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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: THD BOARD COMMENTS - Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM
Date: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 11:29:43 AM
Attachments: 170926THD letter.pdf

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Ross Guehring [mailto:Ross@lh-pa.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 4:25 PM
To: Stan Hayes
Cc: Grob, Carly (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Michael Stanton; Shane
Kunimura
Subject: RE: THD BOARD COMMENTS - Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-
002849CUAENVTDM
 
Hi Stan,
 
Thank you for sending over the THD Board comment letter regarding the proposed Moxy hotel at
1196 Columbus Avenue. We appreciate everyone’s participation in reviewing the project.
 
Our project team felt it was important to address each of your comments, which you can find in
the attached letter from project architect, Michael Stanton.
 
And thanks again for your hospitality at the September 12 presentation.
 
Sincerely,
Ross

Ross Guehring | Lighthouse Public Affairs

MAIN (415) 364-0000 | MOBILE (415) 250-2785
 
From: Stan Hayes [mailto:stanhayes1967@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 5:01 PM
To: Ross Guehring <Ross@lh-pa.com>
Cc: carly.grob@sfgov.org; Secretary, Commissions (CPC) <Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org>
Subject: THD BOARD COMMENTS - Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-
002849CUAENVTDM
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     Letter   


 
 


26 September 2017 
 
Stan Hayes  
Telegraph Hill Dwellers 
P.O. Box 330159 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
 
Re: Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM  
 
Dear Stan, 
First, thank you to the Telegraph Hill Dwellers Association (THD) for allowing us to present 
the proposed Moxy Hotel at Columbus and Bay to your organization.  We enjoyed the 
conversation.  In a similar spirit, we also appreciated your letter of 22 September 2017 that 
summarized thoughts and concerns THD has with the proposed development.  It was also 
helpful. This letter is to respond to the seven comments and suggestions in the THD letter. 
 
Hotel Use – As we discussed in our meeting, this current commercial building occupies a 
transitional location in the City between three neighborhoods (Russian Hill, Fisherman’s 
Wharf, and North Beach). The immediate vicinity of the site includes a broad range of land 
uses. The site has residential development with a range of retail and institutional uses at the 
ground level on its immediate block.  It is flanked to the south and west by a variety of 
commercial uses including office, retail, entertainment, and, primarily, hospitality. The 
property is located at a very active and noisy corner with a great deal of traffic.  The sponsor 
has been working on this hotel proposal for over two years and is committed to pursuing a 
hospitality project. Both this development direction and the specific proposed design are 
supported by planning staff and by UNITE-HERE Local 2. 
 
Building Size and Shape – It should be noted that the proposed design is fully compliant 
with all height and bulk requirements in the Planning Code.  It requires no special design-
related approvals or exceptions.  This section of the THD letter offered three comments:  


• The scale of the hotel relative to neighboring structures was brought up.  Enclosed 
are elevations of Jones Street, Columbus Avenue, and Bay Street showing the hotel 
in context with (and substantially in scale with) neighboring structures.  


• “Boxiness” was expressed as a concern. Significant attention has been paid to 
modulate the façades of the proposed hotel and to     introduce different, but 
complementary, materials that break down the perceived size of the building and that 
add visual interest.  


• Finally the ”large rooftop structure” referred to in the THD letter is actually the 
penthouse necessary to house the elevators, exit stairs, and required mechanical. Its 
size complies with the Planning Code and other city agencies.  Further the 
penthouse is centered on the lot so that it is set back a considerable distance from 
Bay, Jones, and Columbus and not visible to the pedestrian walking adjacent to the 
property.   
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Color - THD requested a still-warmer color palette for the building.  We agree and will be 
proposing modified colors that respond to this concern at this week’s Planning Commission 
hearing on the project. 
 
Materials – Reference in the THD letter was made to selecting building materials 
compatible with those on adjacent buildings.  We agree that in many parts of San Francisco 
a well-defined neighborhood context can inform the selection of exterior cladding for an infill 
project.  We do not think that is the case at this location. The finishes on the structures in the 
immediate vicinity range significantly.  There is painted concrete with a composition shingle 
mansard roof on the Pier 2620 Hotel, integral color cement plaster on the Marriott, painted 
horizontal wood siding and cement plaster on the structures to the west on Bay Street, 
prefinished plaster panels above painted cement plaster and painted CMU on the 
Walgreens, exposed precast concrete on the 1111 Columbus office building, full brick with 
vertical wood siding above on the Columbus Motor Inn, and horizontally scored plaster on 
the Bay Street housing to the east of the site.  Given this wide range of materials, there was 
not a clear precedent to follow.  Instead of choosing one approach out of the many in the 
vicinity to follow, we are proposing more expensive, higher quality finishes than found in the 
immediate neighborhood.  The metal siding will stand up well in the gritty air of San 
Francisco and not fade to dirty drab (like the plaster finishes on the buildings to the north), 
and the transparent channel glass base seems a fine material to mitigate between the 
sidewalk and the public space of the hotel while fully energizing the street. 
 
The last paragraph gives background on why we are proposing the suggested materials.  
They seem to make sense to us; but, after Commission approval, we will be working with 
planning staff as the design evolves to continue to study these kinds of choices so there will 
be an opportunity for THD to participate in this discussion if it is believed to be necessary. 
 
Roof deck – Possible disruption from the future roof deck of the hotel has been carefully 
considered. For several reasons, I confident this will be an issue. 


• As THD noted in its letter, the roof deck is programmed for passive recreational use 
with no permanent facilities (like a bar) that are sometimes associated with excess 
noise.  


• In its relocated position and reduced size, the roof deck is only about 680 square 
feet.  It is oriented north and west to the corner of Jones and Bay, placed as far as 
possible from the adjacent dwelling units. The nearest residential unit is 
approximately 75 feet away.  The penthouse will further screen this roof deck from 
the adjacent apartments to the east and south.  


• The ambient noise level at the corner of Jones and Bay is currently about 75 dBA 
which is characterized as a “Noisy Urban Area” (approximately equivalent to being in 
a room with a running vacuum cleaner nearby) so it seems to me unlikely that any 
noise from the roof deck will be heard above the existing noise of the adjacent busy 
streets. 


• Most important, the success of this hotel depends on satisfied guests and on good 
relations with neighbors so the hotel management will carefully monitor noise levels 
to ensure that neither hotel guests nor nearby residents are disturbed.  


 
Parking – The THD suggestion that providing parking for employees in nearby garages be 
explored seems sound and is a suggestion the sponsor is willing to consider.  The Planning 
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Commission generally does not favor off-street parking so the sponsor does not think it is 
prudent at this time to commit to something that the Commission has consistently said 
conflicts with San Francisco’s transit first policy.  The sponsor has an existing relationship 
with LAZ parking and anticipates using LAZ to provide parking required by the hotel. There 
are plenty of parking opportunities in this portion of the city, and the sponsor will have 
parking options for employees in place before the hotel is open for business. 
 
Street Activation - We agree with THD that street activation is very important.  We will 
continue to work with planning staff to gain the maximum possible visual activation. 
 
Again, we thank you for providing your feedback on the proposed Moxy hotel at 1196 
Columbus Avenue.  As we presented at the THD board meeting, we have made 
considerable design modifications in direct response to your organization and to the input 
from other community members.  The result of this process is a project that is even better 
than originally proposed.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 


 
 
 
Michael Stanton, FAIA, LEED AP 
 
Enc: Sheet A-914 
 
Cc: Carly Grob carly.grob@sfgov.org 
      Jonas P. Ionin Commisions.secretary@sfgov.org 
      Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3  aaron.peskin@sfgov.org 
      Mark Loper 
      Ross Guehring       







4
2
' -


 0
"


4
7
' -


 0
"


5
0


' 
- 


0
"


BAY ST


2568 JONES ST


MOXY HOTEL


2620 JONES ST


PIER 2620 HOTEL


5
2
' -


 0
"


4
3
' -


 0
"


6
9
' -


 0
"


6
1
' -


 0
"


5
0
' -


 0
"


4
1
' -


 5
"


3
8
' -


 5
"


2568 JONES ST


MOXY HOTEL JONES ST COLUMBUS AVE 611 BAY ST


54 BRET HARTE TER


64 BRET HARTE TER


567 BAY ST


5
0


' 
- 


0
"


4
0
' -


 0
"


4
4
' -


 0
"


4
1
' -


 0
"


4
9
' -


 0
"


1170 COLUMBUS AVE


KAI MING HEADSTART


2568 JONES ST


MOXY HOTELBAY ST


1250 COLUMBUS AVE


MARRIOTT HOTEL


© 2017 STANTON ARCHITECTURE - ALL RIGHTS RESERVED


SCALE: 


DATE 09/15/17


1/32" = 1'-0"


SITE SURROUNDING ELEVATION


THE MOXY SF
1196 COLUMBUS AVE, SAN


FRANCISCO CA 94110


A914


1/32" = 1'-0"
1


JONES ST LOOKING EAST ELEVATION


1/32" = 1'-0"
3


BAY ST LOOKING SOUTH ELEVATION


1/32" = 1'-0"
2


COLUMBUS AVE LOOKING EAST ELEVATION







 
Ross -
 
On behalf of the Board of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), I want to thank you and your
colleagues again for your presentation at our board meeting last week.
 
We appreciate each of you taking the time to meet with us regarding Mariott’s proposed
Moxy Hotel project.
 
Please find attached a letter summarizing our comments.  We look forward to discussing
them further with you, if you would like.
 
Sincerely,
 
Stan Hayes
 
Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee
Immediate Past President
Telegraph Hill Dwellers



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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Grob, Carly (CPC); Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Moxy hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue) Case No. 3014-002849CUAENVTDM
Date: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 11:29:35 AM
Attachments: 170926 Letter to Jerry Yang.pdf

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Michael Stanton [mailto:mstanton@stantonarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 5:42 PM
To: director@kaiming.org
Cc: Grob, Carly (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Mark H. Loper
(mloper@reubenlaw.com); Ross Guehring; Sandra Chow; susanna.leung@kaiming.org
Subject: Moxy hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue) Case No. 3014-002849CUAENVTDM
 
Hi Jerry,
Thanks again to you and your Kai Ming Head Start staff for meeting with Ross, Mark, and
me yesterday.  The session was informative and productive.  Enclosed is a letter that follows
up on the points raised in that disscussion. Please call if you have any questions or if you
wish to discuss the proposed hotel further. I look forward to the conversation.

Regards,
Michael

Michael Stanton, FAIA, LEED AP

1501 Mariposa Street, Suite 328 
San Francisco, CA 94107
t. 415.865.9600     f. 415.865.9608     
www.stantonarchitecture.com
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26 September 2017 
 
Jerry Yang 
Executive Director 
Kai Ming Head Start 
900 Kearny Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
 
Re: Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM  
 
Dear Jerry, 
Let me start by thanking you and your staff for taking the time to meet with Mark Loper, 
Ross Guehring, and me yesterday to discuss the hotel proposed to be built at 1196 
Columbus Avenue.  We found the conversation very useful and informative. The purpose of 
this letter is to summarize my understanding of the issues discussed and the four concerns 
raised by Kai Ming Head Start.  
 
Issues of circulation and arrivals – We discussed potential conflicts between the arrivals 
to the hotel and the daily functioning of the Kai Ming Head Start program. In response to 
comments raised by Kai Ming Head Start in its 06 July 2017 letter to the Planning 
Department concerning the environmental evaluation, the proposed changes to the roads 
adjacent to 1196 Columbus Avenue have been modified. The current design for the new 
hotel calls for no changes to the parking or loading areas on Columbus Avenue.  All arrivals 
and deliveries to the hotel will take place on Bay Street. No changes are proposed in the 
vicinity of the entry to the Kai Ming Head Start facility. 
 
One change that is proposed is the substantial reworking of the pedestrian circulation at the 
intersection of Bay, Jones, and Columbus.  These modifications will significantly improve the 
pedestrian safety at this busy intersection to the benefit of all users, including parents 
walking their children to Kai Ming Head Start. 
 
Compatibility of the proposed land use – The question of the compatibility of a hotel next 
to a specialized day care facility like Kai Ming Head Start was raised.  As we discussed, it 
seems to me that there are compelling reasons to believe that a limited-service hotel will be 
an excellent neighbor to the Kai Ming Head Start facility. These include: 


• Activity at the hotel will occur largely after the Kai Ming Head Start program is closed 
for the day.  The day care is busy in the day while the hotel is most active in the later 
afternoon and evening. These are symbiotic uses. 


• The hotel will improve neighborhood safety.  The hotel will include enhanced lighting 
that will improve sidewalk visibility at night. The activity a hotel generates puts more 
eyes on the street. The hotel will be staffed 24 hours a day insuring a careful 
monitoring of the immediate area. 


• Hotels generate employment opportunities for local residents including members of 
families using the Kai Ming Head Start facility. 
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Potential play area impact – At the request of the Planning Department, my office studied 
the shadows that the new hotel will cast.  We shared the results of this study with your team 
yesterday.  It shows that the existing Kai Ming Head Start play area will not receive any new 
shadowing for the future hotel.  The only impact will be a small increase in shadows on the 
raised portion of your outdoor facilities where the storage shed is now located. 
 
Possible disruptions during construction – As we discussed, it will likely take 14 or so 
months to build the new hotel.  Of that time period, the first 8 or 9 months will be the period 
of most intense construction activity.  Once the building has been framed and enclosed, 
noise and disruptions will drop off significantly, but during that initial time period, the 
construction of the hotel will be an inconvenience.  As we discussed, there are typically two 
types of inconveniences associated with construction: dust and noise. 


• Dust – The construction of this proposed hotel will generate less dust than similar 
projects because of the limited site excavation required and its use of prefinished 
exterior metal panels to clad the building. Still, dust will be produced.  To address 
this, the City of San Francisco has strict laws controlling construction dust 
generation. In addition to these regulations, as Mark Loper related in our meeting, 
the Department of City Planning has added further mitigation measures to ensure 
that any dust from construction will be strictly limited. 


• Noise – As stated in yesterday’s conversation, the major noise concern that Kai 
Ming Head Start has relates to construction activities disrupting the nap time of 
your clients from 1:00 to 3:00 PM. Sandra Chow of my office visited your 
Columbus Avenue facility with the Kai Ming Head Start facility manager Susanna 
Leung earlier this afternoon. Based on the information Sandra gained from her 
visit, we believe that interior enhancements to the Kai Ming Head Start 
classrooms can be made that will not only address any increase in ambient 
exterior noise during construction but will also lead to a long-term improvement to 
your facility and more restful naps for your clients.  We will have a specific 
suggestion on interior enhancements for your consideration shortly.  


 
Summarizing, the team for the 1196 Columbus Avenue hotel appreciated your attention to 
our project and your thoughtful comments. We have made significant efforts to address your 
issues and will pledge to continue to work with you to ensure that there will be minimum 
disruption to the Kai Ming Head Start program during construction and long term benefits to 
your facility once the hotel is your neighbor.  
 
Regards, 
 
 
 
Michael Stanton, FAIA LEED AP 
 
 
 
Cc: Carly Grob carly.grob@sfgov.org 
      Jonas P. Ionin Commisions.secretary@sfgov.org 
      Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3  aaron.peskin@sfgov.org 
      Mark Loper 
      Ross Guehring 
      Sandra Chow 
      Suzanna Leung 







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: RE 2014-1060 DRP/VAR 1870 Market
Date: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 11:29:03 AM
Attachments: 1870 Market Street 150 feet.pdf

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: john nulty [mailto:nulty_j@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 6:54 PM
To: RICH Hills; Richards, Dennis (CPC); RODNEY Fong; Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Christine (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Joslin, Jeff (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC); Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Subject: RE 2014-1060 DRP/VAR 1870 Market
 
 
 

 
Dear Planning Commissioners and Planning Staff:
 
The project sponsor Neighborhood Notification did not include property owners, tenants and
neighborhood groups in the 312 Notice mailed December 23,2016 thru January 23,2017.
 
a) parcel 081006 - 4 not mail
b) parcel 0871007- 3 not mailed
c) parcel 0870012- 63 not mailed
d)  parcel 0870014- property owner and tenants not mailed
e) parcel 0871016 - only 58 out 113 units DID Not mail to 55 units
 
Over 126 not mailed on the same block as the project sponsor. And with in 150- foot per the Sanborn
Map for block 214 page 871 updated 2006.
 
The proposed building will be 8 stories high and block the northern exposure to parcels 16, 18-26
some of the units in parcel 12.
 
Therefore I am requesting a continuance until properly documented outreach is done by project
sponsor. 
 
Please have the project sponsor or their representative notify me when they set up additional
community meetings to discuss 1870 Market Street project and make sure there is someone taking
meeting notes and produce sign in sheets.
 
Sincerely,
 

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=758B40F664D1448D90E8FD5A6F699D2C-COMMISSIONS
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John Nulty
 
 

 

 
 

 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: No Neighborhood Input in the UDG
Date: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 11:28:17 AM

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Elizabeth Fromer [mailto:efromer3@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 10:46 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: No Neighborhood Input in the UDG
 
Mr. Ionin,
 
Please accept my apologies for accidentally ommiting you from the list of recipients copied
on this email. 
You should have been included.
 
Sincerely,
 
Dr. Lisa Fromer
President, LHNA

 
From: Elizabeth Fromer <efromer3@gmail.com>
Subject: No Neighborhood Input in the UDG
Date: September 27, 2017 at 10:27:37 AM PDT
To: "jeff.joslin@sfgov.org" <jeff.joslin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Christine D. Johnson" <christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org>, Dennis
Richards <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>, Joel Koppel
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Kathrin Moore (kathrin.moore@sfgov.org)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, Myrna Melgar <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>,
"Rich Hillis (richhillissf@gmail.com)" <richhillissf@gmail.com>, Rodney
Fong <planning@rodneyfong.com>, mary gallagher
<maryegallagher@yahoo.com>, Ozzie Rohm
<ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>, John O'Duinn <john@oduinn.com>, Robyn
Tucker <venturesv@aol.com>, Gary Weiss <gary@ixia.com>,
"bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com" <bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com>, Junona Jonas
<junonajonas@yahoo.com>, Carolyn Kenady
<carolynkenady@gmail.com>
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Mr. Joslin,
 
We recently learned that the deadline for public comment on the UDG is
October 10th. None of our neighborhood or community groups, including
the CSFN, received notice of this deadline. Was any effort made to let us
know about this? 
 
We’ve also reviewed the most current UDG draft. We’re extremely
disturbed and alarmed that after months of discussion at Community
Workshops, public comment at the Planning Commission and a letter,
dated May 6, 2017, voicing the collective concerns of seven
Neighborhood Associations and a Planning consultant, none of our
suggestions and recommendations were incorporated into the current
draft of the Urban Design Guidelines. None! Neighborhood voices have
been completely ignored!
 
Why did the Planning Department do public outreach? Were community
workshops conducted in good faith and with an honest attempt to listen to
engaged residents who know their neighborhoods far better than the
Planning Department?
 
Did you really listen to well-reasoned public comments? Did you read the
collective neighborhood objections? We find it hard to believe that not a
single  recommendation was given consideration in the draft UDG. Solid
and respectful arguments were made, informing you of the UDG’s
negative impacts on neighborhood character, massing and scale,
especially in the older, low-density residential and historic neighborhoods. 
 
Good city planning must involve neighborhood input. Community
participation allows all ideas to be presented and openly discussed.
Everyone’s knowledge and resources are utilized and the process is
transparent, democratic and legitimate. But if city planning ignores
community concerns, the result is a one-sided vision that’s  imposed on
our neighborhoods; it's completely out of alignment with the experience
and desires of city residents.
 
That’s simply government overreach and bad planning. Please review and
integrate the valuable neighborhood input you’ve been given for the UDG. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Dr. Lisa Fromer
President, LHNA and
Representative for six other San Francisco Neighborhoods

 
 



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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Grob, Carly (CPC)
Subject: FW: Agenda package for Moxy Hotel
Date: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 10:42:03 AM

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Judith Robinson [mailto:judyrobo@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 4:13 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Agenda package for Moxy Hotel
 

Judith Robinson
562 B Lombard Street

San Francisco, California
415 788 9112

                                                                                      25 September, 2017
TO:        S. F. Planning Commission
              Attn.:  Commission Secy Jonas P. Ionin  e-m:  Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
FROM:  Judith Robinson
RE:        Moxy Hotel – hearing agenda letters of opposition
    Please confirm that the following letter opposing the Moxy Hotel in North Beach is included in the
Commissioners’ hearing agenda information for that case, scheduled for Sept. 28 hearing.
   Thank you.
                                                                                      22 September, 2017
S. F. Planning Department                                           RE:   1196 Columbus Ave.
Attn.:  Caroly Grob, Planner                                        Case no. 2014-002849CUA –Moxy Hotel
1650 Mission St.  Suite 400
San Francisco, CA. 94103-2479                    e-mail:  carly.grob@sfgov.org
 Dear Carly Grob:
    I wish to register my strong opposition to the above proposed hotel at Columbus and Bay Street in North Beach,
where I am a property owner and resident.  I oppose a conditional-use authorzation for the project, which is
incompatible with the neighborhood and inapproriate for that cite.
    The project is incompatible and inappropriate with the neighborhood for the reasons that:
              - it exceeds the 40-foot legal height limit with roof-terrace and and elevator penthouse;
              - it would crowd adjacent residential buildings, notably senior and disabled housing units and a children’s
playground;
              - it is incompatible with adjacent residential uses;
              - it could have a negative impact on parking and the environment of adjacent residential sites.
    Thank you for advising the Planning Commission of this opposition at a hearing scheduled for Sept. 28, 2017.
                                                                                      Judith Robinson
cc:          Supervisor Aaron Peskin
              S. F. Planning Commission – Commission Secy Jonas P. Ionin - e-m:  Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
             Commissioner Kathrin Moore        
              Telegraph Hill Dwellers
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Small, Maia (CPC)
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: CSFN Letter on Urban Design Guidelines
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 3:57:41 PM
Attachments: CSFN-UDGs Concerns & Requests Letter.pdf

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net] 
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 3:24 PM
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; 'Rodney Fong'
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC);
Brask, Anne (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy,
Jeff (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Yee,
Norman (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: CSFN Letter on Urban Design Guidelines
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,
Please see attached letter.
Thank you.
 
Dear Commissions Secretary Ionin,
Please send to Planning Commissioners from your ID (my email ID may not allow
some of the Commisioners to receive my email).
Please acknowledge that you have done this.  Thank you very much.
 
Sincerely,
Rose Hillson
for George Wooding, President
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September 25, 2017 
 
 
Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103     via electronic submission 
 
Subject: Opposition to Adoption of “Urban Design Guidelines,” Concerns and Requests 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners: 
  
 The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) opposes several portions of 
the March 16, 2017 Draft “Urban Design Guidelines” (UDGs) document in its current iteration.  
Planning staff informed CSFN that the proposed draft of the UDGs will be the “overarching” 
built-form design document for the entire city.  As an overarching document which will have 
development projects follow some very rough and seemingly arbitrary criteria without mention 
of the existing Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) or any neighborhood-specific design 
guidelines and without any text stating their inter-relationships with the UDGs – especially as 
no “overlay” criteria exist -- it is critical that some revisions be made before adopting them.  
CSFN delegates have voiced concerns to Planning staff and asked for changes to 
problematic text and illustrations in the document and they are still in need of revision.   As 
the UDGs continue to morph, new questions arise. 
 
 CSFN seeks the Planning Commission’s assistance in directing Planning staff to make 
the necessary changes, clarifications and respond to CSFN’s questions.  Until this is done to 
the satisfaction of CSFN and until there is substantial meaningful dialogue with CSFN, these 
UDGs should be put on hold indefinitely.   
 
CSFN’s CONCERNS and REQUESTS: 
 
1. CONCERN:  In regards to applicability, the relationship and respective roles of UDGs, 
RDGs, neighborhood-specific design guidelines and any other design guidelines are not 
known from reading this document.  Within the body text of the document, no other guidelines 
besides the Draft “Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines” (GFRDGs) is mentioned.  In 
addition, it is not clear as to how the UDGs relate to the Urban Design Element of the General 
Plan nor to the Commerce and Industry Element’s Urban Design Guidelines of the General 
Plan and conformity to it with the objectives of the UDGs and also in relation to the Priority 
Policies under Proposition M. 
 
  REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to include the text within 
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the body of this main UDG document the Urban Design Element of the General Plan and the 
similarly named Urban Design Guidelines of the Commerce and Industry Element of the 
General Plan.  For a document as important as the “overarching” regulatory document for the  
entire city, the mere addition of a few more pages to the 71-page work, with roughly 168 
arbitrary photos and illustrative pictures that take up the bulk of the document, should not be a 
major effort as the General Plan text exists today.  Staff needs direction from the Commission 
of the inclusion of these two parts of the General Plan in the main text of the UDGs than as 
any footnote or as an appendix item as they do not exist in the main body of this work.  (See 
also Item 2B and Item 4 below.) 
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff, since there is no 
mention of the RDGs nor its relationship to the UDGs, to include text to explicitly state on 
Page 6 that the RDGs and any other neighborhood-specific or other finer-grained guidelines 
including that of historical shall be controlling for all residential housing-zoned parcels RH-1, 
RH-2, RH-3, RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, e.g. 
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to include the following 
text:   


 “For RH-1, RH-2, RH-3, RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, RTO and PDR zoning districts,  
  project applicants shall consult the RDGs and any applicable residential 


 or historic design guidelines depending on where the project would be 
 located and that in the event of a conflict between the UDGs, the RDGs, 
 neighborhood-specific design guidelines, and/or historical design guidelines,  


  the most stringent  shall prevail.” 
 
2. CONCERN:  Definition changes (Page 8). 
 
 A.  “Adjacent”:  As residential areas in the city are more varied and can change from 
block to block or even within 100 feet depending on what occurs on the block or 
neighborhood, it is vital that Planning maintains the definitions as has been codified.  Per the 
March 16, 2017 Draft UDGs, Planning proposes an alternate definition for the word “adjacent” 
(Page 8).  “Adjacent” no longer refers to what is immediately next door or about a parcel 
sharing any property line to another but instead includes the meanings of “near, close or 
contiguous” which are very subjective and imposes less certainty of the kind of project that 
will be resulted next to someone.  This is a substantive change as sample comparison parcels 
would include lots that may not have the same zoning district designation nor even share a lot 
line as under the old definition of “adjacent.”  Parcels 1,000 feet away or as “near” or “close” 
as the city of Oakland could be interpreted as “adjacent.”  “Near” and “close” are imprecise 
and the resulting design of development projects could be disruptive to certain areas -- 
especially if in well-established streets or areas with limited boundaries.  The UDGs would 
cause less certainty for the neighborhoods which, as CSFN was told, these UDGs would 
instill more certainty. 
 
 The many diverse neighborhoods have been able to each have a sense of place 
through the current definition of “adjacent” as used in Section 102 – “Definitions” – “Adjacent  
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Building.  Generally, a building on a lot adjoining the subject lot along a side lot line.”  This is 
more precise than what is being proposed to be used as the definition of “adjacent.”  All prior   
Zoning Administrator decisions were based on this current definition which means the lot  
“next door” rather than the more subject-to-interpretation “near” or “close”.   With the change 
in the definition of “adjacent,” it is possible to have metal-and-glass office-styled buildings on 
a commercially zoned street that is 150 feet away or ½-mile away to fit the new vague “near” 
meaning of “adjacent”.  Then this office-styled building will be determined to be appropriate 
next to a row of Edwardians of lower height buildings on a residentially zoned lot. 
 
 With prior Zoning Administrator decisions on the appropriateness of design, especially 
in well-established neighborhoods, the UDGs, with the change of the definition of “adjacent” 
will wreak havoc on the ambiance of the neighborhood.  As the UDGs are not clear on this, 
the new definition for “adjacent” as being “near, close or continuous” needs to be left to the 
original Planning Code definition in Section 102 rather than “near,” or “close,” e.g. 


 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to 1) preserve and align 
with the current traditional definition of “adjacent” as in “adjacent building” in Section 102 of 
the Planning Code; 2) delete the ambiguous meanings of “close” or near” for “adjacent” as 
this term will be subject to abuse. 


 
 B.  “Context”:  The UDGs propose to adopt an alternate meaning of “context” as being 
something that could “contrast” or “reinterpret”.  CSFN suggests to use a definition more in 
line with what lay persons think of when hearing the word “context” such as: 
 


 “blend seamlessly with and be a clear and fully compatible design to” 
 
With this new definition of “context,” any person off the street with no architectural or 


design education can understand what might be expected rather than having a building 
“contrast” or “emulate” or “reinterpret” a design as these will be used to abuse the designs of 
existing buildings in the neighborhood. 


 
  The March 16, 2017 proposed Draft UDGs text regarding “context” reads: 


“The design context of a building may emulate, reinterpret, or contrast <emphasis 
added> with it (sic) surroundings.” 
 


 When a project will be allowed to “contrast with its surroundings,” it will, by virtue of the 
common definition of “contrast” not match anything abutting it or around it.  This could 
potentially be very jarring to the beauty, spiritual health and the welfare of an established 
neighborhood.  By having the UDGs adopt the “architectural context” meaning of “context,” 
the decision-makers can create exceptions (see Item 6 below) to the project design that does 
not respect the main style or flavor of the particular neighborhood.  This esoteric application of 
a new meaning for “context” is not one that an average, regular person of general intelligence 
would think would be the meaning of “context,” and thus the new definition with “reinterpret” or  
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“contrast” should be stricken from what “context” would do. 
 
 Use of the architectural meaning of “context” in the UDGs could enable decision-
makers to pass incongruous and out-of-character buildings as in design “spot-zoning”.  CSFN 
is aware that the RDGs utilize designs of buildings next door and/or across the street as the  
main design determinants for new development so when one parcel is “design-spot-zoned,” 
one can change the entire look of a neighborhood, and based on the way these UDGs are 
written, such action may be done “as-of-right.”  The public has little recourse with vague and 
uniquely esoteric definitions arbitrarily being adopted to force certain “designs” as intrusions 
into neighborhoods. 
 
 This vague usage will become important especially for residentially-zoned parcels such 
as RHs, RMs, RTOs and PDRs abutting NCDs with certain primary design features 
established through decades and sometimes even as long as over a hundred years of an 
area being established.  The NCDs are also tailored with great sensitivity to the abutting RHs, 
RMs, RTOs (recently rezoned designation of prior RHs, e.g.) and PDRs through the Urban 
Design Guidelines of the Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan do apply (see 
Item #1 above for inclusion of this text and the Urban Design Element into the UDGs as 
requested).  The words “emulate” and “interpret” are vague and subject to abuse. 
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct staff to delete the “architectural 
context” use of the word “context” and utilize one or both of CSFN’s potential definitions for 
“context” in the paragraph above. 


 
3.   CONCERN:  Explicit exemption in first sentence is negated in second sentence on 
Page 6: 
 
 “The Urban Design Guidelines apply to buildings in all districts outside RH-, RM-, 
 and RTO- and PDR-districts.  In Residential Districts, they apply to 
 projects that have non-residential uses or have either six units or more or frontage 
 longer than 150’ (sic) feet.” 
 
 The second sentence that starts with “In Residential Districts” negates the RH-, RM-, 


RTO- and PDR districts that were excluded in the first sentence.  The second sentence by 
virtue of it referring to “Residential Districts” includes the same districts excluded prior.   This 
means that the first sentence is left with no standing so that the applicability of the UDGs 
could apply to RHs, RMs, etc. as these are technically residential districts.  The second 
sentence is vague with “Residential Districts” could allow “spot-zoning” of the UDG-based 
design styles precisely in the areas to be exempted per the first sentence. 
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to request staff to delete the second sentence. 


 
4. CONCERN:  This is related to #3 above.  Non-complying multi-unit buildings in low-
density RH areas and buildings in Neighborhood Commercial Districts (NCDs) influencing 
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residentially zoned parcels, especially those with adjoining side and rear lot lines (Page 6): 
Many buildings in NCDs next to RHs, RMs, e.g., have “6 units or more” or have a “frontage of 
more than 150 feet” because they were built before Planning Code existed.  The same goes 
for many multi-unit buildings which go beyond the unit count of certain zoning district 
categories for the parcel.   Such buildings adjoining parcels in low-density areas may have an 
architectural design that is not reflective of the bulk of the residential buildings.  Some of  
these are depicted in the March 16, 2017 Draft UDGs. 
 
 To create a more uniform feel to certain neighborhoods, there needs to be more 
guidance in what would not cause such a jarring disconnect of styles especially to the RH, 
RM and PDR parcels.  The UDGs do not make the solution clearer for anyone but instead 
makes the argument for using the UDGs murkier.  Low-density, smaller RH and RM parcels 
next to these areas with “6 units or more” or with a “frontage of more than 150 feet” have light 
wells and privacy which are important in RHs and RMs. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct the Planning staff to not have the 
March 16, 2017 Draft UDGs as written to apply to *any* residential areas nor to any NCDs. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct the Planning staff to remove any 
residentially zoned parcels and pictures supporting the above. 
 
5. CONCERN:  This is related to #3 and #4 above.  Section 312 and notification (Page 6).  
Lots can be held by multiple people within one entity (e.g. LLC, corporation, or family).  These 
lots may be located mid-block or next to the low-density RH or RM parcels, e.g., or are “6 
units or more” or have “frontage longer than 150 feet” and they will not have the RDGs or 
neighborhood-specific residential design guidelines apply to them since they are located on 
NCD parcels.  The NCD parcels are still subject to the Urban Design Guidelines of the 
Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan which takes precedence over these 
proposed UDGs. 
 
 Per the text on Page 6, NCDs are controlled by Sec. 312 which gets an “as-of-right” to 
not have to consider RDGs / neighborhood-specific design guidelines and only have to follow 
the UDGs however vague they may be.  For these projects, with no further Planning 
Commission review of the design, people in the neighborhood may file for a Discretionary 
Review (DR) with no other options or be shut out of the decision-making process. 
 
 Should anybody file DRs for certain projects that fall under the UDGs, this would mean 
more uncertainty for neighbors and project applicants unless the second sentence is removed 
per #3 above. 
 
 Without incorporation of the design policies and guidelines of the General Plan, projects 
that require Section 312 notification may cease, no residents will have any say on what gets 
put along their NCDs.  It is highly doubtful that any abutting or nearby residents in the 
neighborhood would know how a building so dissimilar to their area got in, especially with no 
notification based on what appears to be regulatory in the UDGs.  







 


 


 CSFN Letter Re Urban Design Guidelines 
September 25, 2017 
Page 6 of 13 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to include in the  
UDGs the text from the General Plan: 
 


“(1)   Neighborhood Commercial Design Guidelines. The construction of new 
buildings and alteration of existing buildings in NC Districts shall be consistent 
with the design policies and guidelines of the General Plan as adopted and 
periodically amended for specific areas or conditions by the Planning Commission. 
The Director of Planning may require modifications to the exterior of a proposed 
new building or proposed alteration of an existing building in order to bring it into 
conformity with the General Plan. These modifications may include, but are not 
limited to, changes in siting, building envelope, scale texture and detailing, 
openings, and landscaping.” 


 
6. CONCERN:  Exceptions are still problematic with the UDGs (Page 4, Page 6 and due 
to new definition of words on Page 8 per Item 2 above): 
  
 On Page 4, the text reads: 
 
  “While projects should address all three scales, a context-specific 
  response is not a prescription and each project should be evaluated 
  on balance.” <emphasis added> 
 
 When projects get reviewed “on balance,” what does that mean?  Without knowing the 
criteria, how much of a “balance” is “on balance”?  “On balance” can mean something similar 
to “other duties as assigned.”  With no explicit criteria, decisions will be left to the Design 
Team or the Zoning Administrator to interpret what would be best for the neighbors in the 
area of concern.  “On balance” and other exception-inducing words should be eliminated. 
 
 When things “on balance” are approved, it may mean almost anything could be allowed 
– with no certainty for the neighbors and a potential increase in Discretionary Review (DR) 
cases before the Planning Commission. 


 
 On Page 6 the text reads: 


 “Projects may seek an exception <emphasis added> only when 
 the proposed design better meets the goals of the respective 
 guideline than would a project that had complied with the guideline 
 or where a unique site condition makes application physically infeasible.” 
 


 Also the following text: 
 “Each of these existing procedures would allow a project to seek 
 an exception <emphasis added> to specific guidelines, but not the 
 Urban Design Guidelines as a whole, subject to approval by the 
 Planning Commission.” 
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 Such words as “on balance” and other exception statements would be non-conforming 
to existing Planning Code Sec. 311, including that which violates Building Permit Application 
(Sec. 311(c)).  With the exceptions described on this page, mandatory Section 311 
Notification and procedures would be violated or no Section 311 notices would be sent. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to delete any 
“exception” or “waiver”-related text in the UDGs.  
 
7. CONCERN:  This is related to #1 above.  The UDGs are too vague, lack specificity and 
are ambiguous in many areas and would cause confusion.  The city already has the Urban 
Design Element of the General Plan and the Urban Design Guidelines of the Commerce and 
Industry Element of the General Plan which govern over and above these UDGs.  These 
UDGs are not needed and appear to work to cumulatively enact zoning change. 
  
 An example of this vagary is on Page 4 which states: 


 “Good urban design is characterized by the thoughtful orchestration of 
 buildings, landscape, open space, and streets.” 
 


 What exactly is in the realm of “good” for a development project? 
 


 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to come up with a list 
of criteria the decision-makers will use to determine what is “good”. 
 
 Another example is the proposed text of the UDGs on Page 7 reads: 
  “In addition to graphic renditions of a project, sponsors should provide a 
  narrative that articulates how their project’s design complies with the Urban 
  Design Guidelines.” 
 
 This makes it appear that the applicant will give broad brushstroke statements to match 
the vague UDG design review categories such as “modulate vertically and horizontally” (Page 
7) which would fit practically every building description.  The granularity for a thorough vetting 
of a project’s design is missing and will leave the residentially-zoned neighborhoods 
vulnerable to surprises.  Again, no certainty for the neighbors but almost a guaranteed 
certainty to the developers. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to insert after “Urban 
Design Guidelines” in the proposed text on Page 7 to not only provide the graphic renditions 
and narrative but: 
  “… and how it complies with the Residential Design Guidelines, 
  neighborhood-specific design guidelines, any other more specific design 
  guidelines including historical guidelines, if any, for the particular area 
  of the city.” 
  
 Another example on Page 7, the text by the picture at the upper right corner reads: 
  “High-rise projects can be thoughtfully related to lower-height neighborhood  
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  patterns.” 
 
 This illustration does not show a thoughtful relation but instead shows the high-rise at 
the back of a low-rise building and possibly eliminating the rear yard.  A continuous placement 
of such high-rises in low-rise building areas can have a cumulative effect of essentially doing 
a zoning change. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to delete this picture 
and the text with it. 
  
 Another example on Page 17 in the upper right illustration caption reads: 
  “Building massing should respect larger patterns in the urban fabric.” 
 
 This would potentially shift all development using the form-based UDG principles in the 
document to shift to ever larger buildings with very little open space even midblock as even 
the lower illustration on Page 17 shows.  Eventually the low-rise areas will get higher and 
bulkier with less and less mid-block open space per Planning Code today.  The cumulative 
effect of this could also be a zoning change. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to remove the word 
“larger” from the top right illustration showing a flow of low-rise buildings to ever larger high-
rise buildings. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to delete from the 
bottom left illustration “even when the pattern is broken” from the sentence “Shape new 
projects to contribute to mid-block open space even when the pattern is broken.” 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff, for the bottom left 
illustration, to make it clear what criteria would be used when to “Locate frontages to reinforce 
the streetwall.”  Would lots abutting the proposed building for which the walls would form the 
“streetwall” have to have their walls already in that way?  How about the how the RDGs come 
into play? etc.? 
 
8. CONCERN:  Future projects should not be part of the UDG basis of design review.   
 The text on Page 16 reads: 
 
  “Relate building scale and massing to the size and scale of existing 
  and anticipated <emphasis added> buildings.” 
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to remove “and 
anticipated” from the sentence as designs should be based on buildings present today. 
 
9. CONCERN:  Text on Page 17 reads: 
  “Locate frontages to reinforce the streetwall.” 
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 The UDGs, by forcing the front walls and surfaces of development projects to be 
located to “reinforce the streetwall,” would create “street canyons” such that pedestrians and 
vehicles would traverse between these canyons created by two city blocks which in the two 
illustrations on the page do not illustrate this problematic scenario. 
 
 Informationally, here is text about climate-related problems from such canyons created  
when everything reinforces the streetwall such as those in Hong Kong: 
 “Hong Kong residents must cope with some of the highest population densities 
 on the planet in an environment that is characterised by ranks of high-rise office 
 and residential buildings, extremely limited urban open space, a measurable 
 urban heat island effect and dangerously high concentrations of roadside 
 pollution that fail to disperse from poorly ventilated street canyons. It is for 
 good reason that the public policy think tank Civic Exchange characterized 
 Hong Kong’s urban livability (with apologies to Thomas Friedman) as 
 ‘Hot, Stacked and Crowded’, in a report published in April 2010.” 
 
Source:  https://lsecities.net/media/objects/articles/the-costs-and-benefits-of-high-density-
urban-living/en-gb/ 
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to create a report on a 
fully-implemented consequence of the UDGs and its environmental effects under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
 One CEQA category is related to air pollution.  Here’s the text from the earlier cited 
article on Hong Kong: 
  “The second reason is that the high population densities are brought 
  about by the city’s vertical approach to property development. While 
  public transport benefits from the congregations of potential passengers, 
  the same high-rise buildings ironically form the walls of the street canyons 
  that make it so much more difficult for street-level concentrations of pollutants 
  to disperse. This situation is exacerbated by the low provision of public open 
  space and the consistently excessive height and width of buildings designed 
  to take up every square foot of available land in order to maximize the 
  economic returns.” 
 
 Although DBI has enacted an ordinance for the Building Code for buildings to install air 
filtration systems along the most polluted “transit corridor” or areas of high traffic flow, how are 
the people, including and especially the children, supposed to play in the newly created open 
spaces intended to combat the heat sink and livability if they cannot breathe outdoors?  Air 
pollution particulates have no physical boundary to stay on the “transit corridors” nor on the 
highly trafficked streets.  They ooze into the adjacent streets perpendicular and near these 
pollution alleys. 


 
10. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to clarify and 
 



https://lsecities.net/media/objects/articles/the-costs-and-benefits-of-high-density-urban-living/en-gb/

https://lsecities.net/media/objects/articles/the-costs-and-benefits-of-high-density-urban-living/en-gb/
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demonstrate with data what the impact would be on all merchants when buildings get 
reconfigured via the form-based design that is essential for the UDGs to work and for existing 
buildings when expanded.  That clarification should include data on potential displacement or  
increase in commercial rents for the small businesses, especially in the well-established 
neighborhood commercial districts (NCDs). 
 
11. REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to clarify how the UDGs, 
with buildings designed based on form-based density and possibly with larger square 
footages, would potentially change property taxes for residents or business entities. 
 
12. REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to clarify how the UDGs, 
which reflects a bias towards ever larger buildings will affect the tenant population and 
affordable housing. 
 
13. CONCERN:  The form-based density design concept of the UDGs could very well 
ignore current Planning Code sections for setbacks, rear yards, and open space 
requirements.  Without such certainty of open ground space or coverage of ground with 
expanded form-based UDG buildings to the “streetwall” (less open ground in front) and in the 
rear and side yards, less rainwater permeates into the ground and ends up in the combined 
sewer system and does not replenish the aquifers.  In locations close to the ocean, this may 
result in saltwater intrusion into the aquifers or subsidence of land.   
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to clarify via a detailed 
analysis and study report how the UDGs uphold the policy of the San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) which has gone through large efforts to ensure the use of 
permeable materials and systems to not cause rainwater runoff to go into the city’s unique 
combined rainwater and sewage system.  Please put together a study on the impacts of 
supporting the SFPUC policy on diversion of rainwater out of the combined sewer system. 
 
 Included in the study would be the total amount of rainwater runoff from all the parcels 
as they exist today and the amount of that rainwater runoff after the UDGs are implemented 
for all the parcels potentially affected by the UDGs (show on a map also). 
 
15. CONCERN:  With the additional land coverage through the form-based UDGs which 
may not allow as much ground being open with the creation of additional roof and deck 
surfaces, walls and other materials that are more prone to capture heat and not disperse it, 
increases to ambient temperatures may increase around all the parcels subjected to the 
UDGs.  San Francisco saw the highest temperature ever recorded since temperatures have 
been recorded with a high of 106°F on September 1, 2017.  Vulnerable populations may be 
affected. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to provide the heat 
sink or absorption criteria to be used with the UDGs.   
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16. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to request the Planning staff to produce 
other city’s and town’s equivalent of the proposed Draft UDGs where they apply to all 
residential parcels with or without overlays or other residential criteria stated in the UDGs. 
 
17. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to request the Planning staff to answer what 
happens to a project applicant who does not follow the UDGs.  What is the penalty? 
 
18. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to request the Planning staff to produce a 
flowchart of which projects would come under the UDGs, where the application gets 
submitted, who / what section of Planning would review it, if there is a Planning Commission 
hearing, if there will be neighborhood input, if the project can or cannot be DR’d, etc.  This is 
unclear. 
 
19. REQUEST:  This relates to #1 (no RDGs, etc. reference in UDGs) and #2B (“context”).  
For the Planning Commission to request the Planning staff to insert text that would give 
certainty to the residents in terms of well-established aesthetics that promote a level of 
spirituality for a healthy environment.  This clarification is needed so that the people of the 
community can decide for themselves what is beautiful for their specific area, or block or 
portion of the block.  CSFN urges the Planning Commission to direct staff to ensure that the 
UDGs do not affect the quality of life for those in established areas. 
 
20. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to produce an annual 
report on where the UDGs have been used so far with the street addresses, block and lot 
numbers of projects that have utilized the UDGs and determine any social, economic, ethnic, 
equity impacts. 
 
21. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to eliminate the 
picture that shows high-rise Manhattan-style buildings next to low-rise non-Manhattan-style 
buildings to be eliminated: 
  Page 19:  top middle (“Building massing can articulate a unique change in   
  neighborhood scale and orientation.”)  -- this can apply to any Residential   
  Districts, and this goes to the esoteric definition of “context” as being something  
  that “contrasts” (Item 2B above) so that an ill-fitting design projects gets   
  supplanted into a neighborhood. 
 
 The form-based UDGs document makes clear from much of the text and photos that 
there is a bias towards designs and sizes of building like those found in the downtown high-
rise areas and those that emphasize the streetwall as much as possible with no regard to the 
residentially-zoned low-rise buildings, many in the more established areas of the city that 
have a very contrasting design style and size.  Again, these UDGs do not even mention the 
RDGs, neighborhood-specific design guidelines, historic design guidelines, etc.  It makes no 
mention in the body of the main text of the UDGs a reference or text from the Urban Design 
Element of the General Plan nor the Urban Design Guidelines of the Commerce and Industry 
Element of the General Plan (for neighborhood commercial/commercial areas). 
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22. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to hold robust and 
meaningful dialogue with all residents of all districts out in every supervisorial district as none 
has occurred thus far. 
 
23. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to produce the 
notification list to the public of who was informed about the proposed crafting and adoption of 
the UDGs. 
 
 The box at the very top of Page 5 states:  “S1 Recognize and Respond to Urban 
Patterns.”  And yet within San Francisco, there are places that are not even in any way seen 
as fitting an “urban” pattern.  What this leads one to believe is that the UDGs can be seen as 
a regulatory document to do away with the city’s current zoning-based Planning Code with all 
the flavors of the different residential areas when such parameters that created these long-
established areas are eventually eliminated with these overarching urban-biased UDGs. 
 
 In general, the UDGs are meant for projects to not follow among other Planning Code 
sections, e.g. side and rear setback, open space, exposure to light, air, etc. to make it easier 
to bypass Conditional Use (CU) and Variance hearings while simultaneously cutting out many 
of the residents’ input.  The vagaries of the text and randomly selected photos of mostly 
downtown designs, not reminiscent of the well-established residential areas of the city 
especially, would create a situation that would allow a project to go in even though it is totally 
incompatible with the area. 
 
 Since much of the UDGs are following principles emphasized in “form-based design,” it 
is important to ensure that residential areas are respected and sensitive application of 
designs abutting the low-density residential areas of RH-1(D), RH-1, RH-2, RH-3, RMs, RTOs 
and PDRs are carried out.  CSFN understands the intent of the design document for Planning 
Department is to create certainty for the neighbors and the developers on what projects will 
end up next door.  The UDGs do not give the certainty to neighbors in the residential areas 
nor how the adjacent-to-residential-parcel NCDs will be handled for approval. 
 
 The Urban Design Element of the General Plan and the Urban Design Guidelines of the 
Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan establish the framework for any other 
document and the UDGs are not needed with these Elements of the General Plan.  If the 
UDGs are adopted as is, these form-based design guidelines, with cumulative changes for 
the entire city, can alter the landscape of the city so as to act as the instrument to create 
zoning change citywide as they are not all about design but lay of the land in terms of size, 
bulk and placement for all parcels. 
 
 CSFN opposes the adoption of these UDGs especially because CSFN was not told that 
all input to these UDGs have a deadline of October 10, 2017 as it was just discovered today.  
For the Planning Commission to hear on this matter when there is not even sufficient time to 
get people’s input is wrong.  In addition, the community meetings scheduled apparently out to 
October 10, 2017 and October 12, 2017 for the supervisorial district meetings makes it 
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apparent that neighborhood input is not welcomed as these dates are after the October 10, 
2017 final date of input.  These UDGs require vetting through substantial meaningful dialogue 
and responses which has not happened as each group is “interviewed” by Planning and no 
results are shared nor are the decisions to which they determine known as to what will go into 
the UDGs.  Should CSFN think of more issues, we shall provide them as soon as possible. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter and we look forward to a reply. 
 
 
Sincerely, 


 
George Wooding 
 
cc: Jonas Ionin, Commissions Secretary 
 John Rahaim, Director 
 Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
 Elizabeth Watty, Assistant Director of Current Planning 
 Anne Brask, Planning Staff 
 Board of Supervisors 
 Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
 







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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2165 Irving Street
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 12:42:59 PM

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Cathy Alioto [mailto:CathyAlioto@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 11:31 AM
To: Tang, Katy (BOS)
Cc: richhillissf@yahoo.com; nancy.h.tran@sfgov; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 2165 Irving Street
 
I strongly OPPOSE the MCD on Irving St. This is a large single home family neighborhood with kids. If
people need Marijuana
They can have it delivered right to their door. (Correct?) I own my home and have lived here for 42
years. Raised 3 children
And have 2 grandchildren. This is NOT the place for a MCD.
 
Catherine Alioto

1320 22nd Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94122
415-515-9465
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Grob, Carly (CPC)
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed Development at 1196 Columbus (Moxy Hotel)
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 10:21:03 AM
Attachments: Ltr to SF Planning Commission Re 1196 Columbus.pdf

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Jerry Yang [mailto:director@kaiming.org] 
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 10:07 AM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Proposed Development at 1196 Columbus (Moxy Hotel)
 
Dear Planning Commission Members,
 
Attached please find our letter regarding the opposition to the proposed development of the
Moxy Hotel at 1196 Columbus.
 
If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at (415) 982-
4777 ext 300 or via email at director@kaiming.org.  
 
Sincerely,
--
Jerry Yang, Ph.D.
Executive Director
Kai Ming Head Start
http://www.kaiming.org
415-982-4777 ext. 300
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: THD BOARD COMMENTS - Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 9:50:46 AM
Attachments: THD Ltr_Moxy_Bd Com_FINAL 9-22-17.pdf

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Stan Hayes [mailto:stanhayes1967@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 5:01 PM
To: Ross Guehring
Cc: Grob, Carly (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
Subject: THD BOARD COMMENTS - Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-
002849CUAENVTDM
 
Ross -
 
On behalf of the Board of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), I want to thank you and your
colleagues again for your presentation at our board meeting last week.
 
We appreciate each of you taking the time to meet with us regarding Mariott’s proposed
Moxy Hotel project.
 
Please find attached a letter summarizing our comments.  We look forward to discussing
them further with you, if you would like.
 
Sincerely,
 
Stan Hayes
 
Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee
Immediate Past President
Telegraph Hill Dwellers

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=758B40F664D1448D90E8FD5A6F699D2C-COMMISSIONS
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September 22, 2017          
(Via email:  Ross@lh-pa.com) 


Ross Guehring 
Lighthouse Public Affairs, LLC 
857 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco, CA 94133 


RE: THD Board Comments – Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case 
No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM 


Dear Ross, 


 On behalf of the Board of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), I want to 
thank you and your colleagues again for your presentation at our board meeting 
last week, this despite the logistical challenges of our venue.  We appreciate each 
of you taking the time to meet with us to provide additional information 
regarding Mariott’s proposed Moxy Hotel project. 


 Board members regard the site of the proposed hotel as an especially 
important one, located as it is at a gateway intersection travelled by millions of 
residents and visitors each year.  Because of its prominence, we strongly believe 
that this location warrants a treatment that takes full advantage of this unique 
opportunity to upgrade that site. 


 We appreciate your efforts to address our earlier feedback.  However, to 
better realize the promise of that site, if it is to be used for a hotel (see later 
comment), we recommend that you further revise the design to be less generic 
(and perhaps less corporate) in appearance, more compatible with the size and 
exterior treatment of buildings in the adjacent area, and less urban and hard-
edged in your choice of exterior materials. 


 During the meeting and in our later discussion, board members have 
offered a number of comments, among which are the following: 


• Hotel use.  Board members continue to be concerned that the proposed hotel use, 
even as revised, remains a missed opportunity for housing, particularly given the 
residential nature of buildings throughout that entire block.  
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• Building size and shape.  Board members expressed concern that the proposed 
hotel appears “boxy,” and that it is taller than adjacent buildings.  For reference, 
we understand that the proposed hotel would be on the order of 50 feet in height 
or more at the corner of Jones and Bay, with a large rooftop structure extending 
an additional nearly 7 feet above the roof edge.  This is taller than the roof edges 
of immediately adjacent buildings on Bay (35 feet) and Columbus (40 feet).   


We recommend that you further revise the shape, articulation, and height 
of the hotel, and in particular, reduce or eliminate the rooftop structure to 
minimize the apparent height of the building. 


• Color.  We prefer your revised exterior color palette to the originally proposed 
purple-and-black one.  


We recommend that you consider still-warmer façade colors, ones that are 
more fully compatible with those used in the adjacent area. 


• Materials.  Despite the color palette revision, we continue to be concerned 
about your proposed exterior materials.  To us, they still seem hard-edged 
and metallic, a characterization that matches their description as “shiny” 
during the board meeting.   


We recommend that you use an exterior treatment that is more closely 
compatible with those on buildings in the adjacent area. 


• Roof deck.  We appreciate your efforts to move the roof deck further from 
affected residents in adjacent buildings, as well as your use of rooftop vegetation 
to help preserve that increased buffer separation. We also understand that you 
do not propose to serve food or alcohol on that deck, nor will you have music, 
amplified or otherwise.  However, we remain concerned that the buffer 
separation still is not enough, and that, in any event, the roof deck inevitably will 
attract guests, whose voices and other noise-generating activity will carry to, and 
likely disturb, nearby residents.   


We recommend that you eliminate the roof deck, which should also have as 
an additional benefit reduction in the size of the large rooftop structure. 


• Parking.  We continue to be concerned about the hotel’s reliance (over-reliance in 
the view of some board members) on ridesharing services (e.g., Lyft and Uber), 
as a result you do not provide any permanent parking arrangements, either for 
guests of employees.  This is particularly a concern in light of the large traffic 
volume and street parking demand that area.   


We recommend that you implement means to provide fixed parking at 
least for employees (e.g., through an agreement with adjacent hotels) and 
that you consider hiring a valet parking company if needed for guests (as 
you mentioned in your presentation to our board). 
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• Street activation.  We strongly encourage street activation.  We want to be 
certain that ground-level windows and their treatment are sufficient to ensure 
visual activation, and without blockage. 


We recommend that you continue to develop and implement means to 
further activate ground floor activity. 


   *   *   * 


 Again, thank you for coming to our board meeting.  We much appreciate 
your presentation.  And, we look forward to discussing these matters further 
with you, if you would like. 


Sincerely, 


 
      
      
      
      
     Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee 
     Immediate Past President 
     Telegraph Hill Dwellers 
 
 
cc: Carly Grob  carly.grob@sfgov.org 
 Jonas P. Ionin  Commisions.Secretary@sfgov.org 
 Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3  aaron.peskin@sfgov.org 
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: FW: OPPOSE the Proposed MCD at 2165 IRVING ST (2016-002424CUA, 2165 IRVING ST, Block/Lot 1777/037)
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 9:50:35 AM

Office 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

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Ivy Liu [mailto:ivy.asianimage@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 9:05 PM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Tran, Nancy (CPC); Tang, Katy (BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: OPPOSE the Proposed MCD at 2165 IRVING ST (2016-002424CUA, 2165 IRVING ST, Block/Lot
1777/037)

Dear Commissioners and Supervisor Tang:

I oppose the proposed MCD at 2161-2165 Irving Street.

I support medical marijuana, and respect with the result of prop64. However, it is not desirable and not
necessary to open an MCD on Irving ST. It will trigger a wave of clustering, and it will subtract from our
family friendly neighborhood characteristics.

Sincerely

Ivy Liu

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: OPPOSE the Proposed MCD at 2165 IRVING ST (2016-002424CUA, 2165 IRVING ST, Block/Lot 1777/037)
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 9:50:27 AM

Office 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

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Ivy Liu [mailto:ivysinliu@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 9:09 PM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Tran, Nancy (CPC); Tang, Katy (BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: OPPOSE the Proposed MCD at 2165 IRVING ST (2016-002424CUA, 2165 IRVING ST, Block/Lot
1777/037)

Dear Commissioners and Supervisor Tang:

I oppose the proposed MCD at 2161-2165 Irving Street.

I support medical marijuana, and respect with the result of prop64. However, it is not desirable and not
necessary to open an MCD on Irving ST. It will trigger a wave of clustering, and it will subtract from our
family friendly neighborhood characteristics.

Sincerely

Ivy Yau

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Grob, Carly (CPC); Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Oppose Moxy Hotel
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 9:50:05 AM

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Judith Robinson [mailto:judyrobo@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Saturday, September 23, 2017 12:22 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Oppose Moxy Hotel
 

Judith Robinson
562 B Lombard Street

San Francisco, California
415 788 9112

                                                                        22 September, 2017
 S. F. Planning Department                            RE:   1196 Columbus Ave.
Attn.:  Carly Grob, Planner                            Case no. 2014-002849CUA –Moxy Hotel
1650 Mission St.  Suite 400
San Francisco, CA. 94103-2479                     e-mail:  carly.grob@sfgov.org
Dear Carly Grob:
    I wish to register my strong opposition to the above proposed hotel at Columbus and Bay
Street in North Beach, where I am a property owner and resident.  I oppose a conditional-use
authorzation for the project, which is incompatible with the neighborhood and inapproriate
for that cite.
    The project is incompatible and inappropriate with the neighborhood for the reasons that:
            - it exceeds the 40-foot legal height limit with roof-terrace and and elevator
penthouse;
            - it would crowd adjacent residential buildings, notably senior and disabled housing
units and a children’s playground;
            - it is incompatible with adjacent residential uses;
            - it could have a negative impact on parking and the environment of adjacent
residential sites.
    Thank you for advising the Planning Commission of this opposition at a hearing scheduled
for Sept. 28, 2017.
                                                                        Judith Robinson
cc:       Supervisor Aaron Peskin
            S. F. Planning Commission, Attn.:  Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary
            Telegraph Hill Dwellers
            Neighbors
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission Update for Week of September 25, 2017
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 9:29:03 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 9.25.17.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: Tsang, Francis 
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 8:45 AM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for Week of September 25, 2017
 
Colleagues,
 
Please find a memo attached that outlines items before commissions and boards for this week.
Let me know if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Thanks!
Francis

Francis Tsang
Deputy Chief of Staff
Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee
415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org

Get Connected with Mayor Ed Lee 
www.sfmayor.org
Twitter @mayoredlee
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To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

September 25, 2017

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of September 25, 2017

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of September 25, 2017. 


Ethics (Monday, September 25, 530PM)

Discussion Only


· Discussion of Staff Policy Report and monthly update of the Commission’s Annual Policy Plan.


Action Items


· Continued discussion and possible action on proposed 2017 San Francisco Anti-Corruption and Accountability Ordinance that builds on the initial Proposition J Revision proposal and amends City campaign and government conduct laws (SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Articles I and III).


· Conference with Legal Counsel: Anticipated litigation as plaintiff. (Closed Session) Number of possible cases: 47


Film (Monday, September 25, 2PM)

Discussion Only


· PRESIDENT’S REPORT - President Wang will report on a welcome lunch with new Commissioner Cheng, herself and Executive Director Robbins; the Performance Report Evaluation for Executive Director Robbins; and an exploratory meeting recently held with the management of the Hilton to discuss a possible community engagement partnerships. She will also report about the Friends of the Film Commission meeting Commissioner Stiker and Executive Director Robbins participated in; an alert about the need to reschedule the Commission meetings for November and December; and a proposal for a full date Commission retreat in lieu of the January Commission meeting January.


· EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT


· Update on the number of recent film permits and notable productions which have shot in San Francisco; 

· Update on upcoming productions; 


· Reminder of the upcoming Film Commission mixer at the Stanford Court on Wednesday October 11th from 5:30 – 8:00 pm and a reminder of the date for the holiday party on Wednesday December 6 from 6 – 9 pm.

Small Business (Monday, September 25, 2PM)


Discussion Only


· Annual Report of the Small Business Assistance Center.

· Cannabis Policy Presentation.

· Construction Mitigation for Small Businesses.

Action Items


· Approval of Legacy Business Registry Applications and Resolutions:

· Ave Bar

· Avedano’s Holly Park Market

· Cable Car Clothiers

· DNA Lounge

· Ermico Enterprises

· Jeffrey's Toys


· Nihonmachi Little Friends

· Ocean Hair Design

· Pacitas Salvadorean Bakery


· Phoenix Arts Association Theatre 


· Project Inform 


Port (Tuesday, September 26, 315PM)


Discussion Only


· Executive Director’s Report


· San Francisco Fleet Week – October 1-9, 2017


· Bay.Org BaySplash Event – October 7, 2017 at the Eco Center at Heron’s Head Park


· Economic and Cultural Mission to Cork, Ireland and Kiel, Germany


Action Items


· Request authorization to (1) accept and expend $1,100,000 in Proposition K Sales Tax funds for Downtown Ferry Terminal - South Basin Improvements from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and (2) enter into a Memorandum of Understanding between the Port of San Francisco and the San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transportation Authority for delivery of the Proposition K-funded portion of Downtown Ferry Terminal - South Basin Improvements.

· Request approval for the issuance of Request for Interest to determine market demand for fast charging electric vehicle chargers on select sites within Port jurisdiction.

· Request authorization to issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for a Restaurant Opportunity at Pier 40, located near South Beach Harbor on The Embarcadero. 


· Request (1) adoption of environmental findings, including a mitigation monitoring and reporting program and a statement of overriding considerations, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; and (2) approval of a Disposition and Development Agreement (“DDA”) with FC Pier 70, LLC (the “Developer”), and the attached forms of Master Lease, Vertical Disposition and Development Agreement, and Parcel Lease, for development of the “28-Acre Site” located between 20th, Michigan, and 22nd Streets and San Francisco Bay (Assessor’s Block 4052/Lot 001 and Lot 002 and Block 4111/Lot 003 and Lot 004. 


· Request approval of a Compromise Title Settlement and Land Exchange Agreement for Pier 70 with the California State Lands Commission.

· Request (1) consent to zoning amendments to establish the Pier 70 Special Use District over the 28-Acre Site, the “20th & Illinois Street Parcel” (Assessor’s Block 4110/Lot 001), and land owned by Pacific Gas and Electric Company known as the Hoedown Yard (Assessor’s Blocks 4120/Lot 002 and 4711/Lot 008A) and related amendments to the City’s General Plan and (2) approval of the Pier 70 Design for Development.

· Request approval of amendments to the Waterfront Land Use Plan and its Design and Access Element. 


· Request consent to a Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco (“City”) and FC Pier 70, LLC, for the 28-Acre Site. 


· Request approval of a Memorandum of Understanding between the Port and the City regarding Interagency Cooperation. 

· Request recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to establish, authorize the issuance of bonds, and otherwise implement (1) Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre) within Project Area G (Pier 70) of the City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco); and (2) an Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District to finance the construction of Affordable Housing in the Pier 70 Special Use District. 


· Request (1) approval of a Memorandum of Understanding between the Port and the City’s Controller, Treasurer and Tax Collector, and Assessor-Recorder to implement the Financing Plan in the DDA; (2) recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to appoint the Port Commission as the agent of the Infrastructure Financing District, the Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District and one or more Special Tax Districts; and (3) approval of and recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to approve a Form of Special Fund Administration Agreement between the Port, IFD, IRFD, Special Tax Districts, and a corporate trustee. 


· Request recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to approve proposed amendments to the Special Tax Financing Law, Article X of Chapter 43 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

· Request approval of the terms of the Port’s sale of Parcel K North (a portion of Assessor’s Block 4110/Lot 001) and a form of Vertical Disposition and Development Agreement.

PUC (Tuesday, September 26, 130PM)


Discussion Only


· CleanPowerSF Update

· Quarterly Audit and Performance Review Report

· Citywide Construction Management Safety Audit


· Citywide Cash Disbursements and Contract Compliance Audit


· Political Activity Fund Compliance Assessment: Townsend Management, LLC


· Wastewater Enterprise Divisional Performance Audit

· Sewer System Improvement Program Quarterly Update

· Wastewater Enterprise Capital Improvement Program Quarterly Report

· Report on Recent SFPUC Activities, Events, and Announcements


· Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency Update 

Action Items


· Accept work performed by Shimmick Construction Company, Inc., for Contract No. HH-981, Mountain Tunnel Access & Adit Improvement, with a total contract duration of 559 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year and six months); Approve Modification No. 7 (Final), decreasing the contract amount by $150,069, with no change to contract duration, for a total contract amount of $5,247,451; and authorize final payment to the contractor.

· Approve the plans and specifications, and award Contract No. WD-2711, 8-inch Ductile Iron Water Main Replacement on Fell Street from Baker Street to Stanyan Street, in the amount of $2,460,630, to the lowest, qualified, responsible and responsive bidder, M Squared Construction, Inc.


· Accept work performed by Shaw Pipeline for Contract No. WW-602, 17th/33rd/37th/Julian/Revere Avenues & Anderson/Ellsworth/Ingalls/ Maple/Moultrie Streets Sewer Replacement, for a total contract amount of $3,660,520, and with a total contract duration of 430 consecutive calendar days; (approximately 14 months); and authorize final payment to the contractor.

· Accept work performed by Pipe and Plant Solutions, Inc., for Contract No. WW-617, As-Needed Sewer Cleaning and Inspection (FY16), for a total contract not-to-exceed amount of $2,178,934, and with a total contract duration of 366 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year); and authorize final payment to the contractor.

· Approve an increase to the existing 36-day construction contract duration contingency by an additional 20 consecutive calendar days, for a total contingency of 56 days, for Contract No. WW-623, SOMA/Bernal Heights/Excelsior Districts Sewer Replacement and Pavement Renovation, with Precision Engineering, Inc.; and authorize the General Manager to approve future modifications to the contract for a total revised contract duration from 360 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year), up to 416 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year, two months), with no change to the contract cost.

· Approve the plans and specifications, and award Contract No. WW-663, Ocean Beach Coastal Erosion and Wastewater Infrastructure Protection, in the amount of $2,861,550, to the lowest, qualified, responsible, and responsive bidder, Azul Works Inc., to selectively transport and relocate sand from North Ocean Beach to South Ocean Beach, as well as installation of erosion mitigation measures at South Ocean Beach on an annual basis for up to three-years. 


· Approve the terms and conditions, and authorize the General Manager to execute a five-year revocable license, with one option to renew for an additional three years, to the Tides Center, a California non-profit public benefit corporation, to use approximately 275,473 square feet of property under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, near the intersection of Geneva Avenue and Moscow Street in San Francisco, California, to operate an urban demonstration farm to educate local youth and community members, for no use fee. 


· Discussion and possible action to authorize the General Manager to consent, on behalf of the SFPUC, to the Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and FC Pier 70, LLC, as it relates to matters under the SFPUC’s jurisdiction; Consent to the Pier 70 Interagency Cooperation Agreement; Adopt findings, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and a Mitigation and Monitoring and Reporting Program; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a Memorandum of Understanding with the Port regarding the relocation of the SFPUC’s 20th Street Pump Station as a part of the proposed project.


· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Tariff Withdrawal per 35.15: Notice of Termination of the 1987 CCSF Interconnection Agreement – PG&E Rate Schedule FERC No. 114 to be effective 6/30/15. (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Tariff Withdrawal per 35.15: Notice of Termination of The CCSF Facilities Charge Agreement for Moscone to be effective 6/30/15. (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, §205(d) rate filing per 35.13 (a)(2)(iii): City and County of San Francisco Transmission Owner Tariff Replacement Agreements to be effective 7/1/15 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, §205(d) rate filing per 35.13 (a)(2)(iii): City and County of San Francisco Wholesale Distribution Tariff Replacement Agreements to be effective 7/1/15 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Notice of Termination of Facilities Charge Agreements between PG&E and the City and County of San Francisco (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: City and County of San Francisco v. Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Complaint under Sections 206 and 306 of the Federal Power Act. (Closed Session)

· Threat to Public Services or Facilities – Pursuant to California Government (Closed Session)

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, September 27, 5PM)

Action Items


· REHEARING REQUEST - Subject property at 407A 30th Street. John Sullivan & Kevin Dwyer, appellants, are requesting a rehearing of Appeal No. 17-110, Sullivan & Dwyer vs. DBI, PDA, decided August 23, 2017. At that time, the Board voted 5-0 to grant the appeal and condition the permit on the addition of plan sheet No. A2, dated October 16, 2016, on the basis that the permit was properly issued. Permit Holder: Michael Kramer. Project: to correct Planning Department Violation No. 2016-010978ENF and Department of Building Inspection Violation No. 201634743; replace siding in kind for single family home; revision to BPA No. 2015/05/11/5997; new siding on three sides of building; post to support deck. Application No. 2016/11/15/2813.


· JURISDICTION REQUEST - Subject property at 333 12th Street. Panoramic Interests, requestor, is asking that the Board take jurisdiction over Public Works Order No. 18623, which was issued on August 10, 2017 by the San Francisco Public Works Bureau of Urban Forestry. The appeal period ended on August 25, 2017, and the jurisdiction request was filed at the Board office on September 01, 2017. Permit Holder: Panoramic Interests. Project: denial of a request to remove six privately maintained street trees with replacement adjacent to the subject property.

· APPEAL - JEFF LEVINSOHN vs. ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, Re: 3772 20th Street. Protesting the DENIAL on May 03, 2017, of a Rear Yard Variance (to demolish and reconstruct an existing rear yard garage, add a roof deck to the reconstructed garage and replace an existing stair and deck which would encroach 45ft into the required rear yard).


· APPEAL - MARSANNE WEESE vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 25 Lusk Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on May 02, 2017, to Niam 563 Lusk LLC, of an Alteration Permit (improvements to roof level to extend first floor restaurant to proposed roof deck dining area; includes shade structure, lighting and windscreen).


· APPEAL - VICTORIA RAFFETTO vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS, BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY, Re: 12 Edith Street. Appealing the DENIAL on June 19, 2017 of a Tree Removal Permit (denial of a request to remove one Significant redwood tree with replacement adjacent to the subject property).


· APPEAL - ANDREW LEE vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Re: 730 Taraval Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on March 09, 2017 to Safeway, Inc., of an Alteration Permit (to obtain final inspection for work approved under BPA Nos. 2008/09/15/1554, 2008/12/10/8180, and 2009/07/02/1890; all work is complete).


· APPEAL - ROZ ISABELLA DELLA GIORDANO vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. DISAPPROVAL, Re: 440 Holladay Avenue. Protesting the DENIAL on July 03, 2017, of an Alteration Permit (to legalize the installation of vinyl-framed replacement windows located at the street-facing façade because they are not compatible with either the character of the subject building or the surrounding neighborhood and do not comply with the standards set forth in the Planning Department’s Residential Design Guidelines).


· APPEAL - BRYAN & ERIN CARTER vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, CARMEN ZELL AND JAMES RUBENSTEIN, Section 14 Parties, Re: 68 Richardson Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on July 14, 2017, to Bryan & Erin Carter, of a Site Permit (addition to single family residence consisting of new third floor; includes new bathroom).


· APPEAL - KRISTI LEACH vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 4466 24th Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on July 27, 2017, to Maco Stewart, of a Site Permit (convert existing one-story over garage single family home to two units: renovated and expanded building to consist of two units from basement to third floor and one parking space per unit; remove existing rear wall; horizontal expansion into rear yard; vertical expansion of two stories).


Fire (Wednesday, September 27, 5PM)


Discussion Only


· PRESENTATION FROM SAN FRANCISCO FIRE IN SAFETY EDUCATION - Presentation by Firefighter DeWayne Eckerdt, member of SFFISE (San Francisco Firefighters in Safety Education), in conjunction with the SFFD and the Alisa Ann Ruch Burn Foundation (AARBF), a program providing important safety information to school children in San Francisco


Action Items


· CONFERENCE WITH NEGOTIATOR - LABOR NEGOTIATION - Anticipated Issues Under Negotiation: Procedures for implementing administrative appeals in Fire disciplinary proceedings (Closed Session)

Police (Wednesday, September 27, 5PM) - CANCELLED

Southeast Facilities (Wednesday, September 27, 6PM)


Discussion Only


· Announcement of Vacated Commission Seat

· Report from the September 19th Meeting with the SFPUC General Manager Kelly

· Introduction of New SFPUC/SECFC 5408 Staff Shakira Simley

· Report from the Educational Partners Tour

· Meet and Greet the New City College Chancellor Dr. Mark Rocha 


· 1550 Evans Site Plan Update 


· Contracts Bureau Sewer Improvement Project

Status of Women (Wednesday, September 27, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· Family Violence Council – Elder Subcommittee - Tamari Hedani, Associate Director of Elder Abuse Prevention, Institute on Aging, gives a presentation on the Family Violence Council’s Elder Subcommittee. 


· Office of Financial Empowerment – Smart Money Network - On behalf of San Francisco Treasurer Jose Cisneros, Director Sean Kline gives a presentation on the Office of Financial Empowerment and the Smart Money Network. 


· Presentation on the 20,000 x 2020 initiative - Verna Liza Caba, Executive Director, Friends of the Commission on the Status of Women will give a presentation on the 20,000 x 2020 initiative which will provide 20,000 women tools to becoming financially independent by 2020.

Action Items


· Resolution Recognizing Diaper Need Awareness Week 


· Resolution Recognizing CEDAW Women’s Human Rights Awardees 

Housing Authority (Thursday, September 28, 4PM)

Discussion Only


· San Francisco Police Department-Crime Statistics


· PHA Summary Report-August 2017


· Public Housing


· Housing Choice Voucher


· Information Technology


· Software Update


· SFHA Corrective Action Plan Summary Update

Action Items


· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO SELECT AND ENTER INTO A PROJECT-BASED HOUSING ASSISTANCE PAYMENT CONTRACT NOT-TO-EXCEED SIX HUNDRED (600) VOUCHERS PENDING APPROVAL FROM THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT FOR HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS AND FAMILIES WITH THE FOLLOWING PROPERTY OWNERS: TENDERLOIN NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, COMMUNITY HOUSING PARTNERSHIP, EPISCOPAL COMMUNITY SERVICES, GP/TODCO-A, INC. AND MERCY HOUSING

· RESOLUTION APPROVING THE WRITE-OFF OF UNCOLLECTIBLE TENANT ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLES (VACATE REPORT FROM MOVED OUT TENANTS) AS OF AUGUST 24, 2017 IN THE AMOUNT OF FIVE HUNDRED FORTY THREE THOUSAND THREE HUNDRED EIGHTY SEVEN DOLLARS ($543,387)

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE NEW FLAT RENT POLICY FOR THE LOW INCOME PUBLIC HOUSING PROGRAM OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2018

· RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO SUBMIT PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY RECOVERY AND SUSTAINABILITY ("PHARS") ACTION ITEM: “PHYSICAL” DELIVERABLES DUE ON 9/30/17 TO THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD) FIELD OFFICE SATISFYING HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO'S OUTSTANDING REQUIREMENT

· RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO SUBMIT PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY RECOVERY AND SUSTAINABILITY ("PHARS") ACTION ITEM: “PORTFOLIO TRANSFORMATION” DELIVERABLES DUE ON 9/30/17 TO THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD) FIELD OFFICE SATISFYING HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO'S OUTSTANDING REQUIREMENT

· RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS PRESIDENT AND ACTING DIRECTOR TO ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE SEPTEMBER 30, 2017 DEADLINE TO SELECT A NEW DEVELOPER FOR BERNAL DWELLINGS WAS MET PER THE RECOVERY AGREEMENT AND ACTION PLAN BETWEEN THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO WAS ADOPTED ON JUNE 22, 2017

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO INCREASE THE CONTRACT AMOUNT WITH VPS SECURITY LLC BY TWO HUNDRED AND SIXTY THREE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($263,000)TO PROVIDE VACANT UNIT SECURITY SYSTEMS ON UNITS INSTALLED AT THE HOPE SF SITES

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO A TWO (2) YEAR LICENSE AGREEMENT WITH YOUNG COMMUNITY DEVELOPERS TO PROVIDE SERVICES, INCLUDING WORKFORCE OPPORTUNITIES AND A FOOD PANTRY, IN THE POTRERO TERRACE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT LOCATED AT 85 TURNER TERRACE

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING NEW UTILITY ALLOWANCES FOR THE HOUSING CHOICE VOUCHER PROGRAM OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, EFFECTIVE OCTOBER 1, 2017

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO AMEND THE CONTRACT WITH QBIX LLC BY $33,754 FOR SUPPORT SERVICES FOR A TOTAL NOT EXCEED AMOUNT TO BE $73,754

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO INCREASE THE U.S. COMMUNITIES PARTNER AGREEMENT CONTRACT WITH THE HOME DEPOT TO PROVIDE MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES TO THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY BY FOUR HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($450,000) MODIFYING THE NOT-TO-EXCEED AMOUNT TO EIGHT HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($850,000)

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO USE THE U.S. COMMUNITIES GOVERNMENT PURCHASE PARTNER AGREEMENT TO INCREASE THE CONTRACT WITH HD SUPPLY TO PROVIDE MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES BY ONE HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($150,000), REVISING THE NOT-TO-EXCEED AMOUNT TO TWO HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($250,000)


· RESOLUTION APPROVING THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO’S FISCAL YEAR 2018 OPERATING BUDGET FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2018

Human Rights (Thursday, September 28, 530PM, Fromm Hall, 660 Parker Avenue) - Meeting in Community

Human Services (Thursday, September 28, 930AM)


Action Items


· Requesting ratification of actions taken by the Executive Director since the August 24, 2017 regular meeting in accordance with Commission authorization of September 28, 2017:

· Submission of requests to encumber funds in the amount of $0 for purchase of services or supplies and contingency amounts;


· Submission of 3 temporary positions for possible use in order to fill positions on a temporary basis;


· Submission of report of 84 temporary appointments made during the period of 8/16/17 thru 9/15/17


· Update – Human Services Agency Fiscal Year 2017-2018 and Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Budget


· Requesting authorization to enter an agreement with the CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES to administer the 2011 Realignment Contract Special Account on behalf of the 58 counties of California.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract with JOHN SNOW, INC. for provision of CalFresh marketing services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through August 31, 2018; in the amount of $50,000 plus a 10% contingency for a total contract amount not to exceed $55,000.


· Requesting authorization to modify the existing grant with EPISCOPAL COMMUNITY SERVICES OF SAN FRANCISCO for the provision of Medi-Cal Benefits Linkage Services; during the period of July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018; in the additional amount of $42,276 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $256,105.


· Requesting authorization to modify the existing grant with RICHMOND AREA MULTI-SERVICES, INC. for the provision of Medi-Cal Benefits Linkage Services; during the period of July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018; in the additional amount of $42,276 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $217,764.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with CHILD AND FAMILY POLICY INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA to provide CalWORKs Strategic Initiative Services; during the period of November 1, 2017 through October 31, 2018; in the additional amount of $621,062 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,827,168.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with ARRIBA JUNTOS to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $60,764, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $839,058.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with CATHOLIC CHARITIES CYO to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $9,847, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $137,418.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with CENTER ON JUVENILE AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $43,731, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $610,275.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with CENTRAL CITY HOSPITALITY HOUSE to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $45,194, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $526,965.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with EPISCOPAL COMMUNITY SERVICES OF SAN FRANCISCO to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $51,985, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $724,463.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with MISSION HIRING HALL to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $34,451, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $430,833.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with SWORDS TO PLOWSHARES to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $27,193, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $379,485.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with TOOLWORKS, INC. to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $19,528, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $273,686


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with EPISCOPAL COMMUNITY SERVICES OF SAN FRANCISCO to provide the Conquering Homelessness through Employment in Food Service program; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $43,169, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $566,993.

Planning and Health (Thursday, September 28, 10AM, Room 400) - SPECIAL


· CALIFORNIA PACIFIC MEDICAL CENTER (CPMC) ANNUAL COMPLIANCE STATEMENT - Joint Informational Hearing of the Planning and Health Commissions to review and comment on CPMC’s Annual Compliance Statement for 2016 and the City’s Report on CPMC’s Compliance Statement, in accordance with Section 8.2 of their Development Agreement with the City and County of San Francisco


Planning (Thursday, September 28, 1PM)

Action Items – Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance

· 2323 MISSION STREET - east side of Mission Street, between 19th and 20th Streets on Assessor’s Block 3595, Lot 029 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 145.2, 303, and 754 to establish an Outdoor Activity Area at an existing restaurant use (d.b.a. “Teeth”) in an existing two-story mixed-use building. The subject property is located within the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District and 55-X Height and Bulk Districts. (Proposed for Continuance to November 16, 2017)

· 520 28TH STREET  - north side of 28th Street between Castro and Diamond Streets; Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block  6604 (District 8) - Staff-Initiated Discretionary Review, pursuant to Planning Code Section 311(c)(1), of Building Permit Application No. 2015.11.12.2431,  proposing vertical and horizontal additions to the existing one-story single-family home, including a new second floor, a new two-car garage,  and two new basement levels within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. In addition, the Zoning Administrator will consider a Variance from the requirements for rear yard (per Planning Code Section 134). (Proposed for Continuance to November 16, 2017)

· 650 DIVISADERO STREET - southeast corner of Divisadero and Grove Streets; Lot 002B in Assessor’s Block 1202 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 271, 303, 746.10 and 746.11 to permit the development of a 6-story mixed-use building containing 66 residential dwelling units above 26 ground floor parking spaces and 3,528 square feet of commercial uses within the Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) District, the Fringe Financial Services Restricted Use District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. (Proposed for Continuance to November 30, 2017)

· 2670 GEARY BOULEVARD - northwest corner of Geary Boulevard and Masonic Avenue, Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 1071 (District 2) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 206.3, 271, and 303 to permit the development of a 10-story building containing 121 residential dwelling units above 2,193 square feet of ground floor commercial space and 7 parking spaces within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate-Scale) District and 80-D Height and Bulk District. This project is seeking increased dwelling unit density and height in exchange for providing a higher level of affordable housing than would otherwise be required through the application of the HOME-SF Program pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.3.  The project is seeking modifications to the usable open space and dwelling unit exposure requirements pursuant to Planning Code Sections 135 and 140 which may be granted by the Planning Commission pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.3.  The project is also seeking exceptions to the rear yard, architectural obstructions over streets and ground floor level active use requirements of Planning Code Sections 134, 136 and 206.3 through the procedures pursuant to Planning Code Section 303, and is seeking an exception to the bulk requirements pursuant to Planning Code Section 271. (Proposed for Continuance to November 30, 2017)

· 247 17th AVENUE – west side, between California and Clement Streets, Lot 009 in Assessor’s Block 1416 (District 1) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to demolish a two-family dwelling through a major alteration within an RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal includes renovation of the front façade and vertical and horizontal additions. The resulting building will contain two dwelling units. (Proposed for Continuance to December 7, 2017)

Discussion Only


· CONNECTSF – Informational Presentation - Staff will update the Commission on ConnectSF.  Led by the Planning Department in partnership with SFMTA, SFCTA, and OEWD, Connect SF is a partnership effort to create a unified, long‐range transportation vision for San Francisco.

· TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS GUIDELINES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW - Informational Presentation by Planning Department staff. The Planning Department uses the guidelines for assessing project’s transportation impacts as part of the California Environmental Quality Act. The Planning Department is undergoing comprehensive updates to the guidelines, which the department last updated in 2002. The presentation will provide an understanding on the transportation topics within the guidelines, a brief overview of the update, status of the update, feedback sought, and the anticipated outcomes and schedule.


· CANNABIS REGULATION  - Informational Presentation on amendments to the Planning Code and other portions of the Municipal Code in order to [1] establish a local regulatory framework for the cultivation, sale and use of adult use cannabis consistent with 2016’s Proposition 64 (The Adult Use of Marijuana Act) and [2] update regulations relating to Medical Cannabis Dispensaries (MCDs). 


Action Items


· 301-311 LAKE STREET – southwest corner of Lake Street and 4th Avenue; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 1364 (District 2) - Request for Condominium Conversion Subdivision to convert a three-story, six-unit building into residential condominiums within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

·  1849 CHESTNUT STREET - south side of Chestnut Street between Webster and Buchanan Streets; Lot 025 in Assessor’s Block 0493 - Request for Condominium Conversion Subdivision to convert a four-story, six-unit building into residential condominiums within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 830 BRODERICK STREET - east side of Broderick Street, between Golden Gate Avenue and McAllister Street on Assessor's Block 1156, Lot 021 (District 5) - Request for a Condominium Conversion Subdivision, pursuant to Subdivision Code Sections 1332 and 1381, to convert a four-story, six-unit building into residential condominiums. The subject property is located within an RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 5160 GEARY BOULEVARD - between 15th and 16th Streets, Lot 049 in Assessor’s Block 1447 (District 1) - Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 303, 303.1, and 712 to establish a Formula Retail Financial Service Use (d.b.a. “Preferred Bank”) at an existing 1,920 square-foot tenant space at the ground floor of an existing two-story commercial building, previously occupied by a Financial Service Use (d.b.a. “Pacific Western Bank”), within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project was reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 1745 TARAVAL STREET - south side of Taraval Street between 27th and 28th Avenues; Lot 041 in Assessor’s Block 2398  -  Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 781.1 and 303, for a change of use of ground-floor commercial tenant space from Retail Sales and Services (d.b.a. “Theme 18”) to Limited Restaurant [d.b.a. “Foam USA (Boba)]. The 440 sf commercial tenant space is located within a one- to two-story multi-tenant mixed-use corner building. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 781.1, an application for a permit to establish a Limited-Restaurant on the First Story and below is required to obtain Conditional Use Authorization. The subject property is located within the Taraval Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District, Taraval Street Restaurant Subdistrict Special Use District, and 50-X Height and Bulk District. The project was reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 855 BRANNAN STREET - southeast side of Brannan Street, between 7th and 8th Streets; Lot 001 of Assessor’s Block 3783 (District 6) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 843.46, to establish a new Formula Retail Limited-Restaurant use (d.b.a. “Peet’s Coffee”) in a vacant ground floor 1,658 square-foot tenant space in a newly constructed six-story, mixed-use building within the UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 68-X Height and Bulk District. The project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment. Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions


· 1990 FOLSOM STREET – Zoning Map Amendment for District Map No.ZN07 to rezone Assessor’s Block 3552 Lot 012 from PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution & Repair-1-General) to UMU (Urban Mixed-Use); and Height & Bulk District Map No. HT07 to increase the height limit for Block 3552 Lot 012 from 58-X to 90-X. These Zoning Use District Map and Height & Bulk District Map Amendments would support the 1990 Folsom Street Mixed-Use/100% Affordable Housing Project. The proposed amendments will be before the Planning Commission so that it may approve, reject, or approve with modifications and present this action to the Board of Supervisors for adoption. Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve

· 1196 COLUMBUS AVENUE - north side of Columbus Avenue, on the east side of the intersection of Columbus Avenue, Jones and Bay Streets; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 0043 (District 3) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.1 & 303 to establish a hotel use (dba: Moxy Hotel) within the C-2 (Community Business) District, Telegraph Hill-North Beach Residential Special Use District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project proposes to demolish the existing one-story commercial building and construct a four-story-over-basement, 28,308 square foot hotel with 75 rooms. Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 580 GREEN STREET - north side of Green Street, at the intersection of Columbus Avenue and Stockton Street; Lot 020A in Assessor’s Block 0116 (District 3) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.2, 178(e)(5), 303, and 722.51 to permit a change of use of a nonconforming use and nonconforming use size. The subject property previously contained a bank (d.b.a. “Citibank”) (a Financial Services Use) and the proposed project would convert the existing 8,405 square foot commercial tenant space into a medical clinic (d.b.a. “North East Medical Services” or “NEMS”) (a Medical Service Use). In service of activating the frontages along Green and Stockton Streets, NEMS proposes two (2) Accessory Use retail spaces totaling approximately 500 square feet, to be used as Retail Sales and Service Uses (e.g. patient consultation; sales of medical devices, or gift shop). Because the existing Financial Services Use is nonconforming and exceeds the use size limits of the Code, the existing use and use size are both considered nonconforming. Even though the proposed Medical Service Use is a principally permitted use in the North Beach Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD), the change of use from the nonconforming use requires Conditional Use Authorization. Minor interior tenant improvements are proposed as part of the project, with no expansion of the existing building envelope. The subject property is located within the North Beach NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District, the North Beach Financial Service, Limited Financial Service, and Business or Professional Service Subdistrict, the North Beach Special Use District,  Telegraph Hill and North Beach Residential Special Use District; and 48-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 75 FOLSOM STREET (UNITS #1005 AND 1006) - southeast side of Folsom Street, between the Embarcadero and Spear Street; Lots 031 and 032 of Assessor’s Block 3744 (District 6) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to merge two dwelling units within an existing 17-story, 67-unit residential building into one approximately 3,000 square foot dwelling unit. The project would merge an approximately 1,500 square foot, two-bedroom, two-bathroom dwelling unit (#1005) with an approximately 1,500 square foot, two-bedroom, two-bathroom dwelling unit (#1006) within the RH-DTR (Rincon Hill Downtown Residential Mixed Use) Zoning District and 84-X, 105-X, 85/200-R Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions                                           


· 1900 MISSION STREET - southwest corner of 15th and Mission Streets, Lot 01  in Assessor’s Block 3554 (District 9) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2015.0708.0963, proposing to demolish the existing 1,690 sq. ft. automotive repair shop (dba Discount Auto Performance) and construct a 16,022 gross sq. ft., seven-story over basement, 75-feet tall mixed-use building that includes 805 sq. ft. of ground-floor commercial space, twelve dwelling units at all floors of the building, 1,370 sq. ft. of combined common and private open space and eighteen Class 1 bicycle parking spaces at the basement level within the Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 80-B Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

· 711 CORBETT AVENUE - eastern side of Corbett Avenue, near the intersection of Romain Street and Corbett Avenue, Block 2755, Lot 017C (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.05.03.6398, proposing to expand the existing two-story over basement single-family residence and increase the dwelling count to three units located within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve as Revised

· 1870 MARKET STREET - north side of Market Street, between Laguna Street and Octavia Blvd.; lot 004 of Assessor’s Block 0874 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of building permit application No. 2015-0501-5151 that proposes to demolish the existing single story private garage and construct an 85-foot tall, 8-story, approximately 16,000 square-foot building containing 10 dwelling units and approximately 400 square feet of ground floor retail within a NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District and 85-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions

Misc. 

· Planning Zoning Variance Hearing (Wednesday, September 27, 930AM)



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

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

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON THE PASSING OF NEIGHBORHOOD GROCER AND COMMUNITY

LEADER KONSTANTINOS “GUS” VARDAKASTANIS
Date: Friday, September 22, 2017 2:11:29 PM
Attachments: 9.22.17 Passing of Gus Vardakastanis.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: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 1:38 PM
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON THE PASSING OF NEIGHBORHOOD GROCER AND
COMMUNITY LEADER KONSTANTINOS “GUS” VARDAKASTANIS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, September 22, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** STATEMENT ***
 

MAYOR LEE ON THE PASSING 
OF NEIGHBORHOOD GROCER AND COMMUNITY LEADER

KONSTANTINOS “GUS” VARDAKASTANIS
 
“I am heartbroken at the loss of our beloved Gus Vardakastanis, a dedicated small business
owner, immigrant entrepreneur and community leader. He provided healthy and affordable
produce to the neighborhoods he served and employed many residents at his three local
markets. His welcoming and entrepreneurial spirit will be missed by the many people he
touched.
 
Our thoughts and prayers are with Gus’ family and friends during this time of sorrow.  Gus
will be missed, but his memory will live on through his lasting contributions to the City he
loved.”
 
 

###
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“I am heartbroken at the loss of our beloved Gus Vardakastanis, a dedicated small business owner, immigrant 
entrepreneur and community leader. He provided healthy and affordable produce to the neighborhoods he 
served and employed many residents at his three local markets. His welcoming and entrepreneurial spirit will be 
missed by the many people he touched. 
 
Our thoughts and prayers are with Gus’ family and friends during this time of sorrow.  Gus will be missed, but 
his memory will live on through his lasting contributions to the City he loved.” 
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew

Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Mayor Lee"s 11th Annual Latino Heritage Month Celebration and Awards Ceremony Invite - Monday, September 25th at 5:30pm
Date: Friday, September 22, 2017 10:47:44 AM
Attachments: 2017 Latino Heritage Month Celebration Invite.pdf

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: Tsang, Francis 
Sent: Thursday, September 21, 2017 4:08 PM
To: Carpenter, Adele; Quesada, Amy (PRT); Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Ballard, Krista (HSA); Badasow, Bridget (HSA) (DSS); Chan, Donald (REG); Varner,
Christina (RNT); Stewart, Crystal (ADM); Vaughn, Carla (PUC); Mauer, Dan (REC); Hood, Donna (PUC); dwanekennedy@gmail.com; Nelson, Eric (ADM); Ethics
Commission, (ETH); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Glover, Dannielle (HRC); Larrick, Herschell (WOM); Jean Caramatti (AIR); Norris, Jennifer (WAR); Ionin, Jonas
(CPC); Austin, Kate (ADM); Kilshaw, Rachael (POL); Scott, Laini (HSS); lhathhorn@asianart.org; Rainey, Louise (HSA); McArthur, Margaret (REC); Morewitz,
Mark (DPH); martinl@sfha.org; Conefrey, Maureen (FIR); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Brown, Michael (CSC); Hewitt, Nadya (REG); Nickens, Norm (RET); OCII,
CommissionSecretary (CII); Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Silva-Re, Pauline (JUV); Polk, Zoe (HRC); Pon, Adrienne (ADM); Fontes, Portia (ECN); Tom, Risa (POL);
roberta.boomer@sfmta.com; Blackman, Sue (LIB); SFVACSECRETARY@gmail.com ; Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART); Harris, Sonya (DBI)
Subject: Mayor Lee's 11th Annual Latino Heritage Month Celebration and Awards Ceremony Invite - Monday, September 25th at 5:30pm
 
Good afternoon.
Please invite all Commissioners.
Thanks!
Francis
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Mayor Edwin M. Lee
together with 


City Treasurer José Cisneros 
District Attorney George Gascón


City Attorney Dennis Herrera 
Director of 311 Customer Service Center Nancy Alfaro 


Director of Department of Public Health Barbara Garcia 
Director of Department of Child Support Services Karen Roye


San Francisco City Librarian Luis Herrera
Commissioner of the San Francisco Board of Education Mark Sanchez


City College of San Francisco Board of Trustee Brigitte Davila


Kindly request the pleasure of your company at the


2017 Latino Heritage Month Celebration 
and Awards Ceremony


“Stronger Together, We Define Our Future”


Monday, September 25th, 2017
5:30pm – 7:30pm


Seating will be limited and begin at 5:00pm
North Light Court and Rotunda


City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place


San Francisco, CA 94102


Refreshments will be provided after the ceremony 
in the North Light Court






Mayor Edwin M. Lee
together with

City Treasurer José Cisneros
District Attorney George Gascon
City Attorney Dennis Herrera
Director of 311 Customer Service Center Nancy Alfaro
Director of Department of Public Health Barbara Garcia
Director of Department of Child Support Services Karen Roye
San Francisco City Librarian Luis Herrera

Commissioner of the San Francisco Board of Education Mark Sanchez
City College of San Francisco Board of Trustee Brigitte Davila

Kindly request the pleasure of your company at the

2017 Latino Heritage Month Celebration
and Awards Ceremony

“Stronger Together, We Define Our Future”

Monday, September 25, 2017

5:30pm - 7:30pm
Seating will be limited and begin at 5:00pm
North Light Court and Rotunda
City Hall
1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Refreshments will be provided after the ceremony
in the North Light Court






 
Francis Tsang
Deputy Chief of Staff
Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee
415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org

mailto:francis.tsang@sfgov.org


Get Connected with Mayor Ed Lee 
www.sfmayor.org
Twitter @mayoredlee
 
 

http://www.sfmayor.org/


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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: THD BOARD COMMENTS - Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM
Date: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 11:29:43 AM
Attachments: 170926THD letter.pdf

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Ross Guehring [mailto:Ross@lh-pa.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 4:25 PM
To: Stan Hayes
Cc: Grob, Carly (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Michael Stanton; Shane
Kunimura
Subject: RE: THD BOARD COMMENTS - Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-
002849CUAENVTDM
 
Hi Stan,
 
Thank you for sending over the THD Board comment letter regarding the proposed Moxy hotel at
1196 Columbus Avenue. We appreciate everyone’s participation in reviewing the project.
 
Our project team felt it was important to address each of your comments, which you can find in
the attached letter from project architect, Michael Stanton.
 
And thanks again for your hospitality at the September 12 presentation.
 
Sincerely,
Ross

Ross Guehring | Lighthouse Public Affairs

MAIN (415) 364-0000 | MOBILE (415) 250-2785
 
From: Stan Hayes [mailto:stanhayes1967@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 5:01 PM
To: Ross Guehring <Ross@lh-pa.com>
Cc: carly.grob@sfgov.org; Secretary, Commissions (CPC) <Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org>
Subject: THD BOARD COMMENTS - Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-
002849CUAENVTDM

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=758B40F664D1448D90E8FD5A6F699D2C-COMMISSIONS
mailto:christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:patricia.gerber@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://lh-pa.com/
mailto:stanhayes1967@gmail.com
mailto:Ross@lh-pa.com
mailto:carly.grob@sfgov.org
mailto:Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org



     Letter   


 
 


26 September 2017 
 
Stan Hayes  
Telegraph Hill Dwellers 
P.O. Box 330159 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
 
Re: Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM  
 
Dear Stan, 
First, thank you to the Telegraph Hill Dwellers Association (THD) for allowing us to present 
the proposed Moxy Hotel at Columbus and Bay to your organization.  We enjoyed the 
conversation.  In a similar spirit, we also appreciated your letter of 22 September 2017 that 
summarized thoughts and concerns THD has with the proposed development.  It was also 
helpful. This letter is to respond to the seven comments and suggestions in the THD letter. 
 
Hotel Use – As we discussed in our meeting, this current commercial building occupies a 
transitional location in the City between three neighborhoods (Russian Hill, Fisherman’s 
Wharf, and North Beach). The immediate vicinity of the site includes a broad range of land 
uses. The site has residential development with a range of retail and institutional uses at the 
ground level on its immediate block.  It is flanked to the south and west by a variety of 
commercial uses including office, retail, entertainment, and, primarily, hospitality. The 
property is located at a very active and noisy corner with a great deal of traffic.  The sponsor 
has been working on this hotel proposal for over two years and is committed to pursuing a 
hospitality project. Both this development direction and the specific proposed design are 
supported by planning staff and by UNITE-HERE Local 2. 
 
Building Size and Shape – It should be noted that the proposed design is fully compliant 
with all height and bulk requirements in the Planning Code.  It requires no special design-
related approvals or exceptions.  This section of the THD letter offered three comments:  


• The scale of the hotel relative to neighboring structures was brought up.  Enclosed 
are elevations of Jones Street, Columbus Avenue, and Bay Street showing the hotel 
in context with (and substantially in scale with) neighboring structures.  


• “Boxiness” was expressed as a concern. Significant attention has been paid to 
modulate the façades of the proposed hotel and to     introduce different, but 
complementary, materials that break down the perceived size of the building and that 
add visual interest.  


• Finally the ”large rooftop structure” referred to in the THD letter is actually the 
penthouse necessary to house the elevators, exit stairs, and required mechanical. Its 
size complies with the Planning Code and other city agencies.  Further the 
penthouse is centered on the lot so that it is set back a considerable distance from 
Bay, Jones, and Columbus and not visible to the pedestrian walking adjacent to the 
property.   
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Color - THD requested a still-warmer color palette for the building.  We agree and will be 
proposing modified colors that respond to this concern at this week’s Planning Commission 
hearing on the project. 
 
Materials – Reference in the THD letter was made to selecting building materials 
compatible with those on adjacent buildings.  We agree that in many parts of San Francisco 
a well-defined neighborhood context can inform the selection of exterior cladding for an infill 
project.  We do not think that is the case at this location. The finishes on the structures in the 
immediate vicinity range significantly.  There is painted concrete with a composition shingle 
mansard roof on the Pier 2620 Hotel, integral color cement plaster on the Marriott, painted 
horizontal wood siding and cement plaster on the structures to the west on Bay Street, 
prefinished plaster panels above painted cement plaster and painted CMU on the 
Walgreens, exposed precast concrete on the 1111 Columbus office building, full brick with 
vertical wood siding above on the Columbus Motor Inn, and horizontally scored plaster on 
the Bay Street housing to the east of the site.  Given this wide range of materials, there was 
not a clear precedent to follow.  Instead of choosing one approach out of the many in the 
vicinity to follow, we are proposing more expensive, higher quality finishes than found in the 
immediate neighborhood.  The metal siding will stand up well in the gritty air of San 
Francisco and not fade to dirty drab (like the plaster finishes on the buildings to the north), 
and the transparent channel glass base seems a fine material to mitigate between the 
sidewalk and the public space of the hotel while fully energizing the street. 
 
The last paragraph gives background on why we are proposing the suggested materials.  
They seem to make sense to us; but, after Commission approval, we will be working with 
planning staff as the design evolves to continue to study these kinds of choices so there will 
be an opportunity for THD to participate in this discussion if it is believed to be necessary. 
 
Roof deck – Possible disruption from the future roof deck of the hotel has been carefully 
considered. For several reasons, I confident this will be an issue. 


• As THD noted in its letter, the roof deck is programmed for passive recreational use 
with no permanent facilities (like a bar) that are sometimes associated with excess 
noise.  


• In its relocated position and reduced size, the roof deck is only about 680 square 
feet.  It is oriented north and west to the corner of Jones and Bay, placed as far as 
possible from the adjacent dwelling units. The nearest residential unit is 
approximately 75 feet away.  The penthouse will further screen this roof deck from 
the adjacent apartments to the east and south.  


• The ambient noise level at the corner of Jones and Bay is currently about 75 dBA 
which is characterized as a “Noisy Urban Area” (approximately equivalent to being in 
a room with a running vacuum cleaner nearby) so it seems to me unlikely that any 
noise from the roof deck will be heard above the existing noise of the adjacent busy 
streets. 


• Most important, the success of this hotel depends on satisfied guests and on good 
relations with neighbors so the hotel management will carefully monitor noise levels 
to ensure that neither hotel guests nor nearby residents are disturbed.  


 
Parking – The THD suggestion that providing parking for employees in nearby garages be 
explored seems sound and is a suggestion the sponsor is willing to consider.  The Planning 
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Commission generally does not favor off-street parking so the sponsor does not think it is 
prudent at this time to commit to something that the Commission has consistently said 
conflicts with San Francisco’s transit first policy.  The sponsor has an existing relationship 
with LAZ parking and anticipates using LAZ to provide parking required by the hotel. There 
are plenty of parking opportunities in this portion of the city, and the sponsor will have 
parking options for employees in place before the hotel is open for business. 
 
Street Activation - We agree with THD that street activation is very important.  We will 
continue to work with planning staff to gain the maximum possible visual activation. 
 
Again, we thank you for providing your feedback on the proposed Moxy hotel at 1196 
Columbus Avenue.  As we presented at the THD board meeting, we have made 
considerable design modifications in direct response to your organization and to the input 
from other community members.  The result of this process is a project that is even better 
than originally proposed.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 


 
 
 
Michael Stanton, FAIA, LEED AP 
 
Enc: Sheet A-914 
 
Cc: Carly Grob carly.grob@sfgov.org 
      Jonas P. Ionin Commisions.secretary@sfgov.org 
      Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3  aaron.peskin@sfgov.org 
      Mark Loper 
      Ross Guehring       
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Ross -
 
On behalf of the Board of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), I want to thank you and your
colleagues again for your presentation at our board meeting last week.
 
We appreciate each of you taking the time to meet with us regarding Mariott’s proposed
Moxy Hotel project.
 
Please find attached a letter summarizing our comments.  We look forward to discussing
them further with you, if you would like.
 
Sincerely,
 
Stan Hayes
 
Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee
Immediate Past President
Telegraph Hill Dwellers



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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Grob, Carly (CPC); Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Moxy hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue) Case No. 3014-002849CUAENVTDM
Date: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 11:29:35 AM
Attachments: 170926 Letter to Jerry Yang.pdf

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Michael Stanton [mailto:mstanton@stantonarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 5:42 PM
To: director@kaiming.org
Cc: Grob, Carly (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Mark H. Loper
(mloper@reubenlaw.com); Ross Guehring; Sandra Chow; susanna.leung@kaiming.org
Subject: Moxy hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue) Case No. 3014-002849CUAENVTDM
 
Hi Jerry,
Thanks again to you and your Kai Ming Head Start staff for meeting with Ross, Mark, and
me yesterday.  The session was informative and productive.  Enclosed is a letter that follows
up on the points raised in that disscussion. Please call if you have any questions or if you
wish to discuss the proposed hotel further. I look forward to the conversation.

Regards,
Michael

Michael Stanton, FAIA, LEED AP

1501 Mariposa Street, Suite 328 
San Francisco, CA 94107
t. 415.865.9600     f. 415.865.9608     
www.stantonarchitecture.com
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     Letter   
 


 
26 September 2017 
 
Jerry Yang 
Executive Director 
Kai Ming Head Start 
900 Kearny Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
 
Re: Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM  
 
Dear Jerry, 
Let me start by thanking you and your staff for taking the time to meet with Mark Loper, 
Ross Guehring, and me yesterday to discuss the hotel proposed to be built at 1196 
Columbus Avenue.  We found the conversation very useful and informative. The purpose of 
this letter is to summarize my understanding of the issues discussed and the four concerns 
raised by Kai Ming Head Start.  
 
Issues of circulation and arrivals – We discussed potential conflicts between the arrivals 
to the hotel and the daily functioning of the Kai Ming Head Start program. In response to 
comments raised by Kai Ming Head Start in its 06 July 2017 letter to the Planning 
Department concerning the environmental evaluation, the proposed changes to the roads 
adjacent to 1196 Columbus Avenue have been modified. The current design for the new 
hotel calls for no changes to the parking or loading areas on Columbus Avenue.  All arrivals 
and deliveries to the hotel will take place on Bay Street. No changes are proposed in the 
vicinity of the entry to the Kai Ming Head Start facility. 
 
One change that is proposed is the substantial reworking of the pedestrian circulation at the 
intersection of Bay, Jones, and Columbus.  These modifications will significantly improve the 
pedestrian safety at this busy intersection to the benefit of all users, including parents 
walking their children to Kai Ming Head Start. 
 
Compatibility of the proposed land use – The question of the compatibility of a hotel next 
to a specialized day care facility like Kai Ming Head Start was raised.  As we discussed, it 
seems to me that there are compelling reasons to believe that a limited-service hotel will be 
an excellent neighbor to the Kai Ming Head Start facility. These include: 


• Activity at the hotel will occur largely after the Kai Ming Head Start program is closed 
for the day.  The day care is busy in the day while the hotel is most active in the later 
afternoon and evening. These are symbiotic uses. 


• The hotel will improve neighborhood safety.  The hotel will include enhanced lighting 
that will improve sidewalk visibility at night. The activity a hotel generates puts more 
eyes on the street. The hotel will be staffed 24 hours a day insuring a careful 
monitoring of the immediate area. 


• Hotels generate employment opportunities for local residents including members of 
families using the Kai Ming Head Start facility. 
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Potential play area impact – At the request of the Planning Department, my office studied 
the shadows that the new hotel will cast.  We shared the results of this study with your team 
yesterday.  It shows that the existing Kai Ming Head Start play area will not receive any new 
shadowing for the future hotel.  The only impact will be a small increase in shadows on the 
raised portion of your outdoor facilities where the storage shed is now located. 
 
Possible disruptions during construction – As we discussed, it will likely take 14 or so 
months to build the new hotel.  Of that time period, the first 8 or 9 months will be the period 
of most intense construction activity.  Once the building has been framed and enclosed, 
noise and disruptions will drop off significantly, but during that initial time period, the 
construction of the hotel will be an inconvenience.  As we discussed, there are typically two 
types of inconveniences associated with construction: dust and noise. 


• Dust – The construction of this proposed hotel will generate less dust than similar 
projects because of the limited site excavation required and its use of prefinished 
exterior metal panels to clad the building. Still, dust will be produced.  To address 
this, the City of San Francisco has strict laws controlling construction dust 
generation. In addition to these regulations, as Mark Loper related in our meeting, 
the Department of City Planning has added further mitigation measures to ensure 
that any dust from construction will be strictly limited. 


• Noise – As stated in yesterday’s conversation, the major noise concern that Kai 
Ming Head Start has relates to construction activities disrupting the nap time of 
your clients from 1:00 to 3:00 PM. Sandra Chow of my office visited your 
Columbus Avenue facility with the Kai Ming Head Start facility manager Susanna 
Leung earlier this afternoon. Based on the information Sandra gained from her 
visit, we believe that interior enhancements to the Kai Ming Head Start 
classrooms can be made that will not only address any increase in ambient 
exterior noise during construction but will also lead to a long-term improvement to 
your facility and more restful naps for your clients.  We will have a specific 
suggestion on interior enhancements for your consideration shortly.  


 
Summarizing, the team for the 1196 Columbus Avenue hotel appreciated your attention to 
our project and your thoughtful comments. We have made significant efforts to address your 
issues and will pledge to continue to work with you to ensure that there will be minimum 
disruption to the Kai Ming Head Start program during construction and long term benefits to 
your facility once the hotel is your neighbor.  
 
Regards, 
 
 
 
Michael Stanton, FAIA LEED AP 
 
 
 
Cc: Carly Grob carly.grob@sfgov.org 
      Jonas P. Ionin Commisions.secretary@sfgov.org 
      Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3  aaron.peskin@sfgov.org 
      Mark Loper 
      Ross Guehring 
      Sandra Chow 
      Suzanna Leung 







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: RE 2014-1060 DRP/VAR 1870 Market
Date: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 11:29:03 AM
Attachments: 1870 Market Street 150 feet.pdf

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: john nulty [mailto:nulty_j@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 6:54 PM
To: RICH Hills; Richards, Dennis (CPC); RODNEY Fong; Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Christine (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Joslin, Jeff (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC); Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Subject: RE 2014-1060 DRP/VAR 1870 Market
 
 
 

 
Dear Planning Commissioners and Planning Staff:
 
The project sponsor Neighborhood Notification did not include property owners, tenants and
neighborhood groups in the 312 Notice mailed December 23,2016 thru January 23,2017.
 
a) parcel 081006 - 4 not mail
b) parcel 0871007- 3 not mailed
c) parcel 0870012- 63 not mailed
d)  parcel 0870014- property owner and tenants not mailed
e) parcel 0871016 - only 58 out 113 units DID Not mail to 55 units
 
Over 126 not mailed on the same block as the project sponsor. And with in 150- foot per the Sanborn
Map for block 214 page 871 updated 2006.
 
The proposed building will be 8 stories high and block the northern exposure to parcels 16, 18-26
some of the units in parcel 12.
 
Therefore I am requesting a continuance until properly documented outreach is done by project
sponsor. 
 
Please have the project sponsor or their representative notify me when they set up additional
community meetings to discuss 1870 Market Street project and make sure there is someone taking
meeting notes and produce sign in sheets.
 
Sincerely,
 

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=758B40F664D1448D90E8FD5A6F699D2C-COMMISSIONS
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John Nulty
 
 

 

 
 

 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: No Neighborhood Input in the UDG
Date: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 11:28:17 AM

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Elizabeth Fromer [mailto:efromer3@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 10:46 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: No Neighborhood Input in the UDG
 
Mr. Ionin,
 
Please accept my apologies for accidentally ommiting you from the list of recipients copied
on this email. 
You should have been included.
 
Sincerely,
 
Dr. Lisa Fromer
President, LHNA

 
From: Elizabeth Fromer <efromer3@gmail.com>
Subject: No Neighborhood Input in the UDG
Date: September 27, 2017 at 10:27:37 AM PDT
To: "jeff.joslin@sfgov.org" <jeff.joslin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Christine D. Johnson" <christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org>, Dennis
Richards <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>, Joel Koppel
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Kathrin Moore (kathrin.moore@sfgov.org)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, Myrna Melgar <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>,
"Rich Hillis (richhillissf@gmail.com)" <richhillissf@gmail.com>, Rodney
Fong <planning@rodneyfong.com>, mary gallagher
<maryegallagher@yahoo.com>, Ozzie Rohm
<ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>, John O'Duinn <john@oduinn.com>, Robyn
Tucker <venturesv@aol.com>, Gary Weiss <gary@ixia.com>,
"bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com" <bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com>, Junona Jonas
<junonajonas@yahoo.com>, Carolyn Kenady
<carolynkenady@gmail.com>
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Mr. Joslin,
 
We recently learned that the deadline for public comment on the UDG is
October 10th. None of our neighborhood or community groups, including
the CSFN, received notice of this deadline. Was any effort made to let us
know about this? 
 
We’ve also reviewed the most current UDG draft. We’re extremely
disturbed and alarmed that after months of discussion at Community
Workshops, public comment at the Planning Commission and a letter,
dated May 6, 2017, voicing the collective concerns of seven
Neighborhood Associations and a Planning consultant, none of our
suggestions and recommendations were incorporated into the current
draft of the Urban Design Guidelines. None! Neighborhood voices have
been completely ignored!
 
Why did the Planning Department do public outreach? Were community
workshops conducted in good faith and with an honest attempt to listen to
engaged residents who know their neighborhoods far better than the
Planning Department?
 
Did you really listen to well-reasoned public comments? Did you read the
collective neighborhood objections? We find it hard to believe that not a
single  recommendation was given consideration in the draft UDG. Solid
and respectful arguments were made, informing you of the UDG’s
negative impacts on neighborhood character, massing and scale,
especially in the older, low-density residential and historic neighborhoods. 
 
Good city planning must involve neighborhood input. Community
participation allows all ideas to be presented and openly discussed.
Everyone’s knowledge and resources are utilized and the process is
transparent, democratic and legitimate. But if city planning ignores
community concerns, the result is a one-sided vision that’s  imposed on
our neighborhoods; it's completely out of alignment with the experience
and desires of city residents.
 
That’s simply government overreach and bad planning. Please review and
integrate the valuable neighborhood input you’ve been given for the UDG. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Dr. Lisa Fromer
President, LHNA and
Representative for six other San Francisco Neighborhoods

 
 



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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Mtg Sep 28th RE 711 Corbett Ave.
Date: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 9:45:59 AM

FYI
 
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: Tran, Nancy (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 5:17 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Mtg Sep 28th RE 711 Corbett Ave.
 
Please forward this to the Commission.
 

Also, following up on Commissioner Moore’s inquiry regarding the 5th floor addition – RDAT was
aware of the windscreen at the adjacent property during its design review. RDAT determined that
the addition is in keeping with the massing at the front façade as it appropriately sets back the
upper floor 15 feet to minimize the visibility from the street. This is consistent with the RDGs
concerning building scale at the street on pages 24-25 which recommends “Set back the upper
story. The recommended setback for additions is 15 feet from the front building wall.”
 
 
From: Mike [mailto:sfo.mike@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 11:26 AM
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: Planning Commission Mtg Sep 28th RE 711 Corbett Ave.
 

Item 24a 711 Corbett Ave. Building Permit Application No. 2016.05.03.6398

I want to thank the Commissioners for giving us the
one month continuance.   As a result seventeen
neighbors attended a meeting with the owner and
architect.  I also want to give the owner credit for
solutions to two of the three major neighborhood
concerns.
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At the meeting when we did a walk-thru we found out
there was a 25’ wide by 14’ deep “Storage Room”
behind and part of the ground floor unit.  They pulled
the ground floor unit and above deck 6 feet back into
this 14’ deep storage room.  This was a win-win.  The
rear yard still does not meet code but now we have
NO objections to the revised plans rear set-back.

Everyone is now OK with the quantity of floor to ceiling
windows.  The revised window design still does not
relate to other buildings in the neighborhood but at
least approaches the planning guidelines of void vs.
solid.  We no longer object to the revised plans number
of floor to ceiling windows on three sides.

The final item where unfortunately there was no
movement at all is the 5th floor extra bedroom in a
glass box sitting on top.  Last month the Commissioners
questioned their use of the uphill neighbor’s
Windscreens as being the adjacent roof line. 
They indicated this is  counter to normal practice to
indicate building height.   Even though a 40’ height in
front is allowed it is not required and Planning Dept
Guidelines say the height is supposed to be compatible
with the height of surrounding buildings.  There is not
one single building on the entire 700 block of Corbett
Ave. that is 40’ high.  

The only access to this 5th floor 3rd bedroom is from
inside the 4th floor owner’s unit.  This unit on the 4th
floor already has two full size bedrooms and 2 full size
bathrooms.  Removing the 5th floor extra 3rd bedroom
would make the building no higher the any other bldg
on the 700 block of Corbett Ave.   The proposed new



building would still have 3 decent size legal living units. 

We do not object to the four variances but he is
Overreaching to max out the building wanting it all with
4 variances plus 5 floors, whereas 4 floors would be
compatible with the existing surrounding building
scale.  

We recommend you take DR and approve the revised
drawings as submitted without the 5th floor.  Thank
you.
 
 
Mike Shaughnessy -  707 Corbett Ave.  
San Francisco, CA  94131-1332
Mobile iPhone:     415-694-1771



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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Grob, Carly (CPC)
Subject: FW: Agenda package for Moxy Hotel
Date: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 10:42:03 AM

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Judith Robinson [mailto:judyrobo@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 4:13 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Agenda package for Moxy Hotel
 

Judith Robinson
562 B Lombard Street

San Francisco, California
415 788 9112

                                                                                      25 September, 2017
TO:        S. F. Planning Commission
              Attn.:  Commission Secy Jonas P. Ionin  e-m:  Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
FROM:  Judith Robinson
RE:        Moxy Hotel – hearing agenda letters of opposition
    Please confirm that the following letter opposing the Moxy Hotel in North Beach is included in the
Commissioners’ hearing agenda information for that case, scheduled for Sept. 28 hearing.
   Thank you.
                                                                                      22 September, 2017
S. F. Planning Department                                           RE:   1196 Columbus Ave.
Attn.:  Caroly Grob, Planner                                        Case no. 2014-002849CUA –Moxy Hotel
1650 Mission St.  Suite 400
San Francisco, CA. 94103-2479                    e-mail:  carly.grob@sfgov.org
 Dear Carly Grob:
    I wish to register my strong opposition to the above proposed hotel at Columbus and Bay Street in North Beach,
where I am a property owner and resident.  I oppose a conditional-use authorzation for the project, which is
incompatible with the neighborhood and inapproriate for that cite.
    The project is incompatible and inappropriate with the neighborhood for the reasons that:
              - it exceeds the 40-foot legal height limit with roof-terrace and and elevator penthouse;
              - it would crowd adjacent residential buildings, notably senior and disabled housing units and a children’s
playground;
              - it is incompatible with adjacent residential uses;
              - it could have a negative impact on parking and the environment of adjacent residential sites.
    Thank you for advising the Planning Commission of this opposition at a hearing scheduled for Sept. 28, 2017.
                                                                                      Judith Robinson
cc:          Supervisor Aaron Peskin
              S. F. Planning Commission – Commission Secy Jonas P. Ionin - e-m:  Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
             Commissioner Kathrin Moore        
              Telegraph Hill Dwellers
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              Neighbors
 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Small, Maia (CPC)
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: CSFN Letter on Urban Design Guidelines
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 3:57:41 PM
Attachments: CSFN-UDGs Concerns & Requests Letter.pdf

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net] 
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 3:24 PM
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; 'Rodney Fong'
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC);
Brask, Anne (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy,
Jeff (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Yee,
Norman (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: CSFN Letter on Urban Design Guidelines
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,
Please see attached letter.
Thank you.
 
Dear Commissions Secretary Ionin,
Please send to Planning Commissioners from your ID (my email ID may not allow
some of the Commisioners to receive my email).
Please acknowledge that you have done this.  Thank you very much.
 
Sincerely,
Rose Hillson
for George Wooding, President
 

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=758B40F664D1448D90E8FD5A6F699D2C-COMMISSIONS
mailto:maia.small@sfgov.org
mailto:patricia.gerber@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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September 25, 2017 
 
 
Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103     via electronic submission 
 
Subject: Opposition to Adoption of “Urban Design Guidelines,” Concerns and Requests 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners: 
  
 The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) opposes several portions of 
the March 16, 2017 Draft “Urban Design Guidelines” (UDGs) document in its current iteration.  
Planning staff informed CSFN that the proposed draft of the UDGs will be the “overarching” 
built-form design document for the entire city.  As an overarching document which will have 
development projects follow some very rough and seemingly arbitrary criteria without mention 
of the existing Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) or any neighborhood-specific design 
guidelines and without any text stating their inter-relationships with the UDGs – especially as 
no “overlay” criteria exist -- it is critical that some revisions be made before adopting them.  
CSFN delegates have voiced concerns to Planning staff and asked for changes to 
problematic text and illustrations in the document and they are still in need of revision.   As 
the UDGs continue to morph, new questions arise. 
 
 CSFN seeks the Planning Commission’s assistance in directing Planning staff to make 
the necessary changes, clarifications and respond to CSFN’s questions.  Until this is done to 
the satisfaction of CSFN and until there is substantial meaningful dialogue with CSFN, these 
UDGs should be put on hold indefinitely.   
 
CSFN’s CONCERNS and REQUESTS: 
 
1. CONCERN:  In regards to applicability, the relationship and respective roles of UDGs, 
RDGs, neighborhood-specific design guidelines and any other design guidelines are not 
known from reading this document.  Within the body text of the document, no other guidelines 
besides the Draft “Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines” (GFRDGs) is mentioned.  In 
addition, it is not clear as to how the UDGs relate to the Urban Design Element of the General 
Plan nor to the Commerce and Industry Element’s Urban Design Guidelines of the General 
Plan and conformity to it with the objectives of the UDGs and also in relation to the Priority 
Policies under Proposition M. 
 
  REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to include the text within 
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the body of this main UDG document the Urban Design Element of the General Plan and the 
similarly named Urban Design Guidelines of the Commerce and Industry Element of the 
General Plan.  For a document as important as the “overarching” regulatory document for the  
entire city, the mere addition of a few more pages to the 71-page work, with roughly 168 
arbitrary photos and illustrative pictures that take up the bulk of the document, should not be a 
major effort as the General Plan text exists today.  Staff needs direction from the Commission 
of the inclusion of these two parts of the General Plan in the main text of the UDGs than as 
any footnote or as an appendix item as they do not exist in the main body of this work.  (See 
also Item 2B and Item 4 below.) 
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff, since there is no 
mention of the RDGs nor its relationship to the UDGs, to include text to explicitly state on 
Page 6 that the RDGs and any other neighborhood-specific or other finer-grained guidelines 
including that of historical shall be controlling for all residential housing-zoned parcels RH-1, 
RH-2, RH-3, RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, e.g. 
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to include the following 
text:   


 “For RH-1, RH-2, RH-3, RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, RTO and PDR zoning districts,  
  project applicants shall consult the RDGs and any applicable residential 


 or historic design guidelines depending on where the project would be 
 located and that in the event of a conflict between the UDGs, the RDGs, 
 neighborhood-specific design guidelines, and/or historical design guidelines,  


  the most stringent  shall prevail.” 
 
2. CONCERN:  Definition changes (Page 8). 
 
 A.  “Adjacent”:  As residential areas in the city are more varied and can change from 
block to block or even within 100 feet depending on what occurs on the block or 
neighborhood, it is vital that Planning maintains the definitions as has been codified.  Per the 
March 16, 2017 Draft UDGs, Planning proposes an alternate definition for the word “adjacent” 
(Page 8).  “Adjacent” no longer refers to what is immediately next door or about a parcel 
sharing any property line to another but instead includes the meanings of “near, close or 
contiguous” which are very subjective and imposes less certainty of the kind of project that 
will be resulted next to someone.  This is a substantive change as sample comparison parcels 
would include lots that may not have the same zoning district designation nor even share a lot 
line as under the old definition of “adjacent.”  Parcels 1,000 feet away or as “near” or “close” 
as the city of Oakland could be interpreted as “adjacent.”  “Near” and “close” are imprecise 
and the resulting design of development projects could be disruptive to certain areas -- 
especially if in well-established streets or areas with limited boundaries.  The UDGs would 
cause less certainty for the neighborhoods which, as CSFN was told, these UDGs would 
instill more certainty. 
 
 The many diverse neighborhoods have been able to each have a sense of place 
through the current definition of “adjacent” as used in Section 102 – “Definitions” – “Adjacent  
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Building.  Generally, a building on a lot adjoining the subject lot along a side lot line.”  This is 
more precise than what is being proposed to be used as the definition of “adjacent.”  All prior   
Zoning Administrator decisions were based on this current definition which means the lot  
“next door” rather than the more subject-to-interpretation “near” or “close”.   With the change 
in the definition of “adjacent,” it is possible to have metal-and-glass office-styled buildings on 
a commercially zoned street that is 150 feet away or ½-mile away to fit the new vague “near” 
meaning of “adjacent”.  Then this office-styled building will be determined to be appropriate 
next to a row of Edwardians of lower height buildings on a residentially zoned lot. 
 
 With prior Zoning Administrator decisions on the appropriateness of design, especially 
in well-established neighborhoods, the UDGs, with the change of the definition of “adjacent” 
will wreak havoc on the ambiance of the neighborhood.  As the UDGs are not clear on this, 
the new definition for “adjacent” as being “near, close or continuous” needs to be left to the 
original Planning Code definition in Section 102 rather than “near,” or “close,” e.g. 


 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to 1) preserve and align 
with the current traditional definition of “adjacent” as in “adjacent building” in Section 102 of 
the Planning Code; 2) delete the ambiguous meanings of “close” or near” for “adjacent” as 
this term will be subject to abuse. 


 
 B.  “Context”:  The UDGs propose to adopt an alternate meaning of “context” as being 
something that could “contrast” or “reinterpret”.  CSFN suggests to use a definition more in 
line with what lay persons think of when hearing the word “context” such as: 
 


 “blend seamlessly with and be a clear and fully compatible design to” 
 
With this new definition of “context,” any person off the street with no architectural or 


design education can understand what might be expected rather than having a building 
“contrast” or “emulate” or “reinterpret” a design as these will be used to abuse the designs of 
existing buildings in the neighborhood. 


 
  The March 16, 2017 proposed Draft UDGs text regarding “context” reads: 


“The design context of a building may emulate, reinterpret, or contrast <emphasis 
added> with it (sic) surroundings.” 
 


 When a project will be allowed to “contrast with its surroundings,” it will, by virtue of the 
common definition of “contrast” not match anything abutting it or around it.  This could 
potentially be very jarring to the beauty, spiritual health and the welfare of an established 
neighborhood.  By having the UDGs adopt the “architectural context” meaning of “context,” 
the decision-makers can create exceptions (see Item 6 below) to the project design that does 
not respect the main style or flavor of the particular neighborhood.  This esoteric application of 
a new meaning for “context” is not one that an average, regular person of general intelligence 
would think would be the meaning of “context,” and thus the new definition with “reinterpret” or  
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“contrast” should be stricken from what “context” would do. 
 
 Use of the architectural meaning of “context” in the UDGs could enable decision-
makers to pass incongruous and out-of-character buildings as in design “spot-zoning”.  CSFN 
is aware that the RDGs utilize designs of buildings next door and/or across the street as the  
main design determinants for new development so when one parcel is “design-spot-zoned,” 
one can change the entire look of a neighborhood, and based on the way these UDGs are 
written, such action may be done “as-of-right.”  The public has little recourse with vague and 
uniquely esoteric definitions arbitrarily being adopted to force certain “designs” as intrusions 
into neighborhoods. 
 
 This vague usage will become important especially for residentially-zoned parcels such 
as RHs, RMs, RTOs and PDRs abutting NCDs with certain primary design features 
established through decades and sometimes even as long as over a hundred years of an 
area being established.  The NCDs are also tailored with great sensitivity to the abutting RHs, 
RMs, RTOs (recently rezoned designation of prior RHs, e.g.) and PDRs through the Urban 
Design Guidelines of the Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan do apply (see 
Item #1 above for inclusion of this text and the Urban Design Element into the UDGs as 
requested).  The words “emulate” and “interpret” are vague and subject to abuse. 
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct staff to delete the “architectural 
context” use of the word “context” and utilize one or both of CSFN’s potential definitions for 
“context” in the paragraph above. 


 
3.   CONCERN:  Explicit exemption in first sentence is negated in second sentence on 
Page 6: 
 
 “The Urban Design Guidelines apply to buildings in all districts outside RH-, RM-, 
 and RTO- and PDR-districts.  In Residential Districts, they apply to 
 projects that have non-residential uses or have either six units or more or frontage 
 longer than 150’ (sic) feet.” 
 
 The second sentence that starts with “In Residential Districts” negates the RH-, RM-, 


RTO- and PDR districts that were excluded in the first sentence.  The second sentence by 
virtue of it referring to “Residential Districts” includes the same districts excluded prior.   This 
means that the first sentence is left with no standing so that the applicability of the UDGs 
could apply to RHs, RMs, etc. as these are technically residential districts.  The second 
sentence is vague with “Residential Districts” could allow “spot-zoning” of the UDG-based 
design styles precisely in the areas to be exempted per the first sentence. 
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to request staff to delete the second sentence. 


 
4. CONCERN:  This is related to #3 above.  Non-complying multi-unit buildings in low-
density RH areas and buildings in Neighborhood Commercial Districts (NCDs) influencing 
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residentially zoned parcels, especially those with adjoining side and rear lot lines (Page 6): 
Many buildings in NCDs next to RHs, RMs, e.g., have “6 units or more” or have a “frontage of 
more than 150 feet” because they were built before Planning Code existed.  The same goes 
for many multi-unit buildings which go beyond the unit count of certain zoning district 
categories for the parcel.   Such buildings adjoining parcels in low-density areas may have an 
architectural design that is not reflective of the bulk of the residential buildings.  Some of  
these are depicted in the March 16, 2017 Draft UDGs. 
 
 To create a more uniform feel to certain neighborhoods, there needs to be more 
guidance in what would not cause such a jarring disconnect of styles especially to the RH, 
RM and PDR parcels.  The UDGs do not make the solution clearer for anyone but instead 
makes the argument for using the UDGs murkier.  Low-density, smaller RH and RM parcels 
next to these areas with “6 units or more” or with a “frontage of more than 150 feet” have light 
wells and privacy which are important in RHs and RMs. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct the Planning staff to not have the 
March 16, 2017 Draft UDGs as written to apply to *any* residential areas nor to any NCDs. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct the Planning staff to remove any 
residentially zoned parcels and pictures supporting the above. 
 
5. CONCERN:  This is related to #3 and #4 above.  Section 312 and notification (Page 6).  
Lots can be held by multiple people within one entity (e.g. LLC, corporation, or family).  These 
lots may be located mid-block or next to the low-density RH or RM parcels, e.g., or are “6 
units or more” or have “frontage longer than 150 feet” and they will not have the RDGs or 
neighborhood-specific residential design guidelines apply to them since they are located on 
NCD parcels.  The NCD parcels are still subject to the Urban Design Guidelines of the 
Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan which takes precedence over these 
proposed UDGs. 
 
 Per the text on Page 6, NCDs are controlled by Sec. 312 which gets an “as-of-right” to 
not have to consider RDGs / neighborhood-specific design guidelines and only have to follow 
the UDGs however vague they may be.  For these projects, with no further Planning 
Commission review of the design, people in the neighborhood may file for a Discretionary 
Review (DR) with no other options or be shut out of the decision-making process. 
 
 Should anybody file DRs for certain projects that fall under the UDGs, this would mean 
more uncertainty for neighbors and project applicants unless the second sentence is removed 
per #3 above. 
 
 Without incorporation of the design policies and guidelines of the General Plan, projects 
that require Section 312 notification may cease, no residents will have any say on what gets 
put along their NCDs.  It is highly doubtful that any abutting or nearby residents in the 
neighborhood would know how a building so dissimilar to their area got in, especially with no 
notification based on what appears to be regulatory in the UDGs.  
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 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to include in the  
UDGs the text from the General Plan: 
 


“(1)   Neighborhood Commercial Design Guidelines. The construction of new 
buildings and alteration of existing buildings in NC Districts shall be consistent 
with the design policies and guidelines of the General Plan as adopted and 
periodically amended for specific areas or conditions by the Planning Commission. 
The Director of Planning may require modifications to the exterior of a proposed 
new building or proposed alteration of an existing building in order to bring it into 
conformity with the General Plan. These modifications may include, but are not 
limited to, changes in siting, building envelope, scale texture and detailing, 
openings, and landscaping.” 


 
6. CONCERN:  Exceptions are still problematic with the UDGs (Page 4, Page 6 and due 
to new definition of words on Page 8 per Item 2 above): 
  
 On Page 4, the text reads: 
 
  “While projects should address all three scales, a context-specific 
  response is not a prescription and each project should be evaluated 
  on balance.” <emphasis added> 
 
 When projects get reviewed “on balance,” what does that mean?  Without knowing the 
criteria, how much of a “balance” is “on balance”?  “On balance” can mean something similar 
to “other duties as assigned.”  With no explicit criteria, decisions will be left to the Design 
Team or the Zoning Administrator to interpret what would be best for the neighbors in the 
area of concern.  “On balance” and other exception-inducing words should be eliminated. 
 
 When things “on balance” are approved, it may mean almost anything could be allowed 
– with no certainty for the neighbors and a potential increase in Discretionary Review (DR) 
cases before the Planning Commission. 


 
 On Page 6 the text reads: 


 “Projects may seek an exception <emphasis added> only when 
 the proposed design better meets the goals of the respective 
 guideline than would a project that had complied with the guideline 
 or where a unique site condition makes application physically infeasible.” 
 


 Also the following text: 
 “Each of these existing procedures would allow a project to seek 
 an exception <emphasis added> to specific guidelines, but not the 
 Urban Design Guidelines as a whole, subject to approval by the 
 Planning Commission.” 
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 Such words as “on balance” and other exception statements would be non-conforming 
to existing Planning Code Sec. 311, including that which violates Building Permit Application 
(Sec. 311(c)).  With the exceptions described on this page, mandatory Section 311 
Notification and procedures would be violated or no Section 311 notices would be sent. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to delete any 
“exception” or “waiver”-related text in the UDGs.  
 
7. CONCERN:  This is related to #1 above.  The UDGs are too vague, lack specificity and 
are ambiguous in many areas and would cause confusion.  The city already has the Urban 
Design Element of the General Plan and the Urban Design Guidelines of the Commerce and 
Industry Element of the General Plan which govern over and above these UDGs.  These 
UDGs are not needed and appear to work to cumulatively enact zoning change. 
  
 An example of this vagary is on Page 4 which states: 


 “Good urban design is characterized by the thoughtful orchestration of 
 buildings, landscape, open space, and streets.” 
 


 What exactly is in the realm of “good” for a development project? 
 


 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to come up with a list 
of criteria the decision-makers will use to determine what is “good”. 
 
 Another example is the proposed text of the UDGs on Page 7 reads: 
  “In addition to graphic renditions of a project, sponsors should provide a 
  narrative that articulates how their project’s design complies with the Urban 
  Design Guidelines.” 
 
 This makes it appear that the applicant will give broad brushstroke statements to match 
the vague UDG design review categories such as “modulate vertically and horizontally” (Page 
7) which would fit practically every building description.  The granularity for a thorough vetting 
of a project’s design is missing and will leave the residentially-zoned neighborhoods 
vulnerable to surprises.  Again, no certainty for the neighbors but almost a guaranteed 
certainty to the developers. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to insert after “Urban 
Design Guidelines” in the proposed text on Page 7 to not only provide the graphic renditions 
and narrative but: 
  “… and how it complies with the Residential Design Guidelines, 
  neighborhood-specific design guidelines, any other more specific design 
  guidelines including historical guidelines, if any, for the particular area 
  of the city.” 
  
 Another example on Page 7, the text by the picture at the upper right corner reads: 
  “High-rise projects can be thoughtfully related to lower-height neighborhood  
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  patterns.” 
 
 This illustration does not show a thoughtful relation but instead shows the high-rise at 
the back of a low-rise building and possibly eliminating the rear yard.  A continuous placement 
of such high-rises in low-rise building areas can have a cumulative effect of essentially doing 
a zoning change. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to delete this picture 
and the text with it. 
  
 Another example on Page 17 in the upper right illustration caption reads: 
  “Building massing should respect larger patterns in the urban fabric.” 
 
 This would potentially shift all development using the form-based UDG principles in the 
document to shift to ever larger buildings with very little open space even midblock as even 
the lower illustration on Page 17 shows.  Eventually the low-rise areas will get higher and 
bulkier with less and less mid-block open space per Planning Code today.  The cumulative 
effect of this could also be a zoning change. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to remove the word 
“larger” from the top right illustration showing a flow of low-rise buildings to ever larger high-
rise buildings. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to delete from the 
bottom left illustration “even when the pattern is broken” from the sentence “Shape new 
projects to contribute to mid-block open space even when the pattern is broken.” 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff, for the bottom left 
illustration, to make it clear what criteria would be used when to “Locate frontages to reinforce 
the streetwall.”  Would lots abutting the proposed building for which the walls would form the 
“streetwall” have to have their walls already in that way?  How about the how the RDGs come 
into play? etc.? 
 
8. CONCERN:  Future projects should not be part of the UDG basis of design review.   
 The text on Page 16 reads: 
 
  “Relate building scale and massing to the size and scale of existing 
  and anticipated <emphasis added> buildings.” 
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to remove “and 
anticipated” from the sentence as designs should be based on buildings present today. 
 
9. CONCERN:  Text on Page 17 reads: 
  “Locate frontages to reinforce the streetwall.” 
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 The UDGs, by forcing the front walls and surfaces of development projects to be 
located to “reinforce the streetwall,” would create “street canyons” such that pedestrians and 
vehicles would traverse between these canyons created by two city blocks which in the two 
illustrations on the page do not illustrate this problematic scenario. 
 
 Informationally, here is text about climate-related problems from such canyons created  
when everything reinforces the streetwall such as those in Hong Kong: 
 “Hong Kong residents must cope with some of the highest population densities 
 on the planet in an environment that is characterised by ranks of high-rise office 
 and residential buildings, extremely limited urban open space, a measurable 
 urban heat island effect and dangerously high concentrations of roadside 
 pollution that fail to disperse from poorly ventilated street canyons. It is for 
 good reason that the public policy think tank Civic Exchange characterized 
 Hong Kong’s urban livability (with apologies to Thomas Friedman) as 
 ‘Hot, Stacked and Crowded’, in a report published in April 2010.” 
 
Source:  https://lsecities.net/media/objects/articles/the-costs-and-benefits-of-high-density-
urban-living/en-gb/ 
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to create a report on a 
fully-implemented consequence of the UDGs and its environmental effects under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
 One CEQA category is related to air pollution.  Here’s the text from the earlier cited 
article on Hong Kong: 
  “The second reason is that the high population densities are brought 
  about by the city’s vertical approach to property development. While 
  public transport benefits from the congregations of potential passengers, 
  the same high-rise buildings ironically form the walls of the street canyons 
  that make it so much more difficult for street-level concentrations of pollutants 
  to disperse. This situation is exacerbated by the low provision of public open 
  space and the consistently excessive height and width of buildings designed 
  to take up every square foot of available land in order to maximize the 
  economic returns.” 
 
 Although DBI has enacted an ordinance for the Building Code for buildings to install air 
filtration systems along the most polluted “transit corridor” or areas of high traffic flow, how are 
the people, including and especially the children, supposed to play in the newly created open 
spaces intended to combat the heat sink and livability if they cannot breathe outdoors?  Air 
pollution particulates have no physical boundary to stay on the “transit corridors” nor on the 
highly trafficked streets.  They ooze into the adjacent streets perpendicular and near these 
pollution alleys. 


 
10. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to clarify and 
 



https://lsecities.net/media/objects/articles/the-costs-and-benefits-of-high-density-urban-living/en-gb/

https://lsecities.net/media/objects/articles/the-costs-and-benefits-of-high-density-urban-living/en-gb/
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demonstrate with data what the impact would be on all merchants when buildings get 
reconfigured via the form-based design that is essential for the UDGs to work and for existing 
buildings when expanded.  That clarification should include data on potential displacement or  
increase in commercial rents for the small businesses, especially in the well-established 
neighborhood commercial districts (NCDs). 
 
11. REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to clarify how the UDGs, 
with buildings designed based on form-based density and possibly with larger square 
footages, would potentially change property taxes for residents or business entities. 
 
12. REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to clarify how the UDGs, 
which reflects a bias towards ever larger buildings will affect the tenant population and 
affordable housing. 
 
13. CONCERN:  The form-based density design concept of the UDGs could very well 
ignore current Planning Code sections for setbacks, rear yards, and open space 
requirements.  Without such certainty of open ground space or coverage of ground with 
expanded form-based UDG buildings to the “streetwall” (less open ground in front) and in the 
rear and side yards, less rainwater permeates into the ground and ends up in the combined 
sewer system and does not replenish the aquifers.  In locations close to the ocean, this may 
result in saltwater intrusion into the aquifers or subsidence of land.   
 
 REQUEST:  For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to clarify via a detailed 
analysis and study report how the UDGs uphold the policy of the San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) which has gone through large efforts to ensure the use of 
permeable materials and systems to not cause rainwater runoff to go into the city’s unique 
combined rainwater and sewage system.  Please put together a study on the impacts of 
supporting the SFPUC policy on diversion of rainwater out of the combined sewer system. 
 
 Included in the study would be the total amount of rainwater runoff from all the parcels 
as they exist today and the amount of that rainwater runoff after the UDGs are implemented 
for all the parcels potentially affected by the UDGs (show on a map also). 
 
15. CONCERN:  With the additional land coverage through the form-based UDGs which 
may not allow as much ground being open with the creation of additional roof and deck 
surfaces, walls and other materials that are more prone to capture heat and not disperse it, 
increases to ambient temperatures may increase around all the parcels subjected to the 
UDGs.  San Francisco saw the highest temperature ever recorded since temperatures have 
been recorded with a high of 106°F on September 1, 2017.  Vulnerable populations may be 
affected. 
 
 REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to provide the heat 
sink or absorption criteria to be used with the UDGs.   
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16. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to request the Planning staff to produce 
other city’s and town’s equivalent of the proposed Draft UDGs where they apply to all 
residential parcels with or without overlays or other residential criteria stated in the UDGs. 
 
17. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to request the Planning staff to answer what 
happens to a project applicant who does not follow the UDGs.  What is the penalty? 
 
18. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to request the Planning staff to produce a 
flowchart of which projects would come under the UDGs, where the application gets 
submitted, who / what section of Planning would review it, if there is a Planning Commission 
hearing, if there will be neighborhood input, if the project can or cannot be DR’d, etc.  This is 
unclear. 
 
19. REQUEST:  This relates to #1 (no RDGs, etc. reference in UDGs) and #2B (“context”).  
For the Planning Commission to request the Planning staff to insert text that would give 
certainty to the residents in terms of well-established aesthetics that promote a level of 
spirituality for a healthy environment.  This clarification is needed so that the people of the 
community can decide for themselves what is beautiful for their specific area, or block or 
portion of the block.  CSFN urges the Planning Commission to direct staff to ensure that the 
UDGs do not affect the quality of life for those in established areas. 
 
20. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to produce an annual 
report on where the UDGs have been used so far with the street addresses, block and lot 
numbers of projects that have utilized the UDGs and determine any social, economic, ethnic, 
equity impacts. 
 
21. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to eliminate the 
picture that shows high-rise Manhattan-style buildings next to low-rise non-Manhattan-style 
buildings to be eliminated: 
  Page 19:  top middle (“Building massing can articulate a unique change in   
  neighborhood scale and orientation.”)  -- this can apply to any Residential   
  Districts, and this goes to the esoteric definition of “context” as being something  
  that “contrasts” (Item 2B above) so that an ill-fitting design projects gets   
  supplanted into a neighborhood. 
 
 The form-based UDGs document makes clear from much of the text and photos that 
there is a bias towards designs and sizes of building like those found in the downtown high-
rise areas and those that emphasize the streetwall as much as possible with no regard to the 
residentially-zoned low-rise buildings, many in the more established areas of the city that 
have a very contrasting design style and size.  Again, these UDGs do not even mention the 
RDGs, neighborhood-specific design guidelines, historic design guidelines, etc.  It makes no 
mention in the body of the main text of the UDGs a reference or text from the Urban Design 
Element of the General Plan nor the Urban Design Guidelines of the Commerce and Industry 
Element of the General Plan (for neighborhood commercial/commercial areas). 
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22. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to hold robust and 
meaningful dialogue with all residents of all districts out in every supervisorial district as none 
has occurred thus far. 
 
23. REQUEST:  For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to produce the 
notification list to the public of who was informed about the proposed crafting and adoption of 
the UDGs. 
 
 The box at the very top of Page 5 states:  “S1 Recognize and Respond to Urban 
Patterns.”  And yet within San Francisco, there are places that are not even in any way seen 
as fitting an “urban” pattern.  What this leads one to believe is that the UDGs can be seen as 
a regulatory document to do away with the city’s current zoning-based Planning Code with all 
the flavors of the different residential areas when such parameters that created these long-
established areas are eventually eliminated with these overarching urban-biased UDGs. 
 
 In general, the UDGs are meant for projects to not follow among other Planning Code 
sections, e.g. side and rear setback, open space, exposure to light, air, etc. to make it easier 
to bypass Conditional Use (CU) and Variance hearings while simultaneously cutting out many 
of the residents’ input.  The vagaries of the text and randomly selected photos of mostly 
downtown designs, not reminiscent of the well-established residential areas of the city 
especially, would create a situation that would allow a project to go in even though it is totally 
incompatible with the area. 
 
 Since much of the UDGs are following principles emphasized in “form-based design,” it 
is important to ensure that residential areas are respected and sensitive application of 
designs abutting the low-density residential areas of RH-1(D), RH-1, RH-2, RH-3, RMs, RTOs 
and PDRs are carried out.  CSFN understands the intent of the design document for Planning 
Department is to create certainty for the neighbors and the developers on what projects will 
end up next door.  The UDGs do not give the certainty to neighbors in the residential areas 
nor how the adjacent-to-residential-parcel NCDs will be handled for approval. 
 
 The Urban Design Element of the General Plan and the Urban Design Guidelines of the 
Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan establish the framework for any other 
document and the UDGs are not needed with these Elements of the General Plan.  If the 
UDGs are adopted as is, these form-based design guidelines, with cumulative changes for 
the entire city, can alter the landscape of the city so as to act as the instrument to create 
zoning change citywide as they are not all about design but lay of the land in terms of size, 
bulk and placement for all parcels. 
 
 CSFN opposes the adoption of these UDGs especially because CSFN was not told that 
all input to these UDGs have a deadline of October 10, 2017 as it was just discovered today.  
For the Planning Commission to hear on this matter when there is not even sufficient time to 
get people’s input is wrong.  In addition, the community meetings scheduled apparently out to 
October 10, 2017 and October 12, 2017 for the supervisorial district meetings makes it 
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apparent that neighborhood input is not welcomed as these dates are after the October 10, 
2017 final date of input.  These UDGs require vetting through substantial meaningful dialogue 
and responses which has not happened as each group is “interviewed” by Planning and no 
results are shared nor are the decisions to which they determine known as to what will go into 
the UDGs.  Should CSFN think of more issues, we shall provide them as soon as possible. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter and we look forward to a reply. 
 
 
Sincerely, 


 
George Wooding 
 
cc: Jonas Ionin, Commissions Secretary 
 John Rahaim, Director 
 Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
 Elizabeth Watty, Assistant Director of Current Planning 
 Anne Brask, Planning Staff 
 Board of Supervisors 
 Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
 







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

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2165 Irving Street
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 12:42:59 PM

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Cathy Alioto [mailto:CathyAlioto@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 11:31 AM
To: Tang, Katy (BOS)
Cc: richhillissf@yahoo.com; nancy.h.tran@sfgov; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 2165 Irving Street
 
I strongly OPPOSE the MCD on Irving St. This is a large single home family neighborhood with kids. If
people need Marijuana
They can have it delivered right to their door. (Correct?) I own my home and have lived here for 42
years. Raised 3 children
And have 2 grandchildren. This is NOT the place for a MCD.
 
Catherine Alioto

1320 22nd Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94122
415-515-9465
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Grob, Carly (CPC)
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed Development at 1196 Columbus (Moxy Hotel)
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 10:21:03 AM
Attachments: Ltr to SF Planning Commission Re 1196 Columbus.pdf

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Jerry Yang [mailto:director@kaiming.org] 
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 10:07 AM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Proposed Development at 1196 Columbus (Moxy Hotel)
 
Dear Planning Commission Members,
 
Attached please find our letter regarding the opposition to the proposed development of the
Moxy Hotel at 1196 Columbus.
 
If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at (415) 982-
4777 ext 300 or via email at director@kaiming.org.  
 
Sincerely,
--
Jerry Yang, Ph.D.
Executive Director
Kai Ming Head Start
http://www.kaiming.org
415-982-4777 ext. 300
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: THD BOARD COMMENTS - Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 9:50:46 AM
Attachments: THD Ltr_Moxy_Bd Com_FINAL 9-22-17.pdf

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Stan Hayes [mailto:stanhayes1967@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 5:01 PM
To: Ross Guehring
Cc: Grob, Carly (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
Subject: THD BOARD COMMENTS - Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-
002849CUAENVTDM
 
Ross -
 
On behalf of the Board of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), I want to thank you and your
colleagues again for your presentation at our board meeting last week.
 
We appreciate each of you taking the time to meet with us regarding Mariott’s proposed
Moxy Hotel project.
 
Please find attached a letter summarizing our comments.  We look forward to discussing
them further with you, if you would like.
 
Sincerely,
 
Stan Hayes
 
Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee
Immediate Past President
Telegraph Hill Dwellers

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=758B40F664D1448D90E8FD5A6F699D2C-COMMISSIONS
mailto:christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:patricia.gerber@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/



 
 


 
 
 
 
September 22, 2017          
(Via email:  Ross@lh-pa.com) 


Ross Guehring 
Lighthouse Public Affairs, LLC 
857 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco, CA 94133 


RE: THD Board Comments – Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case 
No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM 


Dear Ross, 


 On behalf of the Board of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), I want to 
thank you and your colleagues again for your presentation at our board meeting 
last week, this despite the logistical challenges of our venue.  We appreciate each 
of you taking the time to meet with us to provide additional information 
regarding Mariott’s proposed Moxy Hotel project. 


 Board members regard the site of the proposed hotel as an especially 
important one, located as it is at a gateway intersection travelled by millions of 
residents and visitors each year.  Because of its prominence, we strongly believe 
that this location warrants a treatment that takes full advantage of this unique 
opportunity to upgrade that site. 


 We appreciate your efforts to address our earlier feedback.  However, to 
better realize the promise of that site, if it is to be used for a hotel (see later 
comment), we recommend that you further revise the design to be less generic 
(and perhaps less corporate) in appearance, more compatible with the size and 
exterior treatment of buildings in the adjacent area, and less urban and hard-
edged in your choice of exterior materials. 


 During the meeting and in our later discussion, board members have 
offered a number of comments, among which are the following: 


• Hotel use.  Board members continue to be concerned that the proposed hotel use, 
even as revised, remains a missed opportunity for housing, particularly given the 
residential nature of buildings throughout that entire block.  



mailto:Ross@lh-pa.com
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• Building size and shape.  Board members expressed concern that the proposed 
hotel appears “boxy,” and that it is taller than adjacent buildings.  For reference, 
we understand that the proposed hotel would be on the order of 50 feet in height 
or more at the corner of Jones and Bay, with a large rooftop structure extending 
an additional nearly 7 feet above the roof edge.  This is taller than the roof edges 
of immediately adjacent buildings on Bay (35 feet) and Columbus (40 feet).   


We recommend that you further revise the shape, articulation, and height 
of the hotel, and in particular, reduce or eliminate the rooftop structure to 
minimize the apparent height of the building. 


• Color.  We prefer your revised exterior color palette to the originally proposed 
purple-and-black one.  


We recommend that you consider still-warmer façade colors, ones that are 
more fully compatible with those used in the adjacent area. 


• Materials.  Despite the color palette revision, we continue to be concerned 
about your proposed exterior materials.  To us, they still seem hard-edged 
and metallic, a characterization that matches their description as “shiny” 
during the board meeting.   


We recommend that you use an exterior treatment that is more closely 
compatible with those on buildings in the adjacent area. 


• Roof deck.  We appreciate your efforts to move the roof deck further from 
affected residents in adjacent buildings, as well as your use of rooftop vegetation 
to help preserve that increased buffer separation. We also understand that you 
do not propose to serve food or alcohol on that deck, nor will you have music, 
amplified or otherwise.  However, we remain concerned that the buffer 
separation still is not enough, and that, in any event, the roof deck inevitably will 
attract guests, whose voices and other noise-generating activity will carry to, and 
likely disturb, nearby residents.   


We recommend that you eliminate the roof deck, which should also have as 
an additional benefit reduction in the size of the large rooftop structure. 


• Parking.  We continue to be concerned about the hotel’s reliance (over-reliance in 
the view of some board members) on ridesharing services (e.g., Lyft and Uber), 
as a result you do not provide any permanent parking arrangements, either for 
guests of employees.  This is particularly a concern in light of the large traffic 
volume and street parking demand that area.   


We recommend that you implement means to provide fixed parking at 
least for employees (e.g., through an agreement with adjacent hotels) and 
that you consider hiring a valet parking company if needed for guests (as 
you mentioned in your presentation to our board). 
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• Street activation.  We strongly encourage street activation.  We want to be 
certain that ground-level windows and their treatment are sufficient to ensure 
visual activation, and without blockage. 


We recommend that you continue to develop and implement means to 
further activate ground floor activity. 


   *   *   * 


 Again, thank you for coming to our board meeting.  We much appreciate 
your presentation.  And, we look forward to discussing these matters further 
with you, if you would like. 


Sincerely, 


 
      
      
      
      
     Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee 
     Immediate Past President 
     Telegraph Hill Dwellers 
 
 
cc: Carly Grob  carly.grob@sfgov.org 
 Jonas P. Ionin  Commisions.Secretary@sfgov.org 
 Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3  aaron.peskin@sfgov.org 
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: FW: OPPOSE the Proposed MCD at 2165 IRVING ST (2016-002424CUA, 2165 IRVING ST, Block/Lot 1777/037)
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 9:50:35 AM

Office 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

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Ivy Liu [mailto:ivy.asianimage@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 9:05 PM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Tran, Nancy (CPC); Tang, Katy (BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: OPPOSE the Proposed MCD at 2165 IRVING ST (2016-002424CUA, 2165 IRVING ST, Block/Lot
1777/037)

Dear Commissioners and Supervisor Tang:

I oppose the proposed MCD at 2161-2165 Irving Street.

I support medical marijuana, and respect with the result of prop64. However, it is not desirable and not
necessary to open an MCD on Irving ST. It will trigger a wave of clustering, and it will subtract from our
family friendly neighborhood characteristics.

Sincerely

Ivy Liu

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: OPPOSE the Proposed MCD at 2165 IRVING ST (2016-002424CUA, 2165 IRVING ST, Block/Lot 1777/037)
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 9:50:27 AM

Office 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

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Ivy Liu [mailto:ivysinliu@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 9:09 PM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Tran, Nancy (CPC); Tang, Katy (BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: OPPOSE the Proposed MCD at 2165 IRVING ST (2016-002424CUA, 2165 IRVING ST, Block/Lot
1777/037)

Dear Commissioners and Supervisor Tang:

I oppose the proposed MCD at 2161-2165 Irving Street.

I support medical marijuana, and respect with the result of prop64. However, it is not desirable and not
necessary to open an MCD on Irving ST. It will trigger a wave of clustering, and it will subtract from our
family friendly neighborhood characteristics.

Sincerely

Ivy Yau

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Grob, Carly (CPC); Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Oppose Moxy Hotel
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 9:50:05 AM

 
 
Office 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
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Judith Robinson [mailto:judyrobo@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Saturday, September 23, 2017 12:22 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Oppose Moxy Hotel
 

Judith Robinson
562 B Lombard Street

San Francisco, California
415 788 9112

                                                                        22 September, 2017
 S. F. Planning Department                            RE:   1196 Columbus Ave.
Attn.:  Carly Grob, Planner                            Case no. 2014-002849CUA –Moxy Hotel
1650 Mission St.  Suite 400
San Francisco, CA. 94103-2479                     e-mail:  carly.grob@sfgov.org
Dear Carly Grob:
    I wish to register my strong opposition to the above proposed hotel at Columbus and Bay
Street in North Beach, where I am a property owner and resident.  I oppose a conditional-use
authorzation for the project, which is incompatible with the neighborhood and inapproriate
for that cite.
    The project is incompatible and inappropriate with the neighborhood for the reasons that:
            - it exceeds the 40-foot legal height limit with roof-terrace and and elevator
penthouse;
            - it would crowd adjacent residential buildings, notably senior and disabled housing
units and a children’s playground;
            - it is incompatible with adjacent residential uses;
            - it could have a negative impact on parking and the environment of adjacent
residential sites.
    Thank you for advising the Planning Commission of this opposition at a hearing scheduled
for Sept. 28, 2017.
                                                                        Judith Robinson
cc:       Supervisor Aaron Peskin
            S. F. Planning Commission, Attn.:  Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary
            Telegraph Hill Dwellers
            Neighbors
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission Update for Week of September 25, 2017
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 9:29:03 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 9.25.17.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: Tsang, Francis 
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 8:45 AM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for Week of September 25, 2017
 
Colleagues,
 
Please find a memo attached that outlines items before commissions and boards for this week.
Let me know if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Thanks!
Francis

Francis Tsang
Deputy Chief of Staff
Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee
415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org

Get Connected with Mayor Ed Lee 
www.sfmayor.org
Twitter @mayoredlee
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To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

September 25, 2017

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of September 25, 2017

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of September 25, 2017. 


Ethics (Monday, September 25, 530PM)

Discussion Only


· Discussion of Staff Policy Report and monthly update of the Commission’s Annual Policy Plan.


Action Items


· Continued discussion and possible action on proposed 2017 San Francisco Anti-Corruption and Accountability Ordinance that builds on the initial Proposition J Revision proposal and amends City campaign and government conduct laws (SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Articles I and III).


· Conference with Legal Counsel: Anticipated litigation as plaintiff. (Closed Session) Number of possible cases: 47


Film (Monday, September 25, 2PM)

Discussion Only


· PRESIDENT’S REPORT - President Wang will report on a welcome lunch with new Commissioner Cheng, herself and Executive Director Robbins; the Performance Report Evaluation for Executive Director Robbins; and an exploratory meeting recently held with the management of the Hilton to discuss a possible community engagement partnerships. She will also report about the Friends of the Film Commission meeting Commissioner Stiker and Executive Director Robbins participated in; an alert about the need to reschedule the Commission meetings for November and December; and a proposal for a full date Commission retreat in lieu of the January Commission meeting January.


· EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT


· Update on the number of recent film permits and notable productions which have shot in San Francisco; 

· Update on upcoming productions; 


· Reminder of the upcoming Film Commission mixer at the Stanford Court on Wednesday October 11th from 5:30 – 8:00 pm and a reminder of the date for the holiday party on Wednesday December 6 from 6 – 9 pm.

Small Business (Monday, September 25, 2PM)


Discussion Only


· Annual Report of the Small Business Assistance Center.

· Cannabis Policy Presentation.

· Construction Mitigation for Small Businesses.

Action Items


· Approval of Legacy Business Registry Applications and Resolutions:

· Ave Bar

· Avedano’s Holly Park Market

· Cable Car Clothiers

· DNA Lounge

· Ermico Enterprises

· Jeffrey's Toys


· Nihonmachi Little Friends

· Ocean Hair Design

· Pacitas Salvadorean Bakery


· Phoenix Arts Association Theatre 


· Project Inform 


Port (Tuesday, September 26, 315PM)


Discussion Only


· Executive Director’s Report


· San Francisco Fleet Week – October 1-9, 2017


· Bay.Org BaySplash Event – October 7, 2017 at the Eco Center at Heron’s Head Park


· Economic and Cultural Mission to Cork, Ireland and Kiel, Germany


Action Items


· Request authorization to (1) accept and expend $1,100,000 in Proposition K Sales Tax funds for Downtown Ferry Terminal - South Basin Improvements from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and (2) enter into a Memorandum of Understanding between the Port of San Francisco and the San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transportation Authority for delivery of the Proposition K-funded portion of Downtown Ferry Terminal - South Basin Improvements.

· Request approval for the issuance of Request for Interest to determine market demand for fast charging electric vehicle chargers on select sites within Port jurisdiction.

· Request authorization to issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for a Restaurant Opportunity at Pier 40, located near South Beach Harbor on The Embarcadero. 


· Request (1) adoption of environmental findings, including a mitigation monitoring and reporting program and a statement of overriding considerations, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; and (2) approval of a Disposition and Development Agreement (“DDA”) with FC Pier 70, LLC (the “Developer”), and the attached forms of Master Lease, Vertical Disposition and Development Agreement, and Parcel Lease, for development of the “28-Acre Site” located between 20th, Michigan, and 22nd Streets and San Francisco Bay (Assessor’s Block 4052/Lot 001 and Lot 002 and Block 4111/Lot 003 and Lot 004. 


· Request approval of a Compromise Title Settlement and Land Exchange Agreement for Pier 70 with the California State Lands Commission.

· Request (1) consent to zoning amendments to establish the Pier 70 Special Use District over the 28-Acre Site, the “20th & Illinois Street Parcel” (Assessor’s Block 4110/Lot 001), and land owned by Pacific Gas and Electric Company known as the Hoedown Yard (Assessor’s Blocks 4120/Lot 002 and 4711/Lot 008A) and related amendments to the City’s General Plan and (2) approval of the Pier 70 Design for Development.

· Request approval of amendments to the Waterfront Land Use Plan and its Design and Access Element. 


· Request consent to a Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco (“City”) and FC Pier 70, LLC, for the 28-Acre Site. 


· Request approval of a Memorandum of Understanding between the Port and the City regarding Interagency Cooperation. 

· Request recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to establish, authorize the issuance of bonds, and otherwise implement (1) Sub-Project Area G-2 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site), Sub-Project Area G-3 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre Site) and Sub-Project Area G-4 (Pier 70 - 28-Acre) within Project Area G (Pier 70) of the City and County of San Francisco Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco); and (2) an Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District to finance the construction of Affordable Housing in the Pier 70 Special Use District. 


· Request (1) approval of a Memorandum of Understanding between the Port and the City’s Controller, Treasurer and Tax Collector, and Assessor-Recorder to implement the Financing Plan in the DDA; (2) recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to appoint the Port Commission as the agent of the Infrastructure Financing District, the Infrastructure and Revitalization Financing District and one or more Special Tax Districts; and (3) approval of and recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to approve a Form of Special Fund Administration Agreement between the Port, IFD, IRFD, Special Tax Districts, and a corporate trustee. 


· Request recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to approve proposed amendments to the Special Tax Financing Law, Article X of Chapter 43 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

· Request approval of the terms of the Port’s sale of Parcel K North (a portion of Assessor’s Block 4110/Lot 001) and a form of Vertical Disposition and Development Agreement.

PUC (Tuesday, September 26, 130PM)


Discussion Only


· CleanPowerSF Update

· Quarterly Audit and Performance Review Report

· Citywide Construction Management Safety Audit


· Citywide Cash Disbursements and Contract Compliance Audit


· Political Activity Fund Compliance Assessment: Townsend Management, LLC


· Wastewater Enterprise Divisional Performance Audit

· Sewer System Improvement Program Quarterly Update

· Wastewater Enterprise Capital Improvement Program Quarterly Report

· Report on Recent SFPUC Activities, Events, and Announcements


· Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency Update 

Action Items


· Accept work performed by Shimmick Construction Company, Inc., for Contract No. HH-981, Mountain Tunnel Access & Adit Improvement, with a total contract duration of 559 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year and six months); Approve Modification No. 7 (Final), decreasing the contract amount by $150,069, with no change to contract duration, for a total contract amount of $5,247,451; and authorize final payment to the contractor.

· Approve the plans and specifications, and award Contract No. WD-2711, 8-inch Ductile Iron Water Main Replacement on Fell Street from Baker Street to Stanyan Street, in the amount of $2,460,630, to the lowest, qualified, responsible and responsive bidder, M Squared Construction, Inc.


· Accept work performed by Shaw Pipeline for Contract No. WW-602, 17th/33rd/37th/Julian/Revere Avenues & Anderson/Ellsworth/Ingalls/ Maple/Moultrie Streets Sewer Replacement, for a total contract amount of $3,660,520, and with a total contract duration of 430 consecutive calendar days; (approximately 14 months); and authorize final payment to the contractor.

· Accept work performed by Pipe and Plant Solutions, Inc., for Contract No. WW-617, As-Needed Sewer Cleaning and Inspection (FY16), for a total contract not-to-exceed amount of $2,178,934, and with a total contract duration of 366 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year); and authorize final payment to the contractor.

· Approve an increase to the existing 36-day construction contract duration contingency by an additional 20 consecutive calendar days, for a total contingency of 56 days, for Contract No. WW-623, SOMA/Bernal Heights/Excelsior Districts Sewer Replacement and Pavement Renovation, with Precision Engineering, Inc.; and authorize the General Manager to approve future modifications to the contract for a total revised contract duration from 360 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year), up to 416 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year, two months), with no change to the contract cost.

· Approve the plans and specifications, and award Contract No. WW-663, Ocean Beach Coastal Erosion and Wastewater Infrastructure Protection, in the amount of $2,861,550, to the lowest, qualified, responsible, and responsive bidder, Azul Works Inc., to selectively transport and relocate sand from North Ocean Beach to South Ocean Beach, as well as installation of erosion mitigation measures at South Ocean Beach on an annual basis for up to three-years. 


· Approve the terms and conditions, and authorize the General Manager to execute a five-year revocable license, with one option to renew for an additional three years, to the Tides Center, a California non-profit public benefit corporation, to use approximately 275,473 square feet of property under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, near the intersection of Geneva Avenue and Moscow Street in San Francisco, California, to operate an urban demonstration farm to educate local youth and community members, for no use fee. 


· Discussion and possible action to authorize the General Manager to consent, on behalf of the SFPUC, to the Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and FC Pier 70, LLC, as it relates to matters under the SFPUC’s jurisdiction; Consent to the Pier 70 Interagency Cooperation Agreement; Adopt findings, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and a Mitigation and Monitoring and Reporting Program; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a Memorandum of Understanding with the Port regarding the relocation of the SFPUC’s 20th Street Pump Station as a part of the proposed project.


· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Tariff Withdrawal per 35.15: Notice of Termination of the 1987 CCSF Interconnection Agreement – PG&E Rate Schedule FERC No. 114 to be effective 6/30/15. (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Tariff Withdrawal per 35.15: Notice of Termination of The CCSF Facilities Charge Agreement for Moscone to be effective 6/30/15. (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, §205(d) rate filing per 35.13 (a)(2)(iii): City and County of San Francisco Transmission Owner Tariff Replacement Agreements to be effective 7/1/15 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, §205(d) rate filing per 35.13 (a)(2)(iii): City and County of San Francisco Wholesale Distribution Tariff Replacement Agreements to be effective 7/1/15 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Notice of Termination of Facilities Charge Agreements between PG&E and the City and County of San Francisco (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: City and County of San Francisco v. Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Complaint under Sections 206 and 306 of the Federal Power Act. (Closed Session)

· Threat to Public Services or Facilities – Pursuant to California Government (Closed Session)

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, September 27, 5PM)

Action Items


· REHEARING REQUEST - Subject property at 407A 30th Street. John Sullivan & Kevin Dwyer, appellants, are requesting a rehearing of Appeal No. 17-110, Sullivan & Dwyer vs. DBI, PDA, decided August 23, 2017. At that time, the Board voted 5-0 to grant the appeal and condition the permit on the addition of plan sheet No. A2, dated October 16, 2016, on the basis that the permit was properly issued. Permit Holder: Michael Kramer. Project: to correct Planning Department Violation No. 2016-010978ENF and Department of Building Inspection Violation No. 201634743; replace siding in kind for single family home; revision to BPA No. 2015/05/11/5997; new siding on three sides of building; post to support deck. Application No. 2016/11/15/2813.


· JURISDICTION REQUEST - Subject property at 333 12th Street. Panoramic Interests, requestor, is asking that the Board take jurisdiction over Public Works Order No. 18623, which was issued on August 10, 2017 by the San Francisco Public Works Bureau of Urban Forestry. The appeal period ended on August 25, 2017, and the jurisdiction request was filed at the Board office on September 01, 2017. Permit Holder: Panoramic Interests. Project: denial of a request to remove six privately maintained street trees with replacement adjacent to the subject property.

· APPEAL - JEFF LEVINSOHN vs. ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, Re: 3772 20th Street. Protesting the DENIAL on May 03, 2017, of a Rear Yard Variance (to demolish and reconstruct an existing rear yard garage, add a roof deck to the reconstructed garage and replace an existing stair and deck which would encroach 45ft into the required rear yard).


· APPEAL - MARSANNE WEESE vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 25 Lusk Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on May 02, 2017, to Niam 563 Lusk LLC, of an Alteration Permit (improvements to roof level to extend first floor restaurant to proposed roof deck dining area; includes shade structure, lighting and windscreen).


· APPEAL - VICTORIA RAFFETTO vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS, BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY, Re: 12 Edith Street. Appealing the DENIAL on June 19, 2017 of a Tree Removal Permit (denial of a request to remove one Significant redwood tree with replacement adjacent to the subject property).


· APPEAL - ANDREW LEE vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Re: 730 Taraval Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on March 09, 2017 to Safeway, Inc., of an Alteration Permit (to obtain final inspection for work approved under BPA Nos. 2008/09/15/1554, 2008/12/10/8180, and 2009/07/02/1890; all work is complete).


· APPEAL - ROZ ISABELLA DELLA GIORDANO vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. DISAPPROVAL, Re: 440 Holladay Avenue. Protesting the DENIAL on July 03, 2017, of an Alteration Permit (to legalize the installation of vinyl-framed replacement windows located at the street-facing façade because they are not compatible with either the character of the subject building or the surrounding neighborhood and do not comply with the standards set forth in the Planning Department’s Residential Design Guidelines).


· APPEAL - BRYAN & ERIN CARTER vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, CARMEN ZELL AND JAMES RUBENSTEIN, Section 14 Parties, Re: 68 Richardson Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on July 14, 2017, to Bryan & Erin Carter, of a Site Permit (addition to single family residence consisting of new third floor; includes new bathroom).


· APPEAL - KRISTI LEACH vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 4466 24th Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on July 27, 2017, to Maco Stewart, of a Site Permit (convert existing one-story over garage single family home to two units: renovated and expanded building to consist of two units from basement to third floor and one parking space per unit; remove existing rear wall; horizontal expansion into rear yard; vertical expansion of two stories).


Fire (Wednesday, September 27, 5PM)


Discussion Only


· PRESENTATION FROM SAN FRANCISCO FIRE IN SAFETY EDUCATION - Presentation by Firefighter DeWayne Eckerdt, member of SFFISE (San Francisco Firefighters in Safety Education), in conjunction with the SFFD and the Alisa Ann Ruch Burn Foundation (AARBF), a program providing important safety information to school children in San Francisco


Action Items


· CONFERENCE WITH NEGOTIATOR - LABOR NEGOTIATION - Anticipated Issues Under Negotiation: Procedures for implementing administrative appeals in Fire disciplinary proceedings (Closed Session)

Police (Wednesday, September 27, 5PM) - CANCELLED

Southeast Facilities (Wednesday, September 27, 6PM)


Discussion Only


· Announcement of Vacated Commission Seat

· Report from the September 19th Meeting with the SFPUC General Manager Kelly

· Introduction of New SFPUC/SECFC 5408 Staff Shakira Simley

· Report from the Educational Partners Tour

· Meet and Greet the New City College Chancellor Dr. Mark Rocha 


· 1550 Evans Site Plan Update 


· Contracts Bureau Sewer Improvement Project

Status of Women (Wednesday, September 27, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· Family Violence Council – Elder Subcommittee - Tamari Hedani, Associate Director of Elder Abuse Prevention, Institute on Aging, gives a presentation on the Family Violence Council’s Elder Subcommittee. 


· Office of Financial Empowerment – Smart Money Network - On behalf of San Francisco Treasurer Jose Cisneros, Director Sean Kline gives a presentation on the Office of Financial Empowerment and the Smart Money Network. 


· Presentation on the 20,000 x 2020 initiative - Verna Liza Caba, Executive Director, Friends of the Commission on the Status of Women will give a presentation on the 20,000 x 2020 initiative which will provide 20,000 women tools to becoming financially independent by 2020.

Action Items


· Resolution Recognizing Diaper Need Awareness Week 


· Resolution Recognizing CEDAW Women’s Human Rights Awardees 

Housing Authority (Thursday, September 28, 4PM)

Discussion Only


· San Francisco Police Department-Crime Statistics


· PHA Summary Report-August 2017


· Public Housing


· Housing Choice Voucher


· Information Technology


· Software Update


· SFHA Corrective Action Plan Summary Update

Action Items


· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO SELECT AND ENTER INTO A PROJECT-BASED HOUSING ASSISTANCE PAYMENT CONTRACT NOT-TO-EXCEED SIX HUNDRED (600) VOUCHERS PENDING APPROVAL FROM THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT FOR HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS AND FAMILIES WITH THE FOLLOWING PROPERTY OWNERS: TENDERLOIN NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, COMMUNITY HOUSING PARTNERSHIP, EPISCOPAL COMMUNITY SERVICES, GP/TODCO-A, INC. AND MERCY HOUSING

· RESOLUTION APPROVING THE WRITE-OFF OF UNCOLLECTIBLE TENANT ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLES (VACATE REPORT FROM MOVED OUT TENANTS) AS OF AUGUST 24, 2017 IN THE AMOUNT OF FIVE HUNDRED FORTY THREE THOUSAND THREE HUNDRED EIGHTY SEVEN DOLLARS ($543,387)

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE NEW FLAT RENT POLICY FOR THE LOW INCOME PUBLIC HOUSING PROGRAM OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2018

· RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO SUBMIT PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY RECOVERY AND SUSTAINABILITY ("PHARS") ACTION ITEM: “PHYSICAL” DELIVERABLES DUE ON 9/30/17 TO THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD) FIELD OFFICE SATISFYING HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO'S OUTSTANDING REQUIREMENT

· RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO SUBMIT PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY RECOVERY AND SUSTAINABILITY ("PHARS") ACTION ITEM: “PORTFOLIO TRANSFORMATION” DELIVERABLES DUE ON 9/30/17 TO THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD) FIELD OFFICE SATISFYING HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO'S OUTSTANDING REQUIREMENT

· RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS PRESIDENT AND ACTING DIRECTOR TO ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE SEPTEMBER 30, 2017 DEADLINE TO SELECT A NEW DEVELOPER FOR BERNAL DWELLINGS WAS MET PER THE RECOVERY AGREEMENT AND ACTION PLAN BETWEEN THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO WAS ADOPTED ON JUNE 22, 2017

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO INCREASE THE CONTRACT AMOUNT WITH VPS SECURITY LLC BY TWO HUNDRED AND SIXTY THREE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($263,000)TO PROVIDE VACANT UNIT SECURITY SYSTEMS ON UNITS INSTALLED AT THE HOPE SF SITES

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO A TWO (2) YEAR LICENSE AGREEMENT WITH YOUNG COMMUNITY DEVELOPERS TO PROVIDE SERVICES, INCLUDING WORKFORCE OPPORTUNITIES AND A FOOD PANTRY, IN THE POTRERO TERRACE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT LOCATED AT 85 TURNER TERRACE

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING NEW UTILITY ALLOWANCES FOR THE HOUSING CHOICE VOUCHER PROGRAM OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, EFFECTIVE OCTOBER 1, 2017

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO AMEND THE CONTRACT WITH QBIX LLC BY $33,754 FOR SUPPORT SERVICES FOR A TOTAL NOT EXCEED AMOUNT TO BE $73,754

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO INCREASE THE U.S. COMMUNITIES PARTNER AGREEMENT CONTRACT WITH THE HOME DEPOT TO PROVIDE MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES TO THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY BY FOUR HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($450,000) MODIFYING THE NOT-TO-EXCEED AMOUNT TO EIGHT HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($850,000)

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO USE THE U.S. COMMUNITIES GOVERNMENT PURCHASE PARTNER AGREEMENT TO INCREASE THE CONTRACT WITH HD SUPPLY TO PROVIDE MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES BY ONE HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($150,000), REVISING THE NOT-TO-EXCEED AMOUNT TO TWO HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($250,000)


· RESOLUTION APPROVING THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO’S FISCAL YEAR 2018 OPERATING BUDGET FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2018

Human Rights (Thursday, September 28, 530PM, Fromm Hall, 660 Parker Avenue) - Meeting in Community

Human Services (Thursday, September 28, 930AM)


Action Items


· Requesting ratification of actions taken by the Executive Director since the August 24, 2017 regular meeting in accordance with Commission authorization of September 28, 2017:

· Submission of requests to encumber funds in the amount of $0 for purchase of services or supplies and contingency amounts;


· Submission of 3 temporary positions for possible use in order to fill positions on a temporary basis;


· Submission of report of 84 temporary appointments made during the period of 8/16/17 thru 9/15/17


· Update – Human Services Agency Fiscal Year 2017-2018 and Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Budget


· Requesting authorization to enter an agreement with the CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES to administer the 2011 Realignment Contract Special Account on behalf of the 58 counties of California.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract with JOHN SNOW, INC. for provision of CalFresh marketing services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through August 31, 2018; in the amount of $50,000 plus a 10% contingency for a total contract amount not to exceed $55,000.


· Requesting authorization to modify the existing grant with EPISCOPAL COMMUNITY SERVICES OF SAN FRANCISCO for the provision of Medi-Cal Benefits Linkage Services; during the period of July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018; in the additional amount of $42,276 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $256,105.


· Requesting authorization to modify the existing grant with RICHMOND AREA MULTI-SERVICES, INC. for the provision of Medi-Cal Benefits Linkage Services; during the period of July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018; in the additional amount of $42,276 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $217,764.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with CHILD AND FAMILY POLICY INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA to provide CalWORKs Strategic Initiative Services; during the period of November 1, 2017 through October 31, 2018; in the additional amount of $621,062 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,827,168.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with ARRIBA JUNTOS to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $60,764, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $839,058.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with CATHOLIC CHARITIES CYO to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $9,847, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $137,418.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with CENTER ON JUVENILE AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $43,731, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $610,275.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with CENTRAL CITY HOSPITALITY HOUSE to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $45,194, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $526,965.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with EPISCOPAL COMMUNITY SERVICES OF SAN FRANCISCO to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $51,985, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $724,463.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with MISSION HIRING HALL to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $34,451, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $430,833.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with SWORDS TO PLOWSHARES to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $27,193, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $379,485.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with TOOLWORKS, INC. to provide Homeless Employment Collaborative Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $19,528, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $273,686


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with EPISCOPAL COMMUNITY SERVICES OF SAN FRANCISCO to provide the Conquering Homelessness through Employment in Food Service program; during the period of September 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017; in the additional amount of $43,169, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $566,993.

Planning and Health (Thursday, September 28, 10AM, Room 400) - SPECIAL


· CALIFORNIA PACIFIC MEDICAL CENTER (CPMC) ANNUAL COMPLIANCE STATEMENT - Joint Informational Hearing of the Planning and Health Commissions to review and comment on CPMC’s Annual Compliance Statement for 2016 and the City’s Report on CPMC’s Compliance Statement, in accordance with Section 8.2 of their Development Agreement with the City and County of San Francisco


Planning (Thursday, September 28, 1PM)

Action Items – Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance

· 2323 MISSION STREET - east side of Mission Street, between 19th and 20th Streets on Assessor’s Block 3595, Lot 029 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 145.2, 303, and 754 to establish an Outdoor Activity Area at an existing restaurant use (d.b.a. “Teeth”) in an existing two-story mixed-use building. The subject property is located within the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District and 55-X Height and Bulk Districts. (Proposed for Continuance to November 16, 2017)

· 520 28TH STREET  - north side of 28th Street between Castro and Diamond Streets; Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block  6604 (District 8) - Staff-Initiated Discretionary Review, pursuant to Planning Code Section 311(c)(1), of Building Permit Application No. 2015.11.12.2431,  proposing vertical and horizontal additions to the existing one-story single-family home, including a new second floor, a new two-car garage,  and two new basement levels within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. In addition, the Zoning Administrator will consider a Variance from the requirements for rear yard (per Planning Code Section 134). (Proposed for Continuance to November 16, 2017)

· 650 DIVISADERO STREET - southeast corner of Divisadero and Grove Streets; Lot 002B in Assessor’s Block 1202 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 271, 303, 746.10 and 746.11 to permit the development of a 6-story mixed-use building containing 66 residential dwelling units above 26 ground floor parking spaces and 3,528 square feet of commercial uses within the Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) District, the Fringe Financial Services Restricted Use District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. (Proposed for Continuance to November 30, 2017)

· 2670 GEARY BOULEVARD - northwest corner of Geary Boulevard and Masonic Avenue, Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 1071 (District 2) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 206.3, 271, and 303 to permit the development of a 10-story building containing 121 residential dwelling units above 2,193 square feet of ground floor commercial space and 7 parking spaces within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate-Scale) District and 80-D Height and Bulk District. This project is seeking increased dwelling unit density and height in exchange for providing a higher level of affordable housing than would otherwise be required through the application of the HOME-SF Program pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.3.  The project is seeking modifications to the usable open space and dwelling unit exposure requirements pursuant to Planning Code Sections 135 and 140 which may be granted by the Planning Commission pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.3.  The project is also seeking exceptions to the rear yard, architectural obstructions over streets and ground floor level active use requirements of Planning Code Sections 134, 136 and 206.3 through the procedures pursuant to Planning Code Section 303, and is seeking an exception to the bulk requirements pursuant to Planning Code Section 271. (Proposed for Continuance to November 30, 2017)

· 247 17th AVENUE – west side, between California and Clement Streets, Lot 009 in Assessor’s Block 1416 (District 1) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to demolish a two-family dwelling through a major alteration within an RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal includes renovation of the front façade and vertical and horizontal additions. The resulting building will contain two dwelling units. (Proposed for Continuance to December 7, 2017)

Discussion Only


· CONNECTSF – Informational Presentation - Staff will update the Commission on ConnectSF.  Led by the Planning Department in partnership with SFMTA, SFCTA, and OEWD, Connect SF is a partnership effort to create a unified, long‐range transportation vision for San Francisco.

· TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS GUIDELINES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW - Informational Presentation by Planning Department staff. The Planning Department uses the guidelines for assessing project’s transportation impacts as part of the California Environmental Quality Act. The Planning Department is undergoing comprehensive updates to the guidelines, which the department last updated in 2002. The presentation will provide an understanding on the transportation topics within the guidelines, a brief overview of the update, status of the update, feedback sought, and the anticipated outcomes and schedule.


· CANNABIS REGULATION  - Informational Presentation on amendments to the Planning Code and other portions of the Municipal Code in order to [1] establish a local regulatory framework for the cultivation, sale and use of adult use cannabis consistent with 2016’s Proposition 64 (The Adult Use of Marijuana Act) and [2] update regulations relating to Medical Cannabis Dispensaries (MCDs). 


Action Items


· 301-311 LAKE STREET – southwest corner of Lake Street and 4th Avenue; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 1364 (District 2) - Request for Condominium Conversion Subdivision to convert a three-story, six-unit building into residential condominiums within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

·  1849 CHESTNUT STREET - south side of Chestnut Street between Webster and Buchanan Streets; Lot 025 in Assessor’s Block 0493 - Request for Condominium Conversion Subdivision to convert a four-story, six-unit building into residential condominiums within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 830 BRODERICK STREET - east side of Broderick Street, between Golden Gate Avenue and McAllister Street on Assessor's Block 1156, Lot 021 (District 5) - Request for a Condominium Conversion Subdivision, pursuant to Subdivision Code Sections 1332 and 1381, to convert a four-story, six-unit building into residential condominiums. The subject property is located within an RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 5160 GEARY BOULEVARD - between 15th and 16th Streets, Lot 049 in Assessor’s Block 1447 (District 1) - Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 303, 303.1, and 712 to establish a Formula Retail Financial Service Use (d.b.a. “Preferred Bank”) at an existing 1,920 square-foot tenant space at the ground floor of an existing two-story commercial building, previously occupied by a Financial Service Use (d.b.a. “Pacific Western Bank”), within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project was reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 1745 TARAVAL STREET - south side of Taraval Street between 27th and 28th Avenues; Lot 041 in Assessor’s Block 2398  -  Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 781.1 and 303, for a change of use of ground-floor commercial tenant space from Retail Sales and Services (d.b.a. “Theme 18”) to Limited Restaurant [d.b.a. “Foam USA (Boba)]. The 440 sf commercial tenant space is located within a one- to two-story multi-tenant mixed-use corner building. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 781.1, an application for a permit to establish a Limited-Restaurant on the First Story and below is required to obtain Conditional Use Authorization. The subject property is located within the Taraval Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District, Taraval Street Restaurant Subdistrict Special Use District, and 50-X Height and Bulk District. The project was reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 855 BRANNAN STREET - southeast side of Brannan Street, between 7th and 8th Streets; Lot 001 of Assessor’s Block 3783 (District 6) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 843.46, to establish a new Formula Retail Limited-Restaurant use (d.b.a. “Peet’s Coffee”) in a vacant ground floor 1,658 square-foot tenant space in a newly constructed six-story, mixed-use building within the UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 68-X Height and Bulk District. The project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment. Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions


· 1990 FOLSOM STREET – Zoning Map Amendment for District Map No.ZN07 to rezone Assessor’s Block 3552 Lot 012 from PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution & Repair-1-General) to UMU (Urban Mixed-Use); and Height & Bulk District Map No. HT07 to increase the height limit for Block 3552 Lot 012 from 58-X to 90-X. These Zoning Use District Map and Height & Bulk District Map Amendments would support the 1990 Folsom Street Mixed-Use/100% Affordable Housing Project. The proposed amendments will be before the Planning Commission so that it may approve, reject, or approve with modifications and present this action to the Board of Supervisors for adoption. Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve

· 1196 COLUMBUS AVENUE - north side of Columbus Avenue, on the east side of the intersection of Columbus Avenue, Jones and Bay Streets; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 0043 (District 3) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.1 & 303 to establish a hotel use (dba: Moxy Hotel) within the C-2 (Community Business) District, Telegraph Hill-North Beach Residential Special Use District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project proposes to demolish the existing one-story commercial building and construct a four-story-over-basement, 28,308 square foot hotel with 75 rooms. Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 580 GREEN STREET - north side of Green Street, at the intersection of Columbus Avenue and Stockton Street; Lot 020A in Assessor’s Block 0116 (District 3) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.2, 178(e)(5), 303, and 722.51 to permit a change of use of a nonconforming use and nonconforming use size. The subject property previously contained a bank (d.b.a. “Citibank”) (a Financial Services Use) and the proposed project would convert the existing 8,405 square foot commercial tenant space into a medical clinic (d.b.a. “North East Medical Services” or “NEMS”) (a Medical Service Use). In service of activating the frontages along Green and Stockton Streets, NEMS proposes two (2) Accessory Use retail spaces totaling approximately 500 square feet, to be used as Retail Sales and Service Uses (e.g. patient consultation; sales of medical devices, or gift shop). Because the existing Financial Services Use is nonconforming and exceeds the use size limits of the Code, the existing use and use size are both considered nonconforming. Even though the proposed Medical Service Use is a principally permitted use in the North Beach Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD), the change of use from the nonconforming use requires Conditional Use Authorization. Minor interior tenant improvements are proposed as part of the project, with no expansion of the existing building envelope. The subject property is located within the North Beach NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District, the North Beach Financial Service, Limited Financial Service, and Business or Professional Service Subdistrict, the North Beach Special Use District,  Telegraph Hill and North Beach Residential Special Use District; and 48-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 75 FOLSOM STREET (UNITS #1005 AND 1006) - southeast side of Folsom Street, between the Embarcadero and Spear Street; Lots 031 and 032 of Assessor’s Block 3744 (District 6) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to merge two dwelling units within an existing 17-story, 67-unit residential building into one approximately 3,000 square foot dwelling unit. The project would merge an approximately 1,500 square foot, two-bedroom, two-bathroom dwelling unit (#1005) with an approximately 1,500 square foot, two-bedroom, two-bathroom dwelling unit (#1006) within the RH-DTR (Rincon Hill Downtown Residential Mixed Use) Zoning District and 84-X, 105-X, 85/200-R Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions                                           


· 1900 MISSION STREET - southwest corner of 15th and Mission Streets, Lot 01  in Assessor’s Block 3554 (District 9) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2015.0708.0963, proposing to demolish the existing 1,690 sq. ft. automotive repair shop (dba Discount Auto Performance) and construct a 16,022 gross sq. ft., seven-story over basement, 75-feet tall mixed-use building that includes 805 sq. ft. of ground-floor commercial space, twelve dwelling units at all floors of the building, 1,370 sq. ft. of combined common and private open space and eighteen Class 1 bicycle parking spaces at the basement level within the Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 80-B Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

· 711 CORBETT AVENUE - eastern side of Corbett Avenue, near the intersection of Romain Street and Corbett Avenue, Block 2755, Lot 017C (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.05.03.6398, proposing to expand the existing two-story over basement single-family residence and increase the dwelling count to three units located within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve as Revised

· 1870 MARKET STREET - north side of Market Street, between Laguna Street and Octavia Blvd.; lot 004 of Assessor’s Block 0874 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of building permit application No. 2015-0501-5151 that proposes to demolish the existing single story private garage and construct an 85-foot tall, 8-story, approximately 16,000 square-foot building containing 10 dwelling units and approximately 400 square feet of ground floor retail within a NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District and 85-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions

Misc. 

· Planning Zoning Variance Hearing (Wednesday, September 27, 930AM)



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

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

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON THE PASSING OF NEIGHBORHOOD GROCER AND COMMUNITY

LEADER KONSTANTINOS “GUS” VARDAKASTANIS
Date: Friday, September 22, 2017 2:11:29 PM
Attachments: 9.22.17 Passing of Gus Vardakastanis.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: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2017 1:38 PM
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON THE PASSING OF NEIGHBORHOOD GROCER AND
COMMUNITY LEADER KONSTANTINOS “GUS” VARDAKASTANIS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, September 22, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** STATEMENT ***
 

MAYOR LEE ON THE PASSING 
OF NEIGHBORHOOD GROCER AND COMMUNITY LEADER

KONSTANTINOS “GUS” VARDAKASTANIS
 
“I am heartbroken at the loss of our beloved Gus Vardakastanis, a dedicated small business
owner, immigrant entrepreneur and community leader. He provided healthy and affordable
produce to the neighborhoods he served and employed many residents at his three local
markets. His welcoming and entrepreneurial spirit will be missed by the many people he
touched.
 
Our thoughts and prayers are with Gus’ family and friends during this time of sorrow.  Gus
will be missed, but his memory will live on through his lasting contributions to the City he
loved.”
 
 

###
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MAYOR LEE ON THE PASSING  
OF NEIGHBORHOOD GROCER AND COMMUNITY LEADER 
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“I am heartbroken at the loss of our beloved Gus Vardakastanis, a dedicated small business owner, immigrant 
entrepreneur and community leader. He provided healthy and affordable produce to the neighborhoods he 
served and employed many residents at his three local markets. His welcoming and entrepreneurial spirit will be 
missed by the many people he touched. 
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew

Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Mayor Lee"s 11th Annual Latino Heritage Month Celebration and Awards Ceremony Invite - Monday, September 25th at 5:30pm
Date: Friday, September 22, 2017 10:47:44 AM
Attachments: 2017 Latino Heritage Month Celebration Invite.pdf
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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: Tsang, Francis 
Sent: Thursday, September 21, 2017 4:08 PM
To: Carpenter, Adele; Quesada, Amy (PRT); Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Ballard, Krista (HSA); Badasow, Bridget (HSA) (DSS); Chan, Donald (REG); Varner,
Christina (RNT); Stewart, Crystal (ADM); Vaughn, Carla (PUC); Mauer, Dan (REC); Hood, Donna (PUC); dwanekennedy@gmail.com; Nelson, Eric (ADM); Ethics
Commission, (ETH); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Glover, Dannielle (HRC); Larrick, Herschell (WOM); Jean Caramatti (AIR); Norris, Jennifer (WAR); Ionin, Jonas
(CPC); Austin, Kate (ADM); Kilshaw, Rachael (POL); Scott, Laini (HSS); lhathhorn@asianart.org; Rainey, Louise (HSA); McArthur, Margaret (REC); Morewitz,
Mark (DPH); martinl@sfha.org; Conefrey, Maureen (FIR); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Brown, Michael (CSC); Hewitt, Nadya (REG); Nickens, Norm (RET); OCII,
CommissionSecretary (CII); Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Silva-Re, Pauline (JUV); Polk, Zoe (HRC); Pon, Adrienne (ADM); Fontes, Portia (ECN); Tom, Risa (POL);
roberta.boomer@sfmta.com; Blackman, Sue (LIB); SFVACSECRETARY@gmail.com ; Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART); Harris, Sonya (DBI)
Subject: Mayor Lee's 11th Annual Latino Heritage Month Celebration and Awards Ceremony Invite - Monday, September 25th at 5:30pm
 
Good afternoon.
Please invite all Commissioners.
Thanks!
Francis
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Mayor Edwin M. Lee
together with 


City Treasurer José Cisneros 
District Attorney George Gascón


City Attorney Dennis Herrera 
Director of 311 Customer Service Center Nancy Alfaro 


Director of Department of Public Health Barbara Garcia 
Director of Department of Child Support Services Karen Roye


San Francisco City Librarian Luis Herrera
Commissioner of the San Francisco Board of Education Mark Sanchez


City College of San Francisco Board of Trustee Brigitte Davila


Kindly request the pleasure of your company at the


2017 Latino Heritage Month Celebration 
and Awards Ceremony


“Stronger Together, We Define Our Future”


Monday, September 25th, 2017
5:30pm – 7:30pm


Seating will be limited and begin at 5:00pm
North Light Court and Rotunda


City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place


San Francisco, CA 94102


Refreshments will be provided after the ceremony 
in the North Light Court






Mayor Edwin M. Lee
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San Francisco City Librarian Luis Herrera
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Kindly request the pleasure of your company at the

2017 Latino Heritage Month Celebration
and Awards Ceremony

“Stronger Together, We Define Our Future”

Monday, September 25, 2017

5:30pm - 7:30pm
Seating will be limited and begin at 5:00pm
North Light Court and Rotunda
City Hall
1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
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in the North Light Court






 
Francis Tsang
Deputy Chief of Staff
Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee
415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org

mailto:francis.tsang@sfgov.org


Get Connected with Mayor Ed Lee 
www.sfmayor.org
Twitter @mayoredlee
 
 

http://www.sfmayor.org/

