per space $1,056,000
Site Improvement Cost $5 per gross sq. ft. $295,000
  Total Direct Costs $23,771,000


Indirect Costs 


Tenant Improvements (office) $80 per sq.ft. $3,552,880
Tenant Improvements (retail) $100 per sq.ft. $0
Contingency 7.5% of direct costs $1,782,800
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% of direct costs $1,901,700
Project and Construction Management 3.0% of direct costs $713,100
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% of direct costs $713,100
General and Administrative 3.0% of direct costs $713,100
Financing 5.0% of direct costs $1,188,600


Subtotal Indirect Costs excluding Fees $10,565,280


Fees (see Table 5 Fee Summary)
Existing Jobs Housing Linkage Fee $28 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,641,589 36%
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $21 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,218,000
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Open Space Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transit Center TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transportation Sustainability Fee $21 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,231,340
Child Care Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $92,315
Public Art Fee 1% of direct costs $237,710
School Impact Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $35,267
Other Fees $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $92,110
   Subtotal Fees $77 avg. per gross sq. ft. $4,548,331


Total Indirect Costs $15,113,611


Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $38,884,611


Total Costs $42,874,611


Profit (Net Project Value - Total Costs) ($5,282,456)
Return on Cost (Profit / Total Cost) -12.3%
Stabilized Yield (NOI / Total Cost) 5.0%


Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.


Assumption Total


Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.   6/3/2019   Z:\Shared\Projects\Oakland\191000s\191029_SFJobsHsgLinkageFeasibility\Model\191029Model5







Prototype 6
Eastern Neighborhoods (EN) - Large Cap
130


Item


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Lot Size 0.5 acres 20,000 sq.ft.
Gross Building Area (excl. parking) 125,000 sq.ft.
Net Area 89% efficiency ratio 111,250 sq.ft.


Office (Full-Service) 97,900 sq.ft.
Retail (NNN) 8,900 sq.ft.
PDR (NNN) 1,780 sq.ft.


Parking Spaces 29 spaces


REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS


Office (Full-Service) $77 per net sq. ft. per year $7,538,300
Retail (NNN) $40 per net sq. ft. per year $356,000
PDR (NNN) $30 per net sq. ft. per year $53,400
Net Parking Revenue $210 per space per month $73,080
Gross Annual Revenue $8,020,780


(less) Operating Expenses 30.0% of office full-service revenue -$2,261,490
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% of gross annual revenue -$401,039
(less) Commissions 2.5% of gross annual revenue -$200,520
(less) Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
(less) Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax 3.5% of building lease income -$278,170


Net Operating Income $4,879,562


Capitalized Value 5.50% cap rate $88,719,309
(less) Cost of Sale/Marketing 3.25% -$2,883,378


Net Project Value $85,835,932


DEVELOPMENT COST ASSUMPTIONS


Land Cost $520 per lot sq. ft. $10,400,000


Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $400 per gross sq. ft. $50,000,000
Parking Construction Cost $66,000 per space $1,914,000
Site Improvement Cost $10 per gross sq. ft. $1,250,000
  Total Direct Costs $53,164,000


Indirect Costs 


Tenant Improvements (office) $80 per sq.ft. $7,832,000
Tenant Improvements (retail) $100 per sq.ft. $890,000
Contingency 7.5% of direct costs $3,987,300
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% of direct costs $4,253,100
Project and Construction Management 3.0% of direct costs $1,594,900
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% of direct costs $1,594,900
General and Administrative 3.0% of direct costs $1,594,900
Financing 6.0% of direct costs $3,189,800


Subtotal Indirect Costs excluding Fees $24,936,900


Fees (see Table 5 Fee Summary)
Existing Jobs Housing Linkage Fee $26 avg. per gross sq. ft. $3,196,020 36%
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $19 avg. per gross sq. ft. $2,352,000
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Open Space Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transit Center TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transportation Sustainability Fee $19 avg. per gross sq. ft. $2,411,483
Child Care Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $203,500
Public Art Fee 1% of direct costs $531,640
School Impact Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $68,292
Other Fees $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $82,784
   Subtotal Fees $71 avg. per gross sq. ft. $8,845,719


Total Indirect Costs $33,782,619


Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $86,946,619


Total Costs $97,346,619


Profit (Net Project Value - Total Costs) ($11,510,688)
Return on Cost (Profit / Total Cost) -11.8%
Stabilized Yield (NOI / Total Cost) 5.0%


Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.


Assumption Total


Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.   6/3/2019   Z:\Shared\Projects\Oakland\191000s\191029_SFJobsHsgLinkageFeasibility\Model\191029Model5
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Prototype 1
Central SoMa - Large Cap (Large)
200


Item


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Lot Size 2.1 acres 90,000 sq.ft.
Gross Building Area (excl. parking) 870,000 sq.ft.
Net Area 89% efficiency ratio 774,300 sq.ft.


Office (Full-Service) 712,000 sq.ft.
Retail (NNN) 40,050 sq.ft.
PDR (NNN) 12,460 sq.ft.


Parking Spaces 272 spaces


REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS


Office (Full-Service) $97 per net sq. ft. per year $69,064,000
Retail (NNN) $40 per net sq. ft. per year $1,602,000
PDR (NNN) $30 per net sq. ft. per year $373,800
Net Parking Revenue $280 per space per month $913,920
Gross Annual Revenue $71,953,720


(less) Operating Expenses 30.0% of office full-service revenue -$20,719,200
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% of gross annual revenue -$3,597,686.00
(less) Commissions 2.5% of gross annual revenue -$1,798,843.00
(less) Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax $4 avg. per gross sq. ft. -$3,532,520
(less) Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax 3.5% of building lease income -$2,486,393


Net Operating Income $39,819,078


Capitalized Value 5.50% cap rate $723,983,236
(less) Cost of Sale/Marketing 3.25% -$23,529,455


Net Project Value $700,453,781


DEVELOPMENT COST ASSUMPTIONS


Land Cost $1,875 per lot sq. ft. $168,750,000


Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $315 per gross sq. ft. $274,050,000
Parking Construction Cost $49,500 per space $13,464,000
Site Improvement Cost $8 per gross sq. ft. $6,525,000
  Total Direct Costs $294,039,000


Indirect Costs 


Tenant Improvements (office) $90 per sq.ft. $64,080,000
Tenant Improvements (retail) $100 per sq.ft. $4,005,000
Contingency 7.5% of direct costs $22,052,900
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% of direct costs $23,523,100
Project and Construction Management 3.0% of direct costs $8,821,200
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% of direct costs $8,821,200
General and Administrative 3.0% of direct costs $8,821,200
Financing 6.0% of direct costs $17,642,300


Subtotal Indirect Costs excluding Fees $157,766,900


Fees 
Existing Jobs Housing Linkage Fee $27 avg. per gross sq. ft. $23,229,240 34%
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $20 avg. per gross sq. ft. $17,004,675
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $3 avg. per gross sq. ft. $2,812,500
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,424,500
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Open Space Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transit Center TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transportation Sustainability Fee $22 avg. per gross sq. ft. $19,287,563
Child Care Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,480,000
Public Art Fee 1% of direct costs $2,940,390
School Impact Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $496,344
Other Fees $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $569,610
   Subtotal Fees $80 avg. per gross sq. ft. $69,244,822


Total Indirect Costs $227,011,722


Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $521,050,722


Total Costs $689,800,722


Profit (Net Project Value - Total Costs) $10,653,059
Return on Cost (Profit / Total Cost) 1.5%
Stabilized Yield (NOI / Total Cost) 5.8%


Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.


Assumption Total
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Prototye 2
Central SoMa - Large Cap (Medium)
160


Item


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Lot Size 0.8 acres 35,000 sq.ft.
Gross Building Area (excl. parking) 270,000 sq.ft.
Net Area 89% efficiency ratio 240,300 sq.ft.


Office (Full-Service) 218,050 sq.ft.
Retail (NNN) 15,575 sq.ft.
PDR (NNN) 4,005 sq.ft.


Parking Spaces 88 spaces


REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS


Office (Full-Service) $97 per net sq. ft. per year $21,150,850
Retail (NNN) $40 per net sq. ft. per year $623,000
PDR (NNN) $30 per net sq. ft. per year $120,150
Net Parking Revenue $280 per space per month $295,680
Gross Annual Revenue $22,189,680


(less) Operating Expenses 30.0% of office full-service revenue -$6,345,255
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% of gross annual revenue -$1,109,484
(less) Commissions 2.5% of gross annual revenue -$554,742
(less) Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax $4 avg. per gross sq. ft. -$1,082,510
(less) Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax 3.5% of building lease income -$766,290.00


Net Operating Income $12,331,399


Capitalized Value 5.50% cap rate $224,207,255
(less) Cost of Sale/Marketing 3.25% -$7,286,736


Net Project Value $216,920,519


DEVELOPMENT COST ASSUMPTIONS


Land Cost $750 per lot sq. ft. $26,250,000


Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $300 per gross sq. ft. $81,000,000
Parking Construction Cost $49,500 per space $4,356,000
Site Improvement Cost $8 per gross sq. ft. $2,025,000
  Total Direct Costs $87,381,000


Indirect Costs 
Tenant Improvements (office) $90 per sq.ft. $19,624,500
Tenant Improvements (retail) $100 per sq.ft. $1,557,500
Contingency 7.5% of direct costs $6,553,600
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% of direct costs $6,990,500
Project and Construction Management 3.0% of direct costs $2,621,400
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% of direct costs $2,621,400
General and Administrative 3.0% of direct costs $2,621,400
Financing 6.0% of direct costs $5,242,900


Subtotal Indirect Costs excluding Fees $47,833,200


Fees (see Table 4 Fee Summary)
Fees $26 avg. per gross sq. ft. $7,119,620 34%
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $19 avg. per gross sq. ft. $5,150,175
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $4 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,093,750
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $436,625
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Open Space Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transit Center TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transportation Sustainability Fee $21 avg. per gross sq. ft. $5,716,983
Child Care Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $453,250
Public Art Fee 1% of direct costs $873,810
School Impact Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $152,132
Other Fees $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $179,135
   Subtotal Fees $78 avg. per gross sq. ft. $21,175,479


Total Indirect Costs $69,008,679


Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $156,389,679


Total Costs $182,639,679


Profit (Net Project Value - Total Costs) $34,280,839
Developer Return (Profit / Total Cost) 19%
Return on Cost (Profit / Total Cost) 6.8%


Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.


Assumption Total
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Prototype 3
Central SoMa - Small Cap
65


Item


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Lot Size 0.3 acres 13,000 sq.ft.
Gross Building Area (excl. parking) 62,000 sq.ft.
Net Area 89% efficiency ratio 55,180 sq.ft.


Office (Full-Service) 44,411 sq.ft.
Retail (NNN) 5,785 sq.ft.
PDR (NNN) 3,204 sq.ft.


Parking Spaces 23 spaces


REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS


Office (Full-Service) $94 per net sq. ft. per year $4,174,634
Retail (NNN) $40 per net sq. ft. per year $231,400
PDR (NNN) $30 per net sq. ft. per year $96,120
Net Parking Revenue $280 per space per month $77,280
Gross Annual Revenue $4,579,434


(less) Operating Expenses 30.0% of office full-service revenue -$1,252,390
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% of gross annual revenue -$228,972
(less) Commissions 2.5% of gross annual revenue -$114,486
(less) Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax $4 avg. per gross sq. ft. -$229,012
(less) Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax 3.5% of building lease income -$157,575


Net Operating Income $2,596,999


Capitalized Value 5.50% cap rate $47,218,161
(less) Cost of Sale/Marketing 3.5% -$1,652,636


Net Project Value $45,565,525


DEVELOPMENT COST ASSUMPTIONS


Land Cost $225 per lot sq. ft. $2,925,000


Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $285 per gross sq. ft. $17,670,000
Parking Construction Cost $49,500 per space $1,138,500
Site Improvement Cost $8 per gross sq. ft. $465,000
  Total Direct Costs $19,273,500


Indirect Costs 


Tenant Improvements (office) $90 per sq.ft. $3,996,990
Tenant Improvements (retail) $100 per sq.ft. $578,500
Contingency 7.5% of direct costs $1,445,500
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% of direct costs $1,541,900
Project and Construction Management 3.0% of direct costs $578,200
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% of direct costs $578,200
General and Administrative 3.0% of direct costs $578,200
Financing 5.0% of direct costs $963,700


Subtotal Indirect Costs excluding Fees $10,261,190


Fees 
Existing Jobs Housing Linkage Fee $25 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,521,619 29%
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $17 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,034,175
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $17 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,070,000
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $93,625
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Open Space Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transit Center TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transportation Sustainability Fee $18 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,135,805
Child Care Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $92,315
Public Art Fee 1% of direct costs $192,735
School Impact Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $32,585
Other Fees $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $59,532
   Subtotal Fees $84 avg. per gross sq. ft. $5,232,390


Total Indirect Costs $15,493,580


Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $34,767,080


Total Costs $37,692,080


Profit (Net Project Value - Total Costs) $7,873,445
Return on Cost (Profit / Total Cost) 20.9%
Stabilized Yield (NOI / Total Cost) 6.9%


Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.


Assumption Total
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Prototype 4
Transit Center - Large Cap
400


Item


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Lot Size 0.5 acres 20,000 sq.ft.
Gross Building Area (excl. parking) 388,000 sq.ft.
Net Area 89% efficiency ratio 345,320 sq.ft.


Office (Full-Service) 331,080 sq.ft.
Retail (NNN) 0 sq.ft.
PDR (NNN) 11,570 sq.ft.


Parking Spaces 91 spaces


REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS


Office (Full-Service) $114 per net sq. ft. per year $37,743,120
Retail (NNN) $48 per net sq. ft. per year $0
PDR (NNN) $30 per net sq. ft. per year $347,100
Net Parking Revenue $315 per space per month $343,980
Gross Annual Revenue $38,434,200


(less) Operating Expenses 30.0% of office full-service revenue -$11,322,936
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% of gross annual revenue -$1,921,710.00
(less) Commissions 2.5% of gross annual revenue -$960,855.00
(less) Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax $5 avg. per gross sq. ft. -$2,105,700
(less) Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax 3.5% of building lease income -$1,333,158


Net Operating Income $20,789,841


Capitalized Value 5.50% cap rate $377,997,115
(less) Cost of Sale/Marketing 3.25% -$12,284,906


Net Project Value $365,712,208


DEVELOPMENT COST ASSUMPTIONS


Land Cost $3,225 per lot sq. ft. $64,500,000


Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $338 per gross sq. ft. $130,950,000
Parking Construction Cost $49,500 per space $4,504,500
Site Improvement Cost $4 per gross sq. ft. $1,455,000
  Total Direct Costs $136,909,500


Indirect Costs 


Tenant Improvements (office) $100 per sq.ft. $33,108,000
Tenant Improvements (retail) $100 per sq.ft. $0
Contingency 7.5% of direct costs $10,268,200
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% of direct costs $10,952,800
Project and Construction Management 3.0% of direct costs $4,107,300
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% of direct costs $4,107,300
General and Administrative 3.0% of direct costs $4,107,300
Financing 6.0% of direct costs $8,214,600


Subtotal Indirect Costs excluding Fees $74,865,500


Fees 
Existing Jobs Housing Linkage Fee $28 avg. per gross sq. ft. $10,974,620 35%
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $16 avg. per gross sq. ft. $6,036,740
TCDP Open Space Fee $3 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,033,550
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $134,890
Transit Center TDR Purchase $4 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,500,000
Transportation Sustainability Fee $23 avg. per gross sq. ft. $8,974,403
Child Care Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $688,200
Public Art Fee 1% of direct costs $1,369,095
School Impact Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $234,668
Other Fees $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $314,286
   Subtotal Fees $81 avg. per gross sq. ft. $31,260,451


Total Indirect Costs $106,125,951


Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $243,035,451


Total Costs $307,535,451


Profit (Net Project Value - Total Costs) $58,176,757
Return on Cost (Profit / Total Cost) 18.9%
Stabilized Yield (NOI / Total Cost) 6.8%


Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.


Assumption Total
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Prototype 5
Eastern Neighborhoods (EN) - Small Cap
85


Item


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Lot Size 0.2 acres 10,500 sq.ft.
Gross Building Area (excl. parking) 59,000 sq.ft.
Net Area 89% efficiency ratio 52,510 sq.ft.


Office (Full-Service) 44,411 sq.ft.
Retail (NNN) 0 sq.ft.
PDR (NNN) 7,209 sq.ft.


Parking Spaces 16 spaces


REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS


Office (Full-Service) $82 per net sq. ft. per year $3,641,702
Retail (NNN) $40 per net sq. ft. per year $0
PDR (NNN) $30 per net sq. ft. per year $216,270
Net Parking Revenue $210 per space per month $40,320
Gross Annual Revenue $3,898,292


(less) Operating Expenses 30.0% of office full-service revenue -$1,092,511
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% of gross annual revenue -$194,914.60
(less) Commissions 2.5% of gross annual revenue -$97,457.30
(less) Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
(less) Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax 3.5% of building lease income -$135,029


Net Operating Income $2,378,380


Capitalized Value 5.50% cap rate $43,243,281
(less) Cost of Sale/Marketing 3.5% -$1,513,515


Net Project Value $41,729,767


DEVELOPMENT COST ASSUMPTIONS


Land Cost $380 per lot sq. ft. $3,990,000


Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $285 per gross sq. ft. $16,815,000
Parking Construction Cost $49,500 per space $792,000
Site Improvement Cost $4 per gross sq. ft. $221,300
  Total Direct Costs $17,828,300


Indirect Costs 


Tenant Improvements (office) $80 per sq.ft. $3,552,880
Tenant Improvements (retail) $100 per sq.ft. $0
Contingency 7.5% of direct costs $1,337,100
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% of direct costs $1,426,300
Project and Construction Management 3.0% of direct costs $534,800
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% of direct costs $534,800
General and Administrative 3.0% of direct costs $534,800
Financing 5.0% of direct costs $891,400


Subtotal Indirect Costs excluding Fees $8,812,080


Fees 
Existing Jobs Housing Linkage Fee $28 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,641,589 37%
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $21 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,218,000
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Open Space Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transit Center TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transportation Sustainability Fee $21 avg. per gross sq. ft. $1,231,340
Child Care Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $92,315
Public Art Fee 1% of direct costs $178,283
School Impact Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $35,267
Other Fees $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $92,110
   Subtotal Fees $76 avg. per gross sq. ft. $4,488,904


Total Indirect Costs $13,300,984


Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $31,129,284


Total Costs $35,119,284


Profit (Net Project Value - Total Costs) $6,610,483
Return on Cost (Profit / Total Cost) 18.8%
Stabilized Yield (NOI / Total Cost) 6.8%


Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.


Assumption Total
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Prototype 6
Eastern Neighborhoods (EN) - Large Cap
130


Item


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Lot Size 0.5 acres 20,000 sq.ft.
Gross Building Area (excl. parking) 125,000 sq.ft.
Net Area 89% efficiency ratio 111,250 sq.ft.


Office (Full-Service) 97,900 sq.ft.
Retail (NNN) 8,900 sq.ft.
PDR (NNN) 1,780 sq.ft.


Parking Spaces 29 spaces


REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS


Office (Full-Service) $87 per net sq. ft. per year $8,517,300
Retail (NNN) $40 per net sq. ft. per year $356,000
PDR (NNN) $30 per net sq. ft. per year $53,400
Net Parking Revenue $210 per space per month $73,080
Gross Annual Revenue $8,999,780


(less) Operating Expenses 30.0% of office full-service revenue -$2,555,190
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% of gross annual revenue -$449,989
(less) Commissions 2.5% of gross annual revenue -$224,995
(less) Mello-Roos CFD Special Tax $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
(less) Prop C Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax 3.5% of building lease income -$312,435


Net Operating Income $5,457,172


Capitalized Value 5.50% cap rate $99,221,309
(less) Cost of Sale/Marketing 3.25% -$3,224,693


Net Project Value $95,996,617


DEVELOPMENT COST ASSUMPTIONS


Land Cost $520 per lot sq. ft. $10,400,000


Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $300 per gross sq. ft. $37,500,000
Parking Construction Cost $49,500 per space $1,435,500
Site Improvement Cost $8 per gross sq. ft. $937,500
  Total Direct Costs $39,873,000


Indirect Costs 


Tenant Improvements (office) $80 per sq.ft. $7,832,000
Tenant Improvements (retail) $100 per sq.ft. $890,000
Contingency 7.5% of direct costs $2,990,500
Architecture and Engineering 8.0% of direct costs $3,189,800
Project and Construction Management 3.0% of direct costs $1,196,200
Other Expenses (Legal, Inspections) 3.0% of direct costs $1,196,200
General and Administrative 3.0% of direct costs $1,196,200
Financing 6.0% of direct costs $2,392,400


Subtotal Indirect Costs excluding Fees $20,883,300


Fees 
Existing Jobs Housing Linkage Fee $26 avg. per gross sq. ft. $3,196,020 37%
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $19 avg. per gross sq. ft. $2,352,000
Central SoMa TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Area Plan Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transportation and Street Improvement Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Open Space Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
TCDP Transit Delay Mitigation Fee $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transit Center TDR Purchase $0 avg. per gross sq. ft. $0
Transportation Sustainability Fee $19 avg. per gross sq. ft. $2,411,483
Child Care Fee $2 avg. per gross sq. ft. $203,500
Public Art Fee 1% of direct costs $398,730
School Impact Fee $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $68,292
Other Fees $1 avg. per gross sq. ft. $82,784
   Subtotal Fees $70 avg. per gross sq. ft. $8,712,809


Total Indirect Costs $29,596,109


Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $69,469,109


Total Costs $79,869,109


Profit (Net Project Value - Total Costs) $16,127,507
Return on Cost (Profit / Total Cost) 20.2%
Stabilized Yield (NOI / Total Cost) 6.8%


Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.


Assumption Total
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M E M O R A N D U M 
 


To:   Mayor London N. Breed  
Board of Supervisors 


From:    Joshua Switzky, Planning Department 
Dan Adams, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development 
Leigh Lutenski and Theodore Conrad, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 


CC:   Planning Commission 
  Controller Ben Rosenfield 
  Kate Stacy and Austin Yang, Deputy City Attorneys 


Date:             June 7, 2019 


Subject:            2019 Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis 
 


 
This memorandum summarizes the findings of two documents related to the Jobs Housing Linkage 
Program: 1) the update to the Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis, which establishes a maximum justifiable 
impact that non-residential development may have on the demand for affordable housing in San 
Francisco; and 2) a financial feasibility study that analyzes office development and recommends Jobs 
Housing Linkage Fee levels at which office development is feasible in our current real estate market. 
 
Consistent with the legal requirements of the California Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code Sections 
66000 et seq., the City prepares nexus studies that support the imposition of development fees, and 
updates such studies periodically. As set forth in Planning Code Section 413 et seq., the City’s Jobs 
Housing Linkage Program requires certain non-residential development projects to offset the demand 
for new affordable housing created by those projects. The attached Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis (“Nexus 
Analysis”) for San Francisco has been prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.,1 and demonstrates 
that the construction of new non-residential development results in the need for affordable housing.  
This study is an update to the last Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis, completed in 1997.  
 
This memorandum is being sent to inform you about the update to the Nexus Analysis, and to let you 
know that this document will be added to Board File #100917.  A corresponding Financial Feasibility 
Study prepared by Seifel Consulting and Economic and Planning Systems is also attached and described 
within this memorandum.  There is no action required or recommended at this time.   
 
Summary of Findings of the Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis 


The Nexus Analysis demonstrates and quantifies the demand for affordable housing for households 
earning up to 120% of area median income created by construction of new or expanded non-residential 
buildings adding more than 25,000 square feet of development.  


                                                           
1 Keyser Marston is nationally recognized as an expert in jobs-housing linkage and residential nexus analyses. They prepared 
San Francisco’s prior jobs housing nexus analysis in 1997, the City’s residential nexus analysis in 2007 and again in 2016. They 
also have prepared nexus studies for most of the California cities with affordable housing requirements, including San Diego, 
Sacramento, San Mateo, Cupertino, Fremont, Hayward, Napa County, Mountain View, Emeryville, Daly City, Newark, Fremont, 
Rancho Cordova, and San Jose.  
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The Nexus Analysis examines demand created by new workplace development currently subject to the 
City’s Jobs Housing Linkage Fee—Office, Research and Development, Retail, Entertainment and Hotel 
uses—as well as those created by Production Distribution & Repair (“PDR”), Medical and Institutional 
uses2.  To arrive at this demand, it assesses the number of workers associated with new non-residential 
development, assumes these workers all require new housing in San Francisco, and then uses salary and 
income data to derive the portion of those workers that are in households earning up to 120% of area 
median income.   


The Nexus Analysis reaffirms and updates the potential demand for affordable housing that varies by 
each type of non-residential use, depending on the worker density of each use and the salary ranges for 
each use type. That range of demand is illustrated on Table I-1 of the Nexus Analysis, and in the table 
below: 
 


Affordable Unit Demand Factors 


Number of Affordable Units Needed per 1,000 Square Feet of Gross Floor Area 


Office  0.80892 


R&D  0.44599 


Retail  1.02229 


Entertainment  0.34275 


Hotel  0.51642 


PDR  0.53153 


Medical  0.68647 


Institutional  0.33176 


 
These figures express the maximum number of affordable units per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area 
of each use that can be legally mitigated by Jobs Housing Linkage Fees. These figures are represented in 
terms of the demand for new affordable units rather than specific dollar amounts. This is because the 
fees are a factor of demand multiplied by the estimated average net subsidy cost of producing each unit 
of affordable housing (i.e. the “affordability gap”), which is subject to change based on construction 
costs, commonly available financing, and other factors. The affordability gaps are published and 
periodically updated by the Mayor’s Office of Housing & Community Development as required under 
Planning Code Section 415.5. 
 
Please note these figures represent the maximum justifiable impact that could be addressed legally 
under the Jobs Housing Linkage Program. The maximum justifiable fee rates derived from this analysis 
do not represent recommended or feasible fee levels.   
 
We highlight two issues that may help provide additional context for understanding the Nexus Analysis.  
First, the Nexus Analysis applies conservative assumptions, such as that all workers in the new 
developments reside in San Francisco and do not commute from other cities. The Nexus Analysis also 
assesses only the impact created by new non-residential development on affordable housing demand. It 


                                                           
2 PDR, Medical and Institutional uses are currently not generally subject to jobs Housing Linkage Fees but are included for 
consistency with the City’s prior nexus study and to provide flexibility in adjusting program requirements in the future. 
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does not consider the additional resources, such as general obligation bonds, available to help meet this 
demand. These assumptions are intended and designed to determine the broadest possible legal 
authority for setting the fee standards. Second, the Nexus Analysis does not consider whether the 
maximum fee rates would make commercial development infeasible. This consideration is shown 
through a separate analysis, known as a financial feasibility study, discussed below. 
 
Financial Feasibility Study for Office Use 
 
A financial feasibility study, which analyzes the financial dynamics of development based on expected 
typical development costs and revenues, is used to guide recommendations for actual fee rates as set by 
policy.  Policymakers use financial feasibility studies to ensure that new policies and programs are 
economically sound, and to evaluate the economic and policy tradeoffs involved in setting or adjusting a 
fee. For example, such analysis should consider that, while the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee applies 
citywide, development projects in different areas of the City are subject to varying levels of other fees 
and development requirements. In addition, most San Francisco development is subject to more than 
one impact fee, which has a cumulative effect on feasibility that must be taken into account. Thus, 
Section 410 of the City’s Planning Code requires, among other things, a regular evaluation of the 
financial feasibility of projects and housing affordability as part of a comprehensive assessment of all 
impact fees in the City.   
 
The attached feasibility study (“Feasibility Study”) was performed by Seifel Consulting and Economic and 
Planning Systems to help guide policymakers in setting the Jobs Housing Linkage fee for new office 
development3. It studies six office development prototypes that represent the types of office 
development the City can expect to see over the next ten years. The Feasibility Study analyzes the 
financial dynamics of office development based on expected typical development costs and revenues for 
both current and “pipeline” conditions.  
 
Conclusion 
The study finds that for new projects being developed today, development costs are so high that 
revenues do not justify new office development, even at the existing fee level. The Feasibility Study 
includes a “pipeline scenario” that analyzes certain currently proposed office projects that may have 
secured advantageous financial terms, such as lower land costs. Under the “pipeline scenario,” 
moderate increases to the fee may be supportable. However, the study shows that increasing the fee 
beyond a $10 increase begins to hinder feasibility of even the prototypes studied in the “pipeline 
scenario.” 
 
Office development feasibility is an important policy objective because of the myriad public benefits 
contributed by office development, such as fees for affordable housing, public open space, and transit. If 
office development becomes infeasible within the Central Soma Plan Area, for example, then the City is 
at risk of not receiving the billions of dollars in public benefits required and expected by the plan, nor 
would the City receive the significant amount of projected annual citywide tax revenues associated with 
development in the Central Soma Plan Area. Moreover, high fees that limit the feasibility of developing 
new space will lead to an ever tightening market for office space, resulting in only top-paying companies 
being able to afford new office space in San Francisco, while smaller and less profitable companies will 


                                                           
3 Additional time and funding would be needed to conduct feasibility analyses of uses other than office. Limitations 
on existing funding and a desire to expedite analysis of office uses, which pay the vast majority of Jobs Housing 
Linkage fees in the city, limited the scope of this feasibility analysis to only office uses. 
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be forced to compete for a more limited amount of existing office space. This poses a risk of 
displacement from the City for smaller businesses, nonprofits, and other less profitable industries. 
 
As noted above, there is no action you need to take with regard to this Nexus Analysis or Feasibility 
Study; they are simply being provided to you as background information. Please feel free to reach out to 
the staff referenced in the heading of this memo if you have any questions about these documents. 







These documents will be added to Board files #190548 and #100917. There is no action required or
recommended at this time.
 
Thank you.
 
 
-----------------
Leigh Lutenski
Project Manager, Joint Development
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
San Francisco City Hall, Room 448
Direct: 415-554-6679
Email: leigh.lutenski@sfgov.org
 

mailto:leigh.lutenski@sfgov.org


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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support 400 Divisadero
Date: Monday, June 10, 2019 12:28:59 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: Alex Hinch <alex.l.hinch@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2019 10:53 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I support 400 Divisadero
 

 

Hello,
 
I’d like to register my support for the project at 400 Divisadero. No solution to solving the housing
crisis in our great city is complete without more building, and 400 Divisadero is a step in that
direction. As a fellow d5 resident, I’d love to welcome the new residents to our district that this
would bring.
 
Best,
Alex Hinch
 
1626 Pierce Street
Apt 404
San Francisco, CA 94115
Alex.l.hinch@gmail.com
--
—
Alex Hinch
630-200-1702

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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Woods, Mary (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support 400 Divisadero
Date: Monday, June 10, 2019 12:28:52 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: Daniel Cohen <dccohe@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2019 11:28 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I support 400 Divisadero
 

 

Hello,
As a resident of San Francisco, I support the development at 400 Divisadero. Our city has the most
severe housing shortage in the entire country, and this project will provide badly needed housing.
Please approve it. 
 
I would also add - the fact that major developments like this risk not getting approved without
random people like myself sending letters of support is why we have a housing crisis. In a sane
world, developers wouldn't need "permission" to put roofs over peoples' heads. In cities like Tokyo
and Houston, where housing is by-right, most anyone can afford an apartment to themselves. But
because San Francisco is so insane when it comes to housing policy, we don't allow people to be
housed without permission, and so we have inflicted this housing shortage on ourselves. 
 
Anyway, please give the developers of 400 Divisadero permission to house people. 
 
Thank you,
Daniel Cohen
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: New 4th and Townsend Towers by Tishman Speyer
Date: Monday, June 10, 2019 12:27:29 PM
Attachments: image001.png

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

From: Michael Guthrie <michael@mgandco.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2019 10:42 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
<linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org>
Subject: New 4th and Townsend Towers by Tishman Speyer
 

 

Dear SF Planning Commission:
I have lived at 601 Fourth Street for 30 years. My condominium faces South and I would like to voice
my concern that this proposed new project will significantly remove “light and air” from 25
condominiums (my neighbors) that face the same direction as my unit #110. We are not opposed to
the project and at over 40 or 50 feet the height is not the issue. In fact, a Building of 100 feet would
not have any different impact on our “light and air”.
 
The current design has multiple towers with facades that partially slope/stagger to allow light and air
into plazas and streetscapes by and for the developers own benefit. However, there is one massive,
vertical façade that does not slope and that is directly impacting those of us with 601 Fourth Street
dwellings facing south, looking directly at the massive, non sloping facade. Of the other
sloping/staggered facades, none of them are in response to the impact on adjacent existing
dwellings. The neighboring structures benefitting from the sloping facades are businesses with
minimal occupancy beyond business hours and the new projects own rental property values.
 
We would like to request the design be adjusted to respond to the only neighboring condominium
dwellings on this entire city block. The sloping facades should be designed to accommodate existing
dwellings by allowing “light and air” into existing dwellings that have benefitted from “light and air”
for the past 30 years. The design currently accommodates its own proposed rentals and courtyards
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“light and air” concerns and ignores adjacent 601 Fourth Street neighbor’s dwellings. Please consider
the design adjustment suggested. We believe in the growth of San Francisco and that we all can live
in harmony if our historic rights to “light and air” are accommodated.
 
Respectfully,
Michael Guthrie, AIA
Napa Valley, San Francisco
 

 
MICHAEL GUTHRIE + CO. ARCHITECTS
 
601 4th Street  I  Suite 110  I  San Francisco  I  California 94107
415.777.2101 Studio  I  415.305.6268 Cell  I  www.mgandco.com

 

http://www.mgandco.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: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; YANG, AUSTIN (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT);

JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for June 13, 2019
Date: Friday, June 07, 2019 1:47:44 PM
Attachments: 20190613_cal.docx

20190613_cal.pdf
Advance Calendar - 20190613.xlsx
CPC Hearing Results 2019.docx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for June 13, 2019.
 
Enjoy the weather,
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, June 13, 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

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 



Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.



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 requests 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.



B.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



1.	Commission Comments/Questions

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

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


C.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



2.	Director’s Announcements



3.	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.



4.	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 a 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)



5.	2018-013861PCAMAP	(D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082)

OCEANVIEW LARGE RESIDENCE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT – Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments introduced by Supervisor Safai to create the Oceanview Large Residence Special Use District (the area within a perimeter established by Interstate 280, Orizaba Avenue, Brotherhood Way, Junipero Serra Boulevard, Holloway Avenue, Ashton Avenue, Ocean Avenue, Geneva Avenue, and Interstate 280), to promote and enhance neighborhood character and affordability by requiring Conditional Use authorization for large residential developments in the District; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications



6.	2019-006418PCA	(V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173)

NORTH OF MARKET AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEES AND CITYWIDE AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND [BF 190458] – Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments to abolish the North of Market Affordable Housing Fund and have certain fees collected in conjunction with North of Market affordable housing deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications



7.		(C. CHAN: (415) 575-9171)

CONNECTSF – This Informational Presentation will provide an update regarding activities associated with ConnectSF, San Francisco’s multi-agency long-range transportation planning program. The Planning Department’s partners in this program are Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) and Countywide Transportation Authority (CTA). This multi-year process will culminate in the preparation of a new Transportation Element for the Planning Department’s General Plan as well as key planning efforts for the MTA and CTA, including the Transit Corridors Study, Streets and Freeways Study, and the Countywide Transportation Plan. Following the Commission’s endorsement of the 2065 Vision in April 2018, staff has prepared a Statement of Needs that outlines areas where we are making progress towards the Vision and identifies major challenges that need to be addressed.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational



8.	2017-016313CWP	(S. HONG: (415) 575-9026)

PUBLIC LAND FOR HOUSING AND BALBOA RESERVOIR – This is an Informational Presentation on San Francisco’s Public Land for Housing Program and the Balboa Reservoir Development Project, located immediately west of City College's Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School (Block and Lots: 3180/190, owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission). The Balboa Reservoir site is among the first sites slated for San Francisco's Public Land for Housing Program, which utilizes City-owned land to address the City's most pressing housing issues. After a 2-year outreach, visioning, and selection process, a developer team was chosen to partner with the City on the development of the 17-acre Balboa Reservoir site. The proposed project would rezone the site, establish land use controls, develop design standards, and provide for development of residential, commercial, parking, community facilities, and open space land uses. The proposed project would include amendments to the General Plan and Planning Code, creating a new Balboa Reservoir Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational



9.	2017-000663PRJ	(E. SAMONSKY: (415) 575-9112)

610-698 BRANNAN STREET – located on the north side of Brannan Street, between 5th and 6th Streets, Lots 1B, 2B, 4, 5, 47, and 48 , Block 3778 (District 6) – Informational Presentation on the proposed project, which includes the demolition of the existing 141,992 square foot San Francisco Flower Mart  buildings and parking lot and construction of three new buildings: the “Blocks Building,” “Gateway Building” and “Market Hall Building,” with a total of 2,032,165 square feet of office, 113,036 square feet of PDR, and 83,459 square feet of retail and 35,450 square feet of privately owned public open space (POPOS), 769 off-street parking spaces, 30 loading spaces, and 496 bicycle spaces (410 Class I, 86 Class II). A project variant would contain a total of 2,061,380 square feet of office, 90,976 square feet of retail and 22,690 square feet of child care facility and 38, 450 square feet of privately owned public open space (POPOS), 632 off-street parking spaces, 9 loading spaces, and 608 bicycle spaces (518 Class I, 92 Class II). The project also entails a Development Agreement and Planning Code Text Amendments. The project site was identified as a “key site” in the Central SoMa Plan. The project site is located in the CMUO and MUR Zoning Districts, Central SoMa Special Use District and 130-CS and 270-CS Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational



10.	2016-003994CUA	(C. TOWNES: (415) 575-9195)

55 BELCHER STREET – east side of Belcher Street between 14th Street and Duboce Avenue; Lots 098, 099, 100 in Assessor’s Block 3537 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.7, 207(a), 209.4, 303, 303(r) to merge three lots into one lot (10,603 square foot) for the construction of an approximately 27,406 square foot, four-story building, up to 40 feet tall with 25 residential dwelling units, 12 off-street parking spaces, and 25 bicycle parking spaces. The subject property is located within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) 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



11.	2018-009861CUA	(S. YOUNG: (415) 558-6346)

1633 FILLMORE STREET – west side of Post Street and Geary Boulevard; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0702 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 703.4 and 760 to establish a Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. Orangetheory Fitness) in an approximately 10,155 square foot vacant commercial space within the Fillmore Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District and 65-A Height and Bulk District.  The project site is also located within the Japantown Plan Area. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



12.	2019-004216CUA	(B. HICKS: (415) 575-9054)

3989 17TH STREET – south side of 17th Street between Castro Street and Hartford Street; Lot 073 in Assessor’s Block 3582 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and 715 to establish a 940 square foot cannabis retail use (d.b.a. Eureka Sky). The Project will occupy the entire ground floor of an existing two-story mixed-use building within the Castro Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 65-B Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



13.	2019-001048CUA	(N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

1398 CALIFORNIA STREET – north side of California Street between Hyde and Leavenworth Streets; Lot 014 in Assessor’s Block 0248 (District 3) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 723, to establish a 970 square foot Cannabis Retail use (d.b.a. “California Street Cannabis Company”) within an existing commercial retail space located on the ground floor of the existing four-story mixed-use building. The subject property is located within the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District and 65-A 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



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 
Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act 
and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  
 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its 
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made 
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This 
means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit 
to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may 
inspect or copy. 
 
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist 
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about 
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday 
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at 
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in 
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato 
para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的 
至少48個小時提出要求。 
 
TAGALOG: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig 
(headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  
 
RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым 
устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов 
до начала слушания.  



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

http://www.sfgov.org/ethics

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


 Vice-President: Joel Koppel 
  Commissioners:                 Frank Fung, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson,  
   Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards 
 
A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 
 


The Commission will consider requests 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. 


 
B. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


1. Commission Comments/Questions 
• Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may 


make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to 
the Commissioner(s). 


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


 
C. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


 
2. Director’s Announcements 
 
3. 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. 


 
4. 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) – 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-007816CUA.pdf
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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 a 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) 
 


5. 2018-013861PCAMAP (D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082) 
OCEANVIEW LARGE RESIDENCE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT – Planning Code and Zoning Map 
Amendments introduced by Supervisor Safai to create the Oceanview Large Residence 
Special Use District (the area within a perimeter established by Interstate 280, Orizaba 
Avenue, Brotherhood Way, Junipero Serra Boulevard, Holloway Avenue, Ashton Avenue, 
Ocean Avenue, Geneva Avenue, and Interstate 280), to promote and enhance 
neighborhood character and affordability by requiring Conditional Use authorization for 
large residential developments in the District; affirming the Planning Department’s 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning 
Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 


 
6. 2019-006418PCA (V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173) 


NORTH OF MARKET AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEES AND CITYWIDE AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
FUND [BF 190458] – Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments to abolish the 
North of Market Affordable Housing Fund and have certain fees collected in conjunction 
with North of Market affordable housing deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing 
Fund; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 
 


7.  (C. CHAN: (415) 575-9171) 
CONNECTSF – This Informational Presentation will provide an update regarding activities 
associated with ConnectSF, San Francisco’s multi-agency long-range transportation 
planning program. The Planning Department’s partners in this program are Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA) and Countywide Transportation Authority (CTA). This multi-
year process will culminate in the preparation of a new Transportation Element for the 
Planning Department’s General Plan as well as key planning efforts for the MTA and CTA, 



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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-013861PCAMAP.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-006418PCA.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/ConnectSF_20190613.pdf
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including the Transit Corridors Study, Streets and Freeways Study, and the Countywide 
Transportation Plan. Following the Commission’s endorsement of the 2065 Vision in April 
2018, staff has prepared a Statement of Needs that outlines areas where we are making 
progress towards the Vision and identifies major challenges that need to be addressed. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 
 


8. 2017-016313CWP (S. HONG: (415) 575-9026) 
PUBLIC LAND FOR HOUSING AND BALBOA RESERVOIR – This is an Informational 
Presentation on San Francisco’s Public Land for Housing Program and the Balboa Reservoir 
Development Project, located immediately west of City College's Ocean Campus, east of 
the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School (Block 
and Lots: 3180/190, owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission). The Balboa 
Reservoir site is among the first sites slated for San Francisco's Public Land for Housing 
Program, which utilizes City-owned land to address the City's most pressing housing 
issues. After a 2-year outreach, visioning, and selection process, a developer team was 
chosen to partner with the City on the development of the 17-acre Balboa Reservoir site. 
The proposed project would rezone the site, establish land use controls, develop design 
standards, and provide for development of residential, commercial, parking, community 
facilities, and open space land uses. The proposed project would include amendments to 
the General Plan and Planning Code, creating a new Balboa Reservoir Special Use District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 


 
9. 2017-000663PRJ (E. SAMONSKY: (415) 575-9112) 


610-698 BRANNAN STREET – located on the north side of Brannan Street, between 5th and 
6th Streets, Lots 1B, 2B, 4, 5, 47, and 48 , Block 3778 (District 6) – Informational 
Presentation on the proposed project, which includes the demolition of the existing 
141,992 square foot San Francisco Flower Mart  buildings and parking lot and construction 
of three new buildings: the “Blocks Building,” “Gateway Building” and “Market Hall 
Building,” with a total of 2,032,165 square feet of office, 113,036 square feet of PDR, and 
83,459 square feet of retail and 35,450 square feet of privately owned public open space 
(POPOS), 769 off-street parking spaces, 30 loading spaces, and 496 bicycle spaces (410 
Class I, 86 Class II). A project variant would contain a total of 2,061,380 square feet of office, 
90,976 square feet of retail and 22,690 square feet of child care facility and 38, 450 square 
feet of privately owned public open space (POPOS), 632 off-street parking spaces, 9 
loading spaces, and 608 bicycle spaces (518 Class I, 92 Class II). The project also entails a 
Development Agreement and Planning Code Text Amendments. The project site was 
identified as a “key site” in the Central SoMa Plan. The project site is located in the CMUO 
and MUR Zoning Districts, Central SoMa Special Use District and 130-CS and 270-CS Height 
and Bulk Districts. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 
 


10. 2016-003994CUA (C. TOWNES: (415) 575-9195) 
55 BELCHER STREET – east side of Belcher Street between 14th Street and Duboce Avenue; 
Lots 098, 099, 100 in Assessor’s Block 3537 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.7, 207(a), 209.4, 303, 303(r) to 
merge three lots into one lot (10,603 square foot) for the construction of an approximately 
27,406 square foot, four-story building, up to 40 feet tall with 25 residential dwelling units, 
12 off-street parking spaces, and 25 bicycle parking spaces. The subject property is located 
within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-003994CUA.pdf
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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 


 
11. 2018-009861CUA (S. YOUNG: (415) 558-6346) 


1633 FILLMORE STREET – west side of Post Street and Geary Boulevard; Lot 004 in 
Assessor’s Block 0702 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 703.4 and 760 to establish a Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. 
Orangetheory Fitness) in an approximately 10,155 square foot vacant commercial space 
within the Fillmore Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District and 65-A Height and 
Bulk District.  The project site is also located within the Japantown Plan Area. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
12. 2019-004216CUA (B. HICKS: (415) 575-9054) 


3989 17TH STREET – south side of 17th Street between Castro Street and Hartford Street; Lot 
073 in Assessor’s Block 3582 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and 715 to establish a 940 square foot cannabis 
retail use (d.b.a. Eureka Sky). The Project will occupy the entire ground floor of an existing 
two-story mixed-use building within the Castro Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) 
Zoning District and 65-B Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval 
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 


 
13. 2019-001048CUA (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


1398 CALIFORNIA STREET – north side of California Street between Hyde and Leavenworth 
Streets; Lot 014 in Assessor’s Block 0248 (District 3) – Request for a Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 723, to establish a 970 square 
foot Cannabis Retail use (d.b.a. “California Street Cannabis Company”) within an existing 
commercial retail space located on the ground floor of the existing four-story mixed-use 
building. The subject property is located within the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial 
Zoning District and 65-A 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 


 
ADJOURNMENT  



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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-009861CUA.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-004216CUA.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-001048CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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Hearing Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year 
and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.  
 
Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.  
 When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 
3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


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



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


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


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


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


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


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


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of 
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 
hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision 
letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an 
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 



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


 



mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447



		Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.

		Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding...

		San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

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

		E. REGULAR CALENDAR

		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.



				June 13, 2019 - CLOSED

		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

		2015-007816CUA		400-444 Divisadero & 1048-1064 Oak Streets				fr: 5/16; 5/23		Woods

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

		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

				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

		2019-006421PCA		Temporary Uses: Intermittent Activities						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2000.0875CWP		2018 Downtown Plan Monitoring Report 						Harris

						Informational

				SB 330 						Rahaim

						Informational

		2014-000203ENXCUA		655 4th Street 						Hoagland

						Entitlements

		2016-015814CUA		5400 Geary Blvd						Woods

						Renovations to the Alexandria Theatre building

		2018-016871DRP		3600 SCOTT ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 27, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Melgar - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-014378CUA		733 Washington Street				CB3P		Phung

						Washington Bakery & Restaurant

		2018-008277CUAVAR		952 Clement Street 				CB3P		Weissglass

						establishment of a community center (institutional use) 

		2013.1753		1066 Market Street						Adina

						Public Art – 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

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

						mixed-use building with 56 units with ground floor retail 

		2017-007582CUA 		225 Vasquez Avenue				fr: 3/7; 5/9; 5/23		Horn

						Residential Demo and New Construction

		2015-005763CUA		247 17th Ave						Ajello

						Defacto demo of 2-family dwelling, no change in unit count

		2016-006164CUA 		2478 Geary Boulevard						Ajello

						Demo SFD / New construction 3-Family

		2018-011962DRP		869 ALVARADO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-000297DRP		1608 VALLEJO						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 4, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				July 11, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Melgar - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-000362CUA 		1501B Sloat Blvd 				CONSENT		Cisneros

						Sprint

		2019-004597CUA 		1509 Sloat Blvd 				CONSENT		Cisneros

						Peet's

		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) 

		2018-016625DNX		50 Post Street 				fr: 6/6		Perry

						Crocker Galleria

		2015-011274CUA		150 Eureka St						Pantoja

						construction of four new dwelling units within the RH-2 Zoning District

		2015-006825CUA		367 Hamilton Avenue						Flores

						317 tantamount to demo

		2017-001427CUA		2187 Market St						Pantoja

						massage establishment

		2019-000268CUA		121 Gates St 						Durandet

						legalization of an unpermitted demolition of a single-family 

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 						May

						Public Initiated DR

		2018-013582DRP		215 MONTANA ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 18, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-013309DRP-04		1 WINTER				fr: 6/6		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 9/5

		2019-003627PCA		South of Market Community Advisory Committee 						Chen

						Planning Code Amendment

		2019-011895PCA		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-003800CWP		Calle 24 Special Area Design Guidelines						Francis

						Informational

		2017-000663ENXOFADVA 		610-698 Brannan St 						Samonsky

						Flower Mart

		2017-000465OTH		LGBTQ+ Cultural Heritage Strategy 						Caltagirone

						Endorsement

		2016-010589ENXOFA		2300 Harrison Street 				fr: 4/25; 5/9; 6/6		Hoagland

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

		2018-009534CUAVAR		45 Culebra Terrace				fr: 6/6		Adina

						Demolition of SFD, 2 dwelling new construction

		2015-015199CUA 		562 28th Avenue 				fr: 5/2		Dito

						demo SFD, construct six family dwelling with residential care facility

		2019-003787CUA		3301 Fillmore Street						Wilborn

						Formula Retail tutoring establishment (dba “Mathnasium”)

		2017-004654CUA		1901 Fillmore (Aka 1913 Fillmore) Street						Wilborn

						Legalize an existing Formula Retail Establishment

		2017-013308DRM		1 LA AVANZADA STREET 						Lindsay

						removing and replacing 7 existing antennas

		2017-006245DRP		50 SEWARD ST				fr: 6/6		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-009551DRPVAR		3847-3849 18TH ST				fr: 5/9		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-007676DRP		3902 CLAY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 25, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-013387CUA		88 Perry Street 				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility macro wireless telecommunications facility 

		2019-011975PCA 		Jobs Housing Linkage Fee						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

				Academy of Art IMP 						Perry

						Informational Presentation

		2013.0208PHA		Mission Rock Phase 1 						Snyder

						Informational

		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 

		2014.1573CUAVAR		2050 Van Ness Ave						May

						Description

		2018-013122CUA 		2966 24th Street 						Samonsky

						conversion of unauthorized dwelling units back to commercial 

		2019-004451CUA		2075 Mission Street						Christensen

						cosmetic school to Cannabis Retail

		2017-000987DRP		25 17TH AVENUE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-000987DRP		27 17TH AVENUE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		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

		2018-001592CUA 		1190 Gough Street 						Dito

						public parking lot legalization

		2015-006356CUA 		336 Pierce Street 						Dito

						legalization of unauthorized demo, re-construction of rear yard dwelling unit

		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

		2017-000565CWP		Community Stabilization Strategy 						Nelson

						Informational

		2017-002777DRP		4363 26TH STREET						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-012939DRP		2758 23RD ST.						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 5, 2019 - Closed to DR's

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-014028ENV		3333 CALIFORNIA STREET 						Zushi

						Certification of Final EIR

		2015-014028CUA		3333 CALIFORNIA STREET 						Foster

						Entitlement

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Francis

						Introduction of General Plan Amendment

		2017-013309DRP-04		1 WINTER				fr: 6/6; 7/18		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-013317DRP		333 CAMINO DEL MAR						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-013006DRP		550 10th AVENUE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		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 12, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		TBD		Balboa Reservoir 						Poling

						DEIR

		2018-006557DRP		20 Inverness 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-001940DRP-02		33 Capra Way						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-013947DRP		310 Green						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 19, 2019 - Joint w/Rec&Park

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-005200CUAENX		1025 Howard Street						Samonsky

						Shadow

				September 19, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		TBD		2880 VALLEJO 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-012718DRP		1980 Eddy						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				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

				October 3, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Schuett

						FEIR certification and project approvals 

				October 10, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				October 17, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				October 24, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				October 31, 2019 - CANCELED

		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: 20463

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0654

                  

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



June 6, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to June 27, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2018-016625DNX

		50 Post Street

		Perry

		Continued to July 11, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2019-000183CUA

		435-441 Jackson Street

		Adina

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2017-013309DRP-04

		1 Winter Place

		Tran

		Continued to July 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 16, 2019 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 16, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 23, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted as Amended

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2011.1356

		Affordable Housing in Central SoMa

		Sucre

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2019-004406CRV

		Office Development Annual Limit

		Rahaim

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20457

		2015-010013IKA

		30 Otis Street

		Langlois

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		M-20458

		2015-015203DNX-02

		135 Hyde Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Fung, Hillis absent)



		M-20459

		2012.0640ENX

		598 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff and adding an 18 month update report

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		M-20460

		2012.0640B

		598 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff and adding an 18 month update report

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		[bookmark: _GoBack]R-20461

		2012.0640PRJ

		598 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Directed the Planning Director to enter into Agreement

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		M-20462

		2017-013801CUA

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		

		2017-013801VAR

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2017-006245DRP

		50 Seward Street

		Campbell

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 18, 2019.

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



		

		2018-009534CUA

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Adina

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 18, 2019.

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		

		2018-009534VAR

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Adina

		ZA after hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 18, 2019.

		







May 23, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-013801CUA

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		Continued to June 6, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2017-013801VAR

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		Acting ZA Continued to June 6, 2019

		



		

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to June 27, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2017-008431DRP

		2220 Turk Boulevard

		Phung

		Continued to September 5, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2017-008412DRP

		2230 Turk Boulevard

		Phung

		Continued to September 5, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2017-007582CUA

		225 Vasquez Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to June 27, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2015-007816CUA

		400-444 Divisadero Street and 1048-1064 Oak Street

		Woods

		Continued to June 13, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 9, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20453

		2019-002217PCA

		Legitimization Program for Certain Non-Residential Uses at 3150 18th Street (Board File No. 190165)

		Butkus

		Approved with Modification, permitting office uses to participate in the legitimization program for up to three years.

		+7 -0



		

		2015-005255CWP

		Sea Level Rise Vulnerability and Consequences Assessment

		Varat

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2015-012490ENXOFA

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2014-000203ENX

		655 4th Street

		Hoagland

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20454

		2019-000189CUA

		1860 9th Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended, for Sponsor to continue working with Staff in order to strengthen the ADU entrance.

		+7 -0



		M-20455

		2019-000186CUA

		828 Innes Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended: 

1. Restricting a Type 8 license; and

2. Informational update presentation, one year from operation.

		+6 -1 (Fung against)



		M-20456

		2019-000697CUA

		1370 Wallace Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2016-009503DRP

		149 Mangels Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-0653

		2018-008362DRP

		237 Cortland Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -1 (Moore against)







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

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)
Subject: FW: Additional materials: 50 Seward Discretionary Review Hearing, June 6, 2019
Date: Friday, June 07, 2019 10:25:44 AM
Attachments: 50Seward_Fitzgerald_DR June 6 2019 hearing materials.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: Alissa M. Fitzgerald <alissa_fitzgerald@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2019 11:42 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)
<cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org>
Subject: Additional materials: 50 Seward Discretionary Review Hearing, June 6, 2019
 

 

Dear Planning Commission Secretary,
 
Please find attached additional materials which I will present at today's hearing during
my allotted time as a DR requestor.
 
I will also bring 10 paper copies of this document with me to the hearing.
 
Thanks and best regards,
Alissa Fitzgerald
 
Case Number: 2017-006245DRP
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Case Number: 2017‐006245DRP  Project Address: 50 Seward St. 
Hearing Date: June 6, 2019 


Good afternoon. My name is Alissa Fitzgerald and I will be speaking on behalf of myself 


and my husband, Alexander Mitelman. We reside at 49 Seward St., across the street 


from 50 Seward. 


When 50 Seward was for sale in 2015, we walked through it. The layout in the house is 


outdated and awkward. We could see that any new owner would want to gut the 


interior to create a more useable floor plan. So we would like to make it clear to the 


commissioners that we do not oppose renovation and that we acknowledge that the 


house needs a lot of work to make it useful for family living.  


The debate today is about the scale of the proposed renovation. 


When our neighbors introduced their plans for renovation in 2017, we were shocked to 


see that they had created a design to build to the maximum extent on the property and 


dramatically increase the square footage of the building to approximately 5,000 square 


feet. We, as well as many other neighbors, provided our input to the Friedgen/Johnson 


family during the pre‐submission process in 2017, and afterwards, including a meeting 


we had just yesterday. 


Our specific concerns with these plans are clearly outlined in our DR application, which 


hopefully the commissioners have read and considered. In the interest of our short time 


allowed today, I will sum up those details in one sentence: the proposed height and 


mass of their design is completely out of scale with other homes on that side of Seward 


St. and will interfere with the light and privacy of several homes on both Seward and 


Carson St.  


We kept the real estate agent’s flyer from the sale of 50 Seward back in 2015. Let me 


read the first sentence to you: “Eureka Valley Home with Views. Located in one of 


Eureka Valley’s most sought after blocks, 50 Seward offers sensational views from this 


classic 1920’s residence…..” 


We are aware that the City Planners do not consider views to be important. However, 


it’s worth noting that views are always featured prominently in marketing of real estate 


and confer real value to a property. With the addition of a floor to the building, 50 


Seward will gain additional views to the north and east.  


John Lum’s response to our DR application complained that our objection to the plans is 


based on the impact to our property’s view. I must point out the obvious: 50 Seward’s 


additional floor will look over 54 Seward, and that floor will have a sweeping 180 degree 


panoramic view of downtown SF. The city planners do not care about views, but what 







Case Number: 2017‐006245DRP  Project Address: 50 Seward St. 
Hearing Date: June 6, 2019 


will happen here is that 50 Seward will seize a valuable asset from their neighbors’ 


properties and add it to their own home. On top of that, the huge building will block 


light and cast large shadows, particularly onto the homes on Carson St., five stories 


down below. 


Our neighborhood’s single family homes are steadily being swallowed up by real estate 


developers and turned into huge luxury homes. In the past few years, 5 houses on 19th 


St., just around the corner from Seward St., have been transformed into $4‐6M luxury 


houses. John Lum Architecture is contributing to this trend. Most recently, they 


designed a house renovation at 4612 19th St. that in the past year that was flipped for 


$6.5M dollars. We submit data, which we gathered from Zillow and SF DBI, to you now. 


We estimate that 50 Seward will soon become yet another $5‐6M home, based on the 


proposed increase in square footage, and the additional views. 


Johnson/Friedgen claim the scale of this building is essential for their family and that the 


second unit will be used by family members. The planning commission cannot rely on 


that statement, because people’s circumstances change unpredictably. Kids need 


different schools, jobs get relocated. No one can say with certainty who will be living in 


50 Seward in 2 years or in 10 years. But one thing for sure, the 50 Seward building will 


be here for decades. What do we want our San Francisco of the future to look like? Do 


we want it to be filled with a bunch of giant box homes? From my window, I often see 


tour guides leading visitors on an architectural walking tour of our neighborhood. They 


are here to see the interesting buildings that have been preserved and the Seward 


slides. The buildings of San Francisco are what gives the city its beauty and appeal. And 


while 50 Seward is no striking Victorian, it is part of a group of 6 charming 


Mediterranean‐style villas, and 6 on the opposite side, that give the street its character. 


Everyone in San Francisco wrings their hands about the lack of affordable housing in the 


city. Yet the city planning department continues to allow one luxury development after 


another. More huge houses. More luxury condo buildings. When is the city going to 


start adjusting its permitting policies to be compatible with its claimed support for 


affordable housing?  


So we respectfully ask the planning commission to consider the changes we requested 


in our DR application to reach a meaningful compromise. There is a middle ground 


which still allows the 50 Seward owners the layout they need for their family, without 


sacrificing the character and enjoyment of our neighborhood. 


Thank you. 
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Data from Zillow.com and SF DBI on buildings near 50 Seward which have been 


renovated into huge luxury homes and then sold immediately after final inspection. 


 


 


 


 


 


Address


Year 


Purchased


Purchase 


Price


Final 


Inspection 


(DBI)


Year Sold Sale Price Increase Architect


4612 19th St. 2015 $1.95 M 5/3/2019 2019 $6.50 M 233% John Lum Architecture


4443 19th St. 2011 $470K 5/18/2016 2016 $3.3M 602%


4546 19th St. 2011 $1.05 M 11/18/2016 2017 $4.95 M 371%


4540 19th St. 2014 $1.81 M 10/1/2018 2018 $4.995 M 176%


4564 19th St. 2012 $1.35 M 11/20/2013 2013 $4.00 M 196%


553 Elizabeth St. 2012 $1.575M 6/3/2015 2015 $7.00 M 344% John Lum Architecture


4612  4564  4546 4540 
4443 


4565 


50  Renovated and sold 


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project--False advertising
Date: Friday, June 07, 2019 10:19:13 AM
Attachments: Budget Analyst on additional 17%.docx

17% additional affordable chart.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: aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2019 5:03 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; 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>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project--False advertising
 

 

President Melgar, Vice President Koppel, Commissioners Fung, Hillis, Johnson,
Moore, Richards:
 
Planning Dept staff will be presenting the Balboa Reservoir Project to you on June 10,
2019.
 
1. Deception of "50% affordable" or "up to 50% affordable"
The Balboa Reservoir Project has been promoted consistently by Planning Dept staff
as providing "50% affordable" or "up to 50% affordable" housing.  However this
representation of "50% affordable" is deceptive and misleading.
 
It is deceptive because the 17% "Additional Affordable" will not be provided by
Reservoir Community Partners, LLC (Avalon/Bridge).  The 17% "Additional
Affordability" will not be financed and built by Reservoir Community Partners.  Rather,
the 17% "Additional Affordable" will be coming entirely from public monies.  
 
The fact that the 17% "Additional Affordable" will not be borne by Reservoir
Community Partners, LLC is confirmed by the BOS Budget Analyst's analysis of the

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:SeungYen.Hong@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

THE 50% AFFORDABLE DECEPTION

[bookmark: _GoBack]

The Balboa Reservoir Project takes credit for the 17% “Additional Affordable” that will be paid for with public monies as being part its project.  This is deceptive advertising.

The 17% “Additional Affordable” is not objectively part of the Reservoir Community Partners, LLC (Avolon/Bridge) project.

Although marketed as 50% affordable, in reality, the Reservoir Community Partners project is a 60/40 split (60% market-rate/40% affordable—see yellow crosshatch on chart for 1100 units).



From BOS Budget Analyst’s Report regarding  17% Additional Affordable:

Uncertain Financing for Affordable Housing Not Financed by Reservoir Community Partners 



Fourth, the development of the additional 17 percent affordable housing does not have identified financing sources. Potential sources identified in the Development Overview for the additional 17 percent affordable housing units include future voter approval of gross receipts taxes and state housing bond ballot measures, General Fund revenues generated by the project, State grants or loans. BRIDGE Housing, Mission Housing, and Habitat for Humanity would be responsible to develop the additional 17 percent affordable housing units.



Also, ownership of the land on which the additional 17 percent of affordable housing would be built has not been defined. The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) could potentially own the land and enter into long term ground leases with affordable housing developers, which is the current practice of MOHCD. The Board of Supervisors should request MOHCD to report back to the Board of Supervisors early in the process of negotiations between the City and Reservoir Community Partners on (a) potential financing sources for the additional 17 percent affordable housing; (b) whether the City will own any land on which 100 percent affordable housing developments are constructed; and (c) conformance of the additional 17 percent affordable housing units to City policy and requirements. 
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project's "Findings of  Fiscal Responsibility and Feasibility."
 
Please see the attached "The 50% Affordable Deception" and Chart.
 
Bottom line:  The actual and objective market-rate/affordable split is 60/40; NOT
the 50/50 split that has been misleadingly marketed.  The misleading
representation of "50% Affordable" only facilitates privatization of public
assets.
 
 
 
2.  Impact on City College
The PUC Reservoir lot has historically been used for CCSF student parking.  Student parking is the
existing condition.
 
The Reservoir Project fundamentally dumps the adverse impact of the elimination of 1,000 spaces
onto City College.  Elimination of 1,000 spaces will severely impair student, faculty, and
staff access to City College .  Yet the Reservoir Projects primary response has been TDM, asking City
College stakeholders to reduce car usage.  This fundamentally shifts the burden of mitigation of the
Reservoir Project's impact onto its victims.
 
Bottom line:  Reservoir Community Partners, LLC needs to fully mitigate the elimination of
student parking by replacing the lost parking and paying for new parking on City College
property.
 
Submitted by:
Alvin Ja
 



Z35 26t" Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

June 6, 2019

San Francisco Planning Commission

1 D►-. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Sirs:

am writing in opposition to building permit application #201809271583, which proposes
the addition of a fourth story to 33~ EI Camino del Mar. As nearby neighbors for 51 years, our
concern is maintaining the existing 35 foot height limit in #his mostly 2-3 story neighborhood.

The current height of this building is gi~aen on the permit as 35 fee#. After addition of
the proposed fourth story on the rear half of the roof, the height is still magically shown as 35
feet. If such a calculation is permitted under city building regulations, the meaning of a
residential height limit is severely distorted. In addition, if allowed, this sets a precedent for
other property owners to d~ the same type of addition, and the height limit becomes
meaningless.

The per►~it applicants have stated that the fourth ttgry addition mould be only
"minimally visible" to someone standing on the corners of 26th and 27th Avenues and EI Camino
cle! Mar. This may be true, but the neighbors to the south on 26th and 27th Aven~~Qs are looking
directly at the rear of the property and will see the full scope of the fourth floor across the
width of the property and extending above neighboring homes.

We urge you to re;ect this building permit so that we can maintain a true and complete
35 foot height limit in this residential area.

Yours truly,

C. Howard Brown

Ellen C. Brown
Cc: Cory Teague, Zoning Administrator

RECEIVED

JUN 1 1 2019
CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CPCJHPC



RECEIVED
June 3, 2019

TO: S.F. Planning Commissioners
FR: Martin Kashuba Bernal Heights Resident
RE: Destruction OF NEIGHBORHOODS

JUN 0 7 2019
CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.

PLANNING DEPApTMENT
CPC./HPC

Commissioners: At the May 23~ meeting you heazd our proposal for 3 affordable smaller
units instead of the four story request at 237 Cortland Avenue. Eliminating the first
floor storefront was a no brainer since 7 store fronts are now empty and 3 more closures
are in the works. Small businesses are unable to pay the exorbitant rents and renters
cannot afford the rents either. The 317 Cortland building you approved a few years ago
with the apartments renting for $3,500 a month with the business on the bottom has been
vacant for over a year. This is what is happening in many communities. It seems fair to
ask: Is the Commission really interested in affordable housing?

I try not to be disillusioned but I cannot help in thinking about Alice and Wonderland
where the Mad Hatter in trying to fix his watch while rubbing it with butter. He can be
heard muttering: "It is the very best butter, the very best butter." You all seem to be
saying "Full speed ahead. We have to build four units and be damned that few renters or
businesses can afford. Diverse neighborhoods aze being destroyed.

Insanity might be doing the same thing over and over and getting the same results.

I went to the Planning Commission meeting on Feb. 12~' 2019 where you approved
another building condos and a business front that is ill suited for our community. l
submitted over 200 signatures suggesting less height more affordability.

When I left that meeting I was encouraged to hear Pres. Melgaz talk about having lived in
Bernal and found it a unique neighborhood; a diverse neighborhood. You voted "no" on
that proposal.

This time I anticipated you would hear our plea for low income and affordable housing.
On the contrary, you Ms Melgar voted that a new business would have new wiring/
electricity etc. (improve the neighborhood) and so voted to approve the 4- plex which
will be totally out of character and out of price for too many people looking for housing
or a start up business.

I waited to hear Commissioner Richards speak. The last meeting he talked about eating
on Cortland and finding it a charming neighborhood that was diverse and affordable.
This time around he said nothing but voted to approve the 4 story permit.

Commissioner Moore seem to be interested in our proposal for smaller units that folks
could afford and questioned the architectural plans before her. Her motion to
ask for some changes was discarded. After a114 unaffordable units "is the best butter,the
best butter". Are neighbors insane for trying to promote livable affordable communities?



It isn't the best butter. A fast track to density in an area. that is not a traffic hub; in a
area that would welcome the first year teacher, the recenfly trained bus driver, the vets
returning from insane wars, the secretaries, the library technicians and bank clerks the
grandmothers who have lived her for years but are being moved out because of too high
rents. These folks new and old contributed and contribute to our economy. These
folks make what has made San Francisco great and somehow you all are fast tracking the
4-plex solution as the very best butter the only housing solution.

It is hard to keep butting one's head against the same best butter wall. I had hoped other
Commissioners would speak and indicate what they were thinking instead of simply
voting "approve".

California Senate Bill 50 will be brought back next year. The Democrats suggest the
public needs to be educated on the housing issue. But who needs to be educated, I ask?

It is the leadership or lack therefore of public officials in San Francisco that needs to be
educated! YOU need to hear what communities are saying. The Democrats ignored what
the people were feeling and saying and so ushered in the Trump Era. YOU too are
ushering in an era that is a fast track to an unstable, unlivable San Francisco. Dces it
really take courage to say: "Wait a minute are we throwing out the baby with the
bathwater?"
Housing shortages are real. Bernal wants affordable housing that promotes livable and
vibrant communiries. Neighborhoods that are economically diverse, livable and vibrant .
That is what Bernal Heights is about. Do you really want to destroy what has made San
Francisco great?

Marti Kashuba 136 Newman St. San Francisco, Ca. 94110 / 415-826 0461 /415 871-8240

CC: Mayor Breedl Mayor Schaaf /Sup. Ronen/ Sen. Wiener/ Gov. Newsome
Senators Feinstein /Harris /Rep. Nancy Pelosi/ EJ Jones Bernal Community Center
Others



NOTICE OF INTENT TO REQUEST RELEASE OF FUNDS; FINAL NOTICE AND
PUBLIC EXPLANATION OF A PROPOSED ACTIVITY IN A 100-YEAR

FLOODPLAIN; AND NOTICE OF FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

RECEIVED
June 5, 2019

JUN 0 6 2019
Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development
City and County of San Francisco CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor CPC/HPC

San Francisco, CA 94103
415-701-5598

These notices shall satisfy three separate but related procedural requirements for activities
to be undertaken by the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development

I. REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF FUNDS

On or about July 8, 2019 the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development of the City
and County of San Francisco (MOHCD) will authorize the San Francisco Housing Authority
(SFHA) to submit a request to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of
Public Housing for the release of Project Based Section 8 Vouchers under the HUD—Veterans
Affairs Supportive Housing (HUD VASH) program and Section 8(0)(13) of the Housing Act of
1937 (42 U.S.C. § 1437f(o)(13)), as amended, to undertake a project known as Maceo May
Affordable Housing. Development.

The project would develop a 105-unit building to provide veterans housing with a unit mix of 24
studios, 47 one-bedroom apartments, and 34two-bedroom apartments over approximately 116,477
square feet in one building. The building design has units arranged around asecond-floor courtyard
with common amenities, units, and a parking garage on the ground floor. The ground floor
amenities include building services (community room with kitchen, bike and car parking), offices
(social services and building management), ground floor apartments and various utilities, storage
and maintenance rooms. There is parking for 17 caxs, 2 handicap van spaces, and an 840-square-
foot Class 1 bike room for a minimum of 55 bikes. The building will have a central courtyard open
space of approximately 8,340 square feet on the second floor, over the parking podium.

The project site is located on Parcel C3.2 of Treasure Island, which is the southeastern portion of
Parcel C3, a mostly flat site bounded by Avenue C, 5th Street, Parcel C3.5 (and the adjacent
neighborhood park), and Parcel C3.1 (all yet to be developed). The construction type would be
five (5) stories of modular and field-built Type 3A construction over a Type lA podium. This
project would achieve Platinum GreenPoint Rating certification and would have all-electric
building systems.



II. FINAL NOTICE AND PUBLIC EXPLANATION OF A PROPOSED
ACTIVITY IN A 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN

MOHCD has conducted an evaluation as required by Executive Order 11988, in accordance with
HUD regulations at 24 CFR §55.20 Subpart C Procedures for Making Determinations on
Floadplan Management, to determine the potential effect that the activity in the proposed
floodplain will have on the human environment for the Maceo May Affordable Housing Project.

MOHCD has considered the following alternatives and mitigation measures to be taken to
minimize adverse impacts and to restore and preserve natural and beneficial values: (i) The parcels
cannot cause current City residents to become displaced; they are within City limits in order for
grants to be used by MOHCD and the co-sponsors; they are within the Treasure Island Major Phase
1 Redevelopment Area, and within a baseline mapped affordable housing site to meet the
affordable housing and phasing requirements of the larger plan area; and; the site is available and
can accommodate the 105 affordable housing units proposed by the co-sponsors, with access to
public services. (ii) The following alternatives were considered and determined to be
impracticable: Alternative l.a, l.b, and l.c, Locate the Project Outside of the Floodplain is
impracticable due to limited availability within the required area, small lot sizes, and lack of
current ownership by, or availability to the co-sponsors; Alternative 2, Alternate Action: Locate
and Modify the Project Layout within the Floodplain, is impracticable as locating the project
within the floodplain with a modified and reduced footprint would fail to provide 105 affordable
units within the larger Treasure Island Major Phase 1 Redevelopment Area; and Alternative 3, No
Action Alternative is impracticable because it would not include raising the base elevation, as
discussed below, and would present continued risk to human life and property, and risks feasibility
of full buildout due to increased costs, (iii) the following project mitigation measures are proposed:
1) Project Mitigation Measure 1: Construction above the BFE, and; 2) Project Mitigation Measure
2: FEMA Map Revision. In sum, these two measures would reduce risk to life and property and
would not impact the existing use of the site, which currently does not serve as a floodplain in a
manner compliant with state and local floodplain protection procedures.

MOHCD has reevaluated the alternatives to building in the floodplain. The project has been
modified and proposes mitigation to elevate the site so that structures are located outside of the
floodplain. Environmental files that document compliance with steps 1 through 8 of Executive
Order 11988 are available for public inspection, review and copying upon request at the times and
location delineated in the Section III. of this notice for receipt of comments. Based on the analysis
of the EA, this activity will have no significant impact on the environment as all impacts are
mitigatable and elevating the site above the anticipated BFE would not interfere with future water
patterns.

There are three primary purposes for this notice. First, people who may be affected by activities in
floodplains and those who have an interest in the protection of the natural environment should be
given an opportunity to express their concerns and provide information about these areas. Second,
an adequate public notice program can be an important public educational tool. The dissemination
of information about floodplains can facilitate and enhance federal efforts to reduce the risks
associated with the occupancy and modification of these special areas. Third, as a matter of



fairness, when the federal government determines it will participate in actions taking place in
floodplains, it must inform those who may be put at greater or continued risk.

III. FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development has determined that the project will
have no significant impact on the human environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact
Statement under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) is not required..
Additional project information is contained in the Environmental Review Record (ERR) on file at
the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th
Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 and may be examined or copied weekdays 9 A.M to 5 P.M. The
ERR can also be viewed at the MOHCD website at https://sfmohcd.org/environmental-reviews.

IV. PUBLIC COMMENTS

Any individual, group, or agency may submit written comments on the ERR to the Mayor's Office
of Housing and Community Development, City and County of San Francisco, 1 South Van Ness
Avenue, 5th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103, attn.: Eugene Flannery or to
Eugene.flannery@sfgov.org. All comments received by 5:00 pm on July 7, 2019 will be
considered by the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development prior to authorizing
submission of a request for release of funds. Comments should specify which Notice they are
addressing.

V. ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION

The City and County of San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development
certifies to HUD that Katha Hartley, in her capacity as Acting Director of the Mayor's Office of
Housing and Community Development, consents to accept the jurisdiction of the Federal Courts
if an action is brought to enforce responsibilities in relation to the environmental review process
and that these responsibilities have been satisfied. HUD's approval of the certification satisfies its
responsibilities under NEPA and related laws and authorities and allows the Mayor's Office of
Housing and Community Development to use Program funds.

VI. OBJECTIONS TO RELEASE OF FUNDS

HUD will accept objections to the Responsible Entity's (RE) Request for Release of Funds and
Environmental Certification for a period of fifteen days following the anticipated submission date
specified above or its actual receipt of the request (whichever is later) only if they are on one of
the following bases: (a) the certification was not executed by the Certifying Officer of the Mayor's
Office of Housing and Community Development; (b) the Mayor's Office of Housing and
Community Development has omitted a step or failed to make a decision or finding required by
HiJD regulations at 24 CFR part 58 or by CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508, as applicable;
(c) the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development has omitted one or more steps
in the preparation, completion or publication of the Environmental Assessment or Environmental
Impact Study per 24 CFR Subparts E, F or G of Part 58, as applicable; (d) the grant recipient or



other participant in the development process has committed funds for or undertaken activities not
authorized. by 24 CFR Part 58 before release of funds and approval of the environmental
certification; (e) another Federal, State or local agency has submitted a written finding that the
project is unsatisfactory from the standpoint of environmental quality. Objections must be
prepared and submitted in accordance with the required procedures (24 CFR Part 58, Sec. 58.76)
and shall be addressed to Director, Public and Indian Housing, United States Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 1 Sansome St #1200, San Francisco, CA 94104. Potential
objectors should contact Directar, Public and Indian Housing ,San Francisco Regional Office —
Region IX, One Sansome Street, Suite 1200 San Francisco, California 94104-4430 to verify the
actual last day of the objection period.

Katha Hartley
Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development


