
From: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: 701 Valencia Street Additional Public Comment Post Publication
Date: Thursday, March 15, 2018 3:35:52 PM
Attachments: Public Comment After Publication.pdf

Hello Commissions Secretary,
 
Attached please find the additional public comment that has been received by the Planning
Department regarding 701 Valencia Street case no. 2017-004489CUA after the packet was published
last week. Hard copies have been printed and will be provided to the Planning Commission at the
scheduled hearing.
 
Thank you,
 
Esmeralda Jardines, Senior Planner
Southeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9144 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Albert Hernandez <asfalbert@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2018 3:18 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Hilary.Ronen@sfgov.org
Cc: ryen@pristineparking.com


Hi Esmeralda,  
  
My name is Albert Hernandez and I am 32 year Bay Area native. I am always delighted to see local business 
owners such as Ryen transform otherwise unnoticed and under‐utilized locations such as 701 Valencia into 
thriving community spaces. 
  
I have worked with Ryen on several philanthropic projects, primarily for the 501C3 organization “Cuba Skate”, 
for which I am a Brand Ambassador. Whenever I have approached him about donations, the answer was never 
“How much do you need?” – it was always “How much can you pack?”. His last donation was upwards of $1K 
of product (Shoes, socks, shirts and skateboards), all of which was donated to youth in Havana, Cuba.  
  
Ryen has not only been a pleasure to work with professionally, but he has a sincere interest in the well‐being 
of all those around him. I’m admittedly slightly overweight, and Ryen has been more than happy to discuss 
healthy life choices with me whenever I have asked – yet another reason I believe he is so passionate about 
this food‐related project. With the community space available, locals will now have access to healthier options 
(provided by other locals!) aside from nearby fast food chains.   
  
Ryen is analytical, critical, thoughtful and I have no doubt he will find solutions to any concerns neighboring 
residents may have.  
  
Sincerely,  
  
‐Albert Hernandez 
 
Stashedboxes Editor / Writer / Social Media guru 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Wayne Walker <waynewalkersf@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 3:59 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary
Cc: ryen@pristineparking.com
Subject: 701 Valencia St Project - Record #2017-004489CUA - Letter of Support


Dear San Francisco Planning Department, 
 
I am writing to express my support for the proposed Conditional Use Authorization proposal for 701 Valencia 
Street scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission on March 15, 2018. 
 
As a 4th generation San Francisco who frequents this district often for both business and pleasure, I feel the 
proposed re purposing of the parking lot at the corner of 18th and Valencia into a community gathering space is 
a much needed addition to the neighborhood. The proposal offers inclusiveness to all in our community. With 
so many infrastructure projects constantly occurring in the city which can cause disruptions and inconveniences 
to residents and visitors, the low environment impact to quickly transform this space into the proposed purpose 
should be seen as a major boon. With so many small business owners struggling to make it in this current 
economy, I can't think of many better ways for the City of San Francisco to be accommodating to them. 
 
I do hope you approve this proposal. 
 
Thanks for your consideration, 
 
Wayne Walker 
waynewalkersf@gmail.com 







 


 


 


Dear Planning Department,  


I am writing on behalf of the Valencia Corridor Merchants Association in regard to a project 


proposed by Ryen Motzek at 701 Valencia Street.  We understand that Mr. Motzek’s project 


will include as few as one and perhaps as many as five food trucks in the Cherin’s Parking lot 


located at 18th and Valencia Streets.  Due to sharing the space with Cherin’s during their normal 


business hours the number of trucks will be minimal during the day from Tuesday through 


Saturday and may increase Sundays, Mondays and in the evenings.  On Fridays and Saturdays, 


the hours will extend closing at 11:00 pm (weekdays closing at 9:00 pm).  Our feeling is that 


bringing new life and activity to an otherwise barren and unattractive location will be good for 


the corridor and the neighborhood.  As it stands the parking lot is at best a vacant corner but at 


times a blight and has been known to attract unsavory behavior.  We feel the Mr. Motzek’s 


proposed hours are inline with other restaurants in the area including those, such as Farina 


Pizza (now closed), with outdoor seating and given the commercial and active nature of the 


corridor we see his hours and the associated “noise pollution” to be within an acceptable range. 


Finally, Mr. Motzek’s proposal is one that will service both daytime and evening customers at a 


reasonable cost which is the type of food establishment that has been disappearing along the 


street. 


In short, we’re excited to have something happen on that corner and would like to offer our full 


support for the project as we understand it. 


Sincerely, 


 


Sean Quigley 


President 


https://valenciastreetsf.com/   


Our Mission is to cultivate and beautify the corridor for the benefit of visitors, residents and merchants.  


Additionally, we endeavor to combine our voices and views toward the goal of maintaining the unique 


identity and independent spirit of the neighborhood. 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Tyler Dorman <tbdorman@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 8:32 PM
To: Ronen, Hillary; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Cc: Ryen Motzek
Subject: 701 Valencia


Hello Esmeralda & Hillary, 
 
I am writing to express my families support of Pristine Parking’s work to improve the lot at 701 Valencia.  
 
As a new father and nearly life long resident of the Bay Area, I personally care deeply about the stewardship of 
all the things that make the community vibrant, safe and integrated. 
 
Ryen has a long history of being successful at engaging communities to champion positive change and lasting 
impact. Whether it’s as a small business owner, community organizer, or city associate — Ryen knows how to 
bring people together in authentic and tasteful ways.  
 
I have no reason to believe 701 Valencia will be anything short of the above. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tyler  
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Tom Radulovich <tom@livablecity.org>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 7:16 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Cc: Ryen Motzek; Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Rich Hillis; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Melgar, Myrna 


(CPC); Rodney Fong; Kathrin Moore; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
Subject: 701 Valencia Street 


Dear Ms. Jardines, 
 
Attached are our comments on the proposed parking lot and other uses at 701 Valencia. 
 
701 Valencia Street is a corner lot, fronting onto both 18th and Valencia streets, in the Valencia Street NCT 
district. The lot is currently used as a parking lot by an appliance store located on a separate lot on the same 
block. 
 
Parking lots of any kind - accessory or non-accessory - are not permitted in the Valencia Street Neighborhood 
Commercial Transit District. Ordinance 72-08, approved by the BoS in April 2008, prohibited any Parking Lot 
in NCT districts, allowing temporary Parking Lots for a period of up to two years, with Conditional Use 
authorization. Ordinance 298-08, signed into law in December 2008, both established the Valencia Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District, and included the two subject lots within the NCT district. The ordinance 
also prohibited driveways along Valencia Street between 15th and 23rd streets. Under Section 184(a) of the 
Planning Code, nonconforming Parking Lots may continue for five years and 90 days from the date that they 
became nonconforming (January 2009 in this instance) but the nonconforming use must be discontinued at the 
end of five years and 90 days. The relevant code sections are attached below. 
 
In addition to the nonconforming parking lot, the lot currently has several nonconforming features. It does not 
have the greening and permeable surfaces along its sidewalk edge, screening or ornamental fencing, and interior 
lighting and landscaping required by Section 142 for parking lots in all districts. It does not meet the 
requirements for active street-fronting uses (Section 145.1) along either 18th or Valencia streets, or the active 
street-fronting commercial uses facing onto Valencia Street, as required by Section 145.4. 
 
We have spoken to the applicant, Ryen Motzek, who is seeking permission for a Public Parking Lot use, and for 
food trucks (Restaurant or Limited-Restaurant uses) with an outdoor seating area (Outdoor Activity Area) when 
the area is not being used for parking. He says the restaurant and outdoor activity uses will take place during the 
day on Sunday, and in the evening when the lot is not being used for parking. He says that the Public Parking 
lot use is transitional, and will be phased out within a few months once the restaurants and outdoor activity area 
are in operation. Restaurants and Limited-Restaurants are principally-permitted uses in the district, subject to 
the required Operating Conditions of Section 202.2, and an Outdoor Activity Area is also principally permitted 
in the front of a building. 
 
Our comments on specific uses and features of the proposed project are as follows: 
 
1. Parking lot use. A parking lot use is neither necessary nor desirable in this location. We urge you not to 
recommend a temporary Parking Lot use, and the commission not to approve such a temporary use. The area is 
heavily used by people walking and people on bikes, and is in a transit-rich area of the city. Valencia is one of 
the most important cycling routes in the city, and is heavily used by pedestrians, but this stretch of Valencia is a 
high-injury corridor for pedestrians and cyclists. 18th Street has an important cross-town bus line, and there’s a 
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bus stop immediately adjacent to the lot. Parking on the site worsens the conflicts between automobiles and 
walking, cycling, and public transit, and compromises the safety of people walking and cycling. Parking lots are 
a nonconforming, and undesirable, use in the district, and the Valencia NCT controls were intended to phase 
them out. The parking lot creates an activity desert, interrupting the continuity of the commercial district, and 
isolating several businesses immediately to the east 18th from the rest of the commercial district. The parking 
lot is currently a source of irritation for neighbors, and attracts graffiti, litter, and noisy loitering. There are 
many other desirable uses for the site, including small and locally-owned neighborhood-serving businesses, 
with housing above. The area has high rents and high housing prices, and needs both more housing and more 
high-quality storefront spaces. This lot is one of only three remaining lots in the entire commercial district 
where new development can go without displacing either existing housing or existing storefront commercial 
uses and institutions. A parking lot use should not be permitted at all. At worst, it should be continued for no 
more than a year. 
 
2. Valencia driveway. Section 155(r) of the Code prohibits driveways on Valencia Street. Section 303(t), 
which set the conditions under which a temporary parking lot use may be permitted, prohibits access to a 
parking lot from "any frontages protected in Section 155(r)” [Sec. 303(t)(3)(D)]. The Department cannot 
approve a temporary parking lot that uses Valencia Street for access, and must require that parking and loading 
access and egress to the lot for any approved use be from 18th Street, and not from Valencia Street, with and the 
Valencia Street edge of the lot used for a landscaped seating area, as described below. 
 
3. Screening and greening. Section 303(t) requires of any temporary parking lot use that “the proposed facility 
meets or exceeds all relevant urban design requirements and policies of this Code and the General Plan 
regarding wrapping with active uses and architectural screening” [Sec. 303(t)(3)(D)]. The screening and 
greening requirements for any vehicular use area in Section 142 are for at least 5’ depth of landscaping or other 
permeable surface, and screened with ornamental fencing. Since the parking lot use will, at worst, be short-
term, and at best non-existent, we suggest that the ZA use his discretion under Section 142 to require one of the 
alternative edge treatments, which include "pedestrian lighting, benches and seating areas”. A landscaped 
seating area with a kiosk or food truck, together with some planters and permeable paving, could satisfy the 
requirements for the alternative landscape treatments to “provide a visual effect that promotes and enhances the 
pedestrian experience through the use of quality urban design; Promote the reduction of stormwater runoff; and 
Use climate appropriate plant materials.” This edge treatment is also consistent with the proposed long-term 
use, a restaurant and outdoor activity area. A parking lot, that parks cars up to the sidewalk, obviously, meets 
none of these requirements; if the Commission approves a temporary parking use, a landscaped seating area 
with food service should be provided at all times next to the sidewalk, not just when the area isn’t being used 
for parking. 
 
4. Restaurant and outdoor activity use. A restaurant and outdoor activity use on the site is a huge 
improvement over current parking lot use, and replaces what is now a blight on the neighborhood with a new 
amenity. The long building front occupied by Cherin’s appliances, immediately to the south of 701 Valencia, is 
shabby, has obscured windows, and offers little of interest to pedestrians. This stretch of otherwise lively 
Valencia often feels derelict at night; the parking lot makes the effect worse. An outdoor activity which operates 
into the evening hours and on Sundays will enliven that stretch of Valencia, and connect the activity of Valencia 
down 18th towards Mission Street. The business model - small kiosks or food trucks - are amenable to locally-
owned small businesses without a lot of capital, and we have urged the applicant to work with La Cocina to 
expand small business opportunities for Mission District residents.  
 
5. Operating Conditions. We have spoken with the applicant, and feel confident that he has a plan for 
complying with the operating conditions, aka the “good neighbor standards”, in the code - keeping the area 
clean and secure during outside business hours, and controlling noise and other impacts. We ask that the project 
provide electrical power to any food trucks or kiosks so that they don’t run noisy and polluting diesel motors. 
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Thank you for your attention. 
 
Best, 
 
Tom Radulovich 
Executive Director 
Livable City & Sunday Streets 
301 8th Street, Suite 235 
San Francisco CA 94103 
415 344-0489 
www.livablecity.org 
tom@livablecity.org 
 
 * * * Applicable Planning Code sections * * * 
 
SEC. 142.  SCREENING AND GREENING OF PARKING AND VEHICLE USE AREAS. 
   Off-street parking and "vehicle use areas" adjacent to the public right-of-way shall be screened as provided in 
this Section. 
   (a)   Screening of Parking and Vehicle Use Areas less than 25 Linear Feet Adjacent to a Public Right-of-Way.
      (1)   Every off-street parking space within a building, where not enclosed by solid building walls, shall be 
screened from view from all Streets and Alleys through use of garage doors or by some other means. 
      (2)   Along rear yard areas and other interior open spaces, all off-street parking spaces, driveways and 
maneuvering areas within buildings shall be screened from view and confined by solid building walls. 
      (3)   Off-street parking spaces in parking lots shall meet the requirements of Section 156 and other 
applicable provisions of Article 1.5 of this Code. Such parking areas shall be screened from view as provided in 
Section 156(c) of this Code. 
   (b)   Vehicular Use Areas That Are Greater than 25 Linear Feet along the Public Right-of-Way. All lots 
containing vehicular use areas where such area has more than 25 linear feet along any public right-of-way shall 
provide screening in accordance with the requirements of this Section and the Ornamental Fencing 
Section 102.32. The following instances shall trigger the screening requirements for these vehicle use areas: 
      (1)   Any existing vehicular use area that is accessory to an existing principal use if such use expands gross 
floor area equal to 20 percent or more of the gross floor area of an existing building; 
      (2)   Any repair rehabilitation or expansion of any existing vehicular use area, if such repair, rehabilitation 
or expansion would increase the number of existing parking spaces by either more than 20% or by more than 
four spaces, whichever is greater; or 
      (3)   The excavation and reconstruction of an existing vehicular use are if such excavation and 
reconstruction involves the removal of 200 square feet or more of the asphalt, concrete or other surface devoted 
to vehicular use. This provision does not apply to the resurfacing due to emergency work to underground 
utilities if such work is intended to maintain safety or other public purpose beyond the control of the property 
owner. 
   (c)   Perimeter Screening. All vehicular use areas that are greater than 25 linear feet adjacent to the public 
right-of-way shall provide a screening feature around the perimeter of the lot adjacent to the public right-of-
way. Screening shall add to the visual diversity of the use and need not be an opaque barrier. This feature shall 
be at least one of the following: 
      (1)   Ornamental fencing or a solid wall that is 4 feet in height and a 5 foot deep permeable surface with 
landscaping along the perimeter of the lot that is adjacent to a public right-of-way and compliant with the 
applicable water use requirements of Administrative Code Chapter 63; or 
      (2)   A combination of permeable landscaping compliant with the applicable water use requirements of 
Administrative Code Chapter 63 and ornamental fencing where the permeable surface and landscaping is the 
equivalent area of a 5 foot deep average perimeter landscaping that has been otherwise configured to result in 
either: (i) a public space or amenity that is accessible from the public right-of-way or (ii) a natural drainage 
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system, such as combined swales, retention basins, detention basins or rain gardens, to reduce stormwater 
runoff. 
   (d)   The Zoning Administrator is authorized to modify the requirements of subsection thereby allowing 
alternative landscape treatments to partially or wholly satisfy this screening requirement provided that 
alternative landscape treatments such as landscaped berms, perimeter plantings, pedestrian lighting, benches 
and seating areas, or additional landscaping and tree plantings are provided elsewhere on the site and will be 
visible from the public right-of-way or are provided in the public right-of-way as regulated by Section 810B of 
the Public Works Code. The Zoning Administrator may authorize such modification only upon finding that the 
proposed alternative landscape treatment would: 
      (1)   Provide a visual effect that promotes and enhances the pedestrian experience through the use of quality 
urban design; 
      (2)   Promote the reduction of stormwater runoff and 
      (3)   Use climate appropriate plant materials, as defined in Public Works Code Section 802.1, that are 
compliant with the applicable water use requirements of Administrative Code Chapter 63. 
 
SEC. 159.  REQUIRED OFF-STREET PARKING NOT ON THE SAME LOT AS THE STRUCTURE OR 
USE SERVED. 
(c) All Uses Other Than Dwellings. Required off-street parking spaces for all uses other than dwellings shall be 
located on the same lot as the use served, as an accessory use, or within a walking distance of 800 feet, as either 
a principal or a conditional use, depending upon the use provisions applicable to the district in which such 
parking is located. 
 
SEC. 156.  PARKING LOTS. 
   (a)   Definition. For purposes of this section, a “parking lot” is defined as an off-street open area or portion 
thereof solely for the parking of passenger automobiles. Such an area or portion shall be considered a parking 
lot whether or not on the same lot as another use, whether or not required by this Code for any structure or use, 
and whether classified as an accessory, principal or Conditional Use. 
   (b)   Conditional Use. 
      (1)   Where parking lots are specified in Articles 2, 7, or 8 of this Code as a use for which Conditional Use 
approval is required in a certain district, such Conditional Use approval shall be required only for such parking 
lots in such district as are not qualified as accessory uses under Section 204.5 of this Code. The provisions of 
this Section 156 shall, however, apply to all parking lots whether classified as accessory, principal, or 
Conditional Uses. 
 * * *  
 
SEC. 184.  SHORT-TERM CONTINUANCE OF CERTAIN NONCONFORMING USES. 
   The period of time during which the following nonconforming uses may continue or remain shall be limited to 
five years from the effective date of this Code (May 2, 1960), or of the amendment thereto which caused the use 
to be nonconforming. Every such nonconforming use shall be completely eliminated within 90 days after the 
expiration of such period.  
   (a)   A Parking Lot or any other Any nonconforming commercial or industrial use of land where no enclosed 
building is involved in such use, except for permanent off-street Parking Lots in the C-3-O, C-3-R, and C-3-G 
Districts existing on the effective date of Ordinance No. 414-85, provided that such lots are screened in the 
manner required by Section 156(e); such permanent uses shall be eliminated no later than five years and 90 days 
from the effective date of an amendment to this Code that makes such permanent uses nonconforming. 
 
SEC. 204.5.  PARKING AND LOADING AS ACCESSORY USES. 
   In order to be classified as an accessory use, off-street parking and loading shall meet all of the following 
conditions: 
   (a)   Location. Such parking or loading facilities shall be located on the same lot as the structure or use served 
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by them. (For provisions concerning required parking on a separate lot as a principal or Conditional Use, 
see Sections 156, 159, 160 and 161of this Code.) 
 * * *  
 
SEC. 303.  CONDITIONAL USES. 
 * * * 
(t)   Non-accessory Parking. When considering a Conditional Use application for non-accessory parking for a 
specific use or uses, the Planning Commission shall find affirmatively that the project satisfies the following 
criteria, in addition to those of subsection 303(c), as applicable. 
      (1)   In all zoning districts, the Planning Commission shall apply the following criteria: 
         (A)   Demonstration that trips to the use or uses to be served, and the apparent demand for additional 
parking, cannot be satisfied by the amount of parking classified by this Code as accessory, by transit service 
which exists or is likely to be provided in the foreseeable future, by car pool arrangements, by more efficient 
use of existing on-street and off-street parking available in the area, and by other means; 
         (B)   Demonstration that the apparent demand for additional parking cannot be satisfied by the provision 
by the applicant of one or more car-share parking spaces in addition to those that may already be required by 
Section 166 of this Code; 
         (C)   The absence of potential detrimental effects of the proposed parking upon the surrounding area, 
especially through unnecessary demolition of sound structures, contribution to traffic congestion, or disruption 
of or conflict with transit services, walking, and cycling; 
         (D)   In the case of uses other than housing, limitation of the proposed parking to short-term occupancy by 
visitors rather than long-term occupancy by employees; and 
         (E)   Availability of the proposed parking to the general public at times when such parking is not needed 
to serve the use or uses for which it is primarily intended. 
 * * *  
      (3)   For Non-Accessory Parking in C-3, RC, NCT, and RTO Districts: 
         (A)   The rate structure of Section 155(g) shall apply; 
         (B)   The project sponsor has produced a survey of the supply and utilization of all existing publicly-
accessible parking facilities, both publicly and privately owned, within one-half mile of the subject site, and has 
demonstrated that such facilities do not contain excess capacity, including via more efficient space management 
or extended operations; 
         (C)   In the case of expansion of existing facilities, the facility to be expanded has already maximized 
capacity through use of all feasible space efficient techniques, including valet operation or mechanical stackers;
         (D)   The proposed facility meets or exceeds all relevant urban design requirements and policies of this 
Code and the General Plan regarding wrapping with active uses and architectural screening, and such parking is 
not accessed from any frontages protected in Section 155(r); 
         (E)   Non-accessory parking facilities shall be permitted in new construction only if the ratio between the 
amount of Occupied Floor Area of principally or conditionally-permitted non- parking uses to the amount of 
Occupied Floor Area of parking is at least two to one; 
         (F)   The proposed facility shall dedicate no less than 5% of its spaces for short-term, transient use by car 
share vehicles as defined in Section 166, vanpool, rideshare, or other co-operative auto programs, and shall 
locate these vehicles in a convenient and priority location. These spaces shall not be used for long-term storage 
or to satisfy the requirement of Section 166, but rather are intended for use by short-term visitors and customers. 
Parking facilities intended for sole and dedicated use as long-term storage for company or government 
fleet vehicles, and not to be available to the public nor to any employees for commute purposes, are not subject 
to this requirement; 
         (G)   For new or expanding publicly owned non-accessory parking facilities in the C-3, RC, NCT, and 
RTO Districts, the following shall also apply: 
            (i)   Expansion or implementation of techniques to increase utilization of existing public parking 
facilities in the vicinity has been explored in preference to creation of new facilities, and has been demonstrated 
to be infeasible; 
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            (ii)   The City has demonstrated that all major institutions (cultural, educational, government) and 
employers in the area intended to be served by the proposed facility have Transportation Demand Management 
programs in place to encourage and facilitate use of public transit, carpooling, car sharing, bicycling, walking, 
and taxis; 
            (iii)   The City has demonstrated that conflicts with pedestrian, cycling, and transit movement resulting 
from the placement of driveways and ramps, the breaking of continuity of shopping facilities along sidewalks, 
and the drawing of traffic through areas of heavy pedestrian concentration, have been minimized, and such 
impacts have been mitigated to the fullest extent possible; and 
            (iv)   The proposed parking conforms to the objectives and policies of the General Plan and any 
applicable area plans, and is consistent with the City’s transportation management, sustainability, and climate 
protection goals. 
 * * * 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: tanner wilkin <wilkintanner@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 5:25 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Cc: ryen@pristineparking.com
Subject: Support for the 701 Valencia project


Hi Esmeralda, 
 
 
I want to offer my support for the project at 701 Valencia street. My wife and I enjoy spending much of our 
time in this area with friends and family. We feel this project is coming from a place of positivity and hope to 
see the project progress into something the entire community can embrace and support. I am confident this 
project overall will bring people together while promoting a safe environment.  
 
Thank you for your time and hope to see this project move forward.  
 
Tanner Wilkin 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Stephen Satterfield <isawstephen@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 12:17 PM
To: Ronen, Hillary; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); ryen@pristineparking.com
Subject: 701 Valencia.


To Whom it May Concern:  
 
I'm writing to express my support of the community space 701 Valencia. As a food writer and community member in the Bay 
Area for the decade, I've seen our city's rich food culture come under stress given the often prohibitive cost barriers to entry for 
brick and mortar restaurants. These barriers negatively affect our communities and the kinds of restaurants and talented young 
chefs who emerge from our city, preserving our reputation as a culinary destination. Now more the ever, mobile food businesses 
offer an opportunity to build communities and launch restaurant businesses without the overhead. You can see what this has 
done for the tourism and culture of places like Portland and Austin. We need to continue to stay ahead of these trends and 701 
Valencia helps us do that.  
 
 
Kindly,  
 
Stephen Satterfield  
founder:@whetstonemagazine  
skype: @isawstephen |  
 
phone:(404) 509-2864 
insta:@isawstephen  
| 
 tweet:@isawstephen   
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: sara budin <sbudin18@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 4:47 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel 


(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Cc: Ronen, Hillary
Subject: 701 Valencia Street Project : thoughts and concerns


Planning Department Commissioners, 
 
I am writing on behalf of myself, my husband and my 5 year old daughter regarding the proposed plan to 
develop the space at 701 Valencia Street (Cherin's Appliance parking lot). I have lived across the street at 3496 
18th Street for 12 years and I have personal interest in how this space is used and developed since it is 
essentially in my "front yard".  
 
First and foremost, I respect the idea of working to re-imagine the space into something  more community 
oriented and I appreciate the efforts to think "outside the box". That said, I have some concerns. Since, I am 
unable to attend the hearing on March 15, I appreciate if you can review my concerns and include them in the 
discussion on the proposed development. At best, my intentions are to trouble shoot and insure that all points of 
view are being heard, considered and addressed now in order to diminish any dissatisfactions some residential 
neighbors may be feeling. 


 Noise : This is my biggest concern. The corner of 18th Street and Valencia is a crossroads for a variety 
of activities. Over the years, many street musicians set up on the corner and play late into the night and I 
have made many noise complaints to the police over the years, but I have come to realize that my noise 
complaints are not high up on the list of issues that are Police Department must deal with. The most 
recent example is of a marching band that plays on a regular basis on weekday nights and the sound is so 
loud that it makes it hard for my child to get to sleep (with closed double pane windows and a white 
noise sound machine). Based on my personal experience of the bands and loud pedestrians, I am 
concerned that a crowd of people eating (and drinking) across the street will create a great deal of noise 
too and interfere with child's sleep - especially on weekdays when she is attending school. In addition, if 
the proposed establishment chooses to play music of anytime over a speaker system, this will also 
reinforce the sound level to rise as customers tend to speak more loudly if they are talking over loud 
music. 


 Alcohol:  


1. My first concern around the consumption of alcohol is how it directly relates to noise. The more people 
drink, the louder people speak and as a result the more disruptive it becomes in my home for my child to 
rest. 


2. Is this only beer service? How late is alcohol served?  
3. Will the space be designed to keep people within the confines of the parking lot while drinking or will 


customers be able to easily get a beer and walk over the simple cable that currently serves as the barrier 
between the parking lot and the sidewalk? This is a question of safety. 


 How does the current proposal address creating a space as being "family oriented"? I understand the 
offerings of food and seating foster a family environment and I am curious if there is anything else 
planned that may further create a "family oriented" feeling? Is there something about the space that is 
especially inviting and unique for parents and children? I welcome further thoughts and ideas around 







2


this from the site developer. As a parent, I actually love the idea of a family oriented space and to me 
that means that the space offers activities that will keep my child entertained while we are eating.  


 Hours of operation? I understand that this might be influenced by demand but  out of respect for the 
neighbors that are residential and not commercial, it would be appreciated to agree on reasonable closing 
times (8pm) - especially on weekdays when people and especially children need to get to sleep.   


 Sidewalk Safety: What are the plans to manage possible lines of people waiting to enter the space? Will 
there be designated personnel to manage people in lines? When the marching band plays and when other 
events have occurred in this space, people tend to take over the sidewalks and spill into the bike lanes on 
the street. Obviously this is not a safe situation for any pedestrians, cyclists or car drivers. 


Thank you for your time and I appreciate you being able to share and represent my thoughts and concerns in my 
absence. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sara Budin 
3496 18th ST 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Robert Bilbao <roberttaylorbilbao@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 10:24 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary
Cc: Ryen Motzek


Esmerelda, 
 
I'm writing to provide my support for the proposed 701 Valencia Project. 
 
As a San Francisco Bay Area native/San Francisco resident that has 
spent a lot of time working and socializing on the Valencia corridor, 
I think I speak for several of our residents that the neighborhood is 
ever-changing. Some changes are viewed as positive, but many can be 
deemed the opposite. The 701 Project, to me, represents the exact type 
of change that we are looking for as residents of this great 
neighborhood. It's a step forward, with a simultaneous nod to the 
past. This project holistically supports the city, the neighborhood, 
and all the people in it. For consumers and business owners alike, it 
takes a run down parking lot and transforms it to a beautiful safe 
space. Also, from what I understand, the project sponsor is very 
cooperative. I'm sure if there were any concerns from nearby business 
owners or neighbors that they would be addressed in a considered and 
timely manner. 
 
Economically it's  a win. Socially it's a win. It's a no-brainer for 
me. I look forward to seeing this proposed project come to life. 
 
 
--  
Best,  
 
Robert Bilbao 
Hall Capital Partners LLC 
https://www.linkedin.com/in/robertbilbao 







1


Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Rad Reyes <rreyes@putnamtoyota.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 11:10 AM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary
Cc: ryen@pristineparking.com
Subject: 701 Valencia St


Hello Esmerelda, 


I'm writing to show my full support to the proposed changes to 701 Valencia St. As a long time resident of San 
Francisco, I see nothing but a positive outcome as a result of this change.  As a family of 6, it would be nice to 
have a safe community space us to hang out. As you know, the City is changing rapidly...a lot of the culture and 
character is being stripped away. I feel that this would be a step in the right direction towards building a positive 
community feeling for all. I strongly ask you so support this project. 


Hoping for your consideration, 


  
Rad Reyes  
Putnam Toyota | Service Manager 
650.373.4366 Direct  
650.340.6900 Main  
rreyes@putnamtoyota.com 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Patrick Beaudouin <me@patrickbeaudouin.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 11:07 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary
Cc: ryen@pristineparking.com
Subject: Support for 701 Valencia Proposal


Esmeralda,  
 
I am writing to express my full support for the proposed changes to the 701 Valencia St. parking lot.  
 
As a Bay Area native, freelance photographer and former student at SFSU I have wished for more positive, multi purpose 
public spaces appropriate for those of all ages. As someone who spends a lot of time in the mission district, I feel the 
plans put forth represent a responsible and community-focused approach to harnessing the potential that the lot has and 
will transform what is now a normal parking lot to a positive space for the local community and visitors. I also appreciate 
the plan's vision of providing value to the local businesses like Cherin’s (whose longevity are an important backbone to the 
local economy and society).  
 
Thank you.  
 
 
-- 
Patrick Beaudouin 
www.patrickbeaudouin.net 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Nick Perez <nickperez007@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2018 2:31 AM
To: Ronen, Hillary; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: Cherins lot 


 I'm sending this email to support the new project on the cherins lot. I think it will be a great improvement to that 
corner. I have worked for Ryen for many years and everything he's put his mind to has been successfully completed. I 
truly think that this project will benefit the community.  
 
Nicholas Perez  
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Nersi Nejad <nersinejad@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 8:51 PM
To: Ronen, Hillary; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Cc: ryen@pristineparking.com
Subject: In support of 701 Valencia


Hillary and Esmeralda, 
 
Hope this email finds you both very well.  I'm writing to show my full support of the proposed community 
space at 701 Valencia Street.   
 
I have been a resident of San Francisco for 10 years (and the Bay Area for 30), as well as a son to two 
extremely hard working immigrant parents that have owned small businesses in the SOMA district from 1990-
2005.  Additionally I have spent many years working in the service industry on Valencia Street.  That said, I am 
extremely familiar with the ever-changing community, culture, and ecosystem of San Francisco and the Mission 
District. 
 
The proposed project will DEFINITELY have a positive contribution to the local inhabitants, small businesses, 
and overall aesthetic of the community at large.  I can say this with complete confidence as both a active 
member of the community, and as a former business student who specialized in poverty. 
 
I understand that there might be hesitation to initiatives like this, as many people have already opened 
businesses with no regard for the local community.  Ryen Motzek is someone I know who genuinely cares 
about the community and its residents. 
 
Thank you for you attention and your consideration to the matter, 
Nersi Nejad 
nersinejad@gmail.com 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Megan Labrador <megan.labrador@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 8:09 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary
Cc: ryen@pristineparking.com
Subject: 701 Valencia parking lot


Hi Esmeralda , 
 
I am writing a letter of support for the 701 Valencia Project. I am a longtime resident of San Francisco, and a female, 
who lives nearby the parking lot and spends most of my time in this part of the neighborhood. I am in support because I 
feel this particular change will be good for the neighborhood. I say “this particular change” because not all change has 
been positive for the community. We are in dire need for spaces like this that preserves the integrity of the area while 
allowing for space, that is uncommon in SF, to be used and available for people of all financial backgrounds. Spaces for 
small businesses to utilize is a rarity, especially in an area where small businesses are getting pushed out quicker than 
we can count.  
 
In addition, safety is a huge concern for me. Currently the lot is a place where crime happens frequently. It's a dark, 
dilapidated, sketchy corner is one of the most vibrant and progressive neighborhoods in the world. Gentrification is 
often cited when change happens, but I can say with confidence that such a project is not gentrification, it's an 
opportunity to support the middle class while creating a safe space for all. 
 
I hope that the city of San Francisco recognizes the efforts put forth by the project sponsor by offering undivided 
support. This is a positive change. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Megan Labrador 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Justin Ching <jkalaniching@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2018 12:22 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary
Cc: Ryen Motzek
Subject: RE: 701 Valencia St


Hello Hillary and Esmeralda! 
 


I am writing in support of the changes to Cherins Parking lot, 701 Valencia St. 
I have been an employee of the Mission area and a resident of San Francisco 
for the past 10+ years. 
I’ve always looked at cherins lot wishing it was used more efficiently and 
creatively. 
The idea of creating a more visually pleasant environment to relax on lunch 
and even grab some great food sounds amazing. 
I look forward to the changes and know this project will benefit the 
community! 
 


Thank you! 
 


 Justin Ching 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: jonathan lopez <lolow415@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 8:16 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary
Cc: Ryen Motzek
Subject: 701 Valencia


Hello Esmeralda, 
 
     I am writing in regards to the lot at 701 Valencia st. I grew up on Valencia street and was also employed by 
Ryen Motzek for a few years. He always fully supported his employees, easy to communicate with,  and i 
believe he has the community's best interest at heart. He is the hardest worker i know, and know that he will 
work hard to make the community a better place.  
 
     I also have seen a lot of broken car windows there before, and i believe a more lit and populated space would 
be a deterrent to theft in the area. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jonathan Lopez 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: John Johnson <jj@makeitsizzle.com>
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 11:33 AM
To: Ronen, Hillary; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Cc: ryen@pristineparking.com
Subject: Please support the 701 Valencia community space project


Dear Hillary and Esmeralda, 
I’m writing to support Ryen and his team in the creation of a community space at 701 Valencia. The proposed gathering 
place will add great comfort and a sense of pride for the neighborhood. These spaces are the protein of urban life.  
 
Ocean beach, for one example, at the end of Judah was the home for drug abuse, it was common to see syringes 
discarded, dangerously littering the streets, and vandalism was rampant. Now, thanks to a few community‐conscious 
locals (like Ryen) the entire street from Judah to Sloat has been given new life. Community gardens have sprung‐up with 
established places for children to feel safe and for neighbors to gather.  
 
As San Francisco gets squeezed between a repellently ostentatious crust of newly rich and an increasingly demoralized 
mass of the hopelessly poor, it’s essential to support spaces like the one Ryen is proposing and to support people who 
deeply care for the neighborhood. 
 
I know Ryen personally and I have complete faith that his community‐first intentions, his determination and supporting 
friends will make this area blossom. Please back Ryen in allowing this space to be revitalized and help create a safer, 
richer community. 
 
Regards, John R. Johnson 
(415) 819‐6192 
p.s. Please feel free to call me for character references or any questions you may have. 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: greg demartini <gregdemar91@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 11:06 AM
To: Ronen, Hillary; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Cc: ryen@pristineparking.com
Subject: Plans for Cherin’s lot (701 Valencia)


Hello,  
 
I heard that there are plans to update the Cherin’s lot on the corner of 18th and Valencia. I just wanted to write in and 
say that I think this is a great idea, seeing as it’s already occupied by food trucks. This would be an excellent opportunity 
to utilize the space for new businesses and a fun exciting place where families and friends can meet up outside and 
enjoy the mission. As well as bring new life to the somewhat stagnant piece of property. At night that lot can get pretty 
hairy with individuals drinking/smoking and the usual homeless bathroom activities. I write this in hopes of being able to 
enjoy a tasty meal and drink with good friends and family at 701 Valencia soon! 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Gregory DeMartini 
 
Sent from my iPhone 







1


Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: gilbert van citters <gilbertvc@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 5:37 PM
To: Ronen, Hillary; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Cc: ryen@pristineparking.com
Subject: I Support The 701 Valencia Project


Hello,  
 
I am writing to voice my support for the 701 Valencia Project. 
 
I work a block away at 2141 Mission Street and adding an outside area close to work for eating lunch would be 
a great gift to me and other workers in the area. I would love to see the space utilized in a way that provides 
outside seating. For those of us working in low light environments for 10+ hours a day, lunch is an 
opportunity to get outside into the sunlight and to connect with other locals in the area. This project would have 
an extremely positive impact on me and other local workers. 
 
 
I am also writing to voice my support for Ryen Motzek.  
 
I first met Ryen when he was a guest speaker during SF Design Week. He was giving a lecture on the 
importance of authenticity in design and using passion, not profit to guide one's career. His message was 
inspiring to me and the room full of young designers. I've had the pleasure of getting to know Ryen sense that 
lecture and it's clear to me he is a stand-up guy who practices what he preaches and cares deeply about the SF 
community. 
 
Please move forward with this project. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Gilbert Van Citters 
 
 
--  
 
 
––  
 
 
 
Gilbert Van Citters  
Designer  
 
gilbertvc.com 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Geetika Agrawal <geetika@lacocinasf.org>
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 2:56 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: Support for 701 Valencia


Dear Ms. Jardines,  
 
I’m writing this letter in support of Ryan Motzek’s proposal for 701 Valencia Street. Evan Kidera who works with 
Ryan and runs Senor Sisig reached out about the project, and I spent time speaking to him about the exciting 
vision they both have for the space.  Valencia Street has always been a vibrant corridor in the Mission District 
but it has seen rapid change that is quickly leaving behind many of the micro-locally owned businesses who 
reflect a more diverse set of residents of the Mission.  
 
As the Program Director at La Cocina, I work with food businesses run by immigrant women food 
entrepreneurs, and know the value that having regular sales in busy locations can have in growing businesses. 
Evan and Ryan seem to care about adding diversity to the corridor and dedicated to making those 
opportunities available to a diverse set of business owners. They have shown thoughtfulness in their initial 
community outreach. We believe that this proposal to activate an underutilized lot has potential to create new 
opportunities for the types of small businesses that can rarely activate spaces such as these in our current 
climate. It is a chance to bring something different to a neighborhood and city where these opportunities feel 
fewer and far between.  
 
We look forward to working with Evan on the project to see a La Cocina entrepreneur who is from the 
community participate in the activation of the space.  
 
Warmly, 
Geetika 
 
 
 
 
--  
Geetika Agrawal 
Program Director 


La Cocina | geetika@lacocinasf.org | 415.824.2729 ext 305 


 







1


Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Dustin Waters <dustinlawrencewaters@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 6:08 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary
Cc: Ryen Motzek
Subject: 701 Valencia St. Plan


Hello, 
 
I am writing in support of the proposed 701 St. Valencia St. Plan. I am a Bay Area native and I have spent many 
years working in the Mission District, first in the restaurant industry and then as a History teacher at St. Peter's 
School for seven years. As someone that has spent several years working in and with the community of the 
Mission I think that the 701 Valencia St. Plan would be a simple and creative way to transform the existing run 
down parking lot currently there into a clean and safe area where local vendors and the community can come 
together to enjoy a revived community space.  
 
Thanks for your time and consideration, 
 
Dustin Waters 
(650) 771-2033  
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Daniel Beck <danielbeckphoto@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 10:06 AM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary
Cc: ryen@pristineparking.com
Subject: 701 Valencia Lot


Hi Esmeralda, 
 
I'm sending this email in Full Support of the 701 Valencia Lot planning. 
I live in San Francisco and I think that we all should have more public spaces.  
Yesterday (03/11) I was at that lot while Sunday Streets SF was happening and I could see how many people 
would benefit from a community space with food trucks and vendors in the Mission District/ Dolores/ Noe 
Valley Area. 
 
Thank you very much! 
Daniel 
 
 
 


       


Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.


 
Daniel Beck Photography 
--- danielbeckphoto.com --- 
  www.thebecksstudio.com 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Craig Stoll <craig@delfinasf.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 2:44 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary
Cc: Ryen Motzek; Anne Stoll
Subject: Support for 701 Valencia Street Project, Record #2017-004489CUA


Hi SF City Hall- 
I am writing to express my Full Support for the proposed food truck park at the Cherin's Appliances parking lot.
My enthusiasm, in great part, comes from my belief in Ryen Motzek, a fellow entrepreneur and businessman 
whose vision and integrity I've admired for years. 
My wife and I own nearby restaurants Delfina, Pizzeria Delfina and Locanda, where we have worked with Ryen 
over the past 15 years to help with creative solutions to parking challenges. 
I convinced Cherin's to first lease lease their lot to us in 2003 and then hired Ryen's company to run it in order 
to provide a parking option for Delfina guests.   
Ryen has always been honest, fair, responsive and communicative, attributes that we value in a business 
relationship. 
Our needs have changed over time and now most guests from outside the Mission rideshare to us, so parking 
has gone by the wayside... 
But we're still friends and we know that Ryen has a great love for San Francisco and hires great people.  In fact 
every one of his employees became part of our restaurant family at each of the spots they provided valet for.   
 
A project like the one proposed for Cherin's parking lot fosters community and is a perfect grassroots way to 
build community.   
It allows entrepreneurs without huge resources an opportunity to start a business with less commitment than 
they would otherwise be required.  Oftentimes, these are woman and minority-owned businesses. 
Business-wise, we welcome a critical mass of reasons to come to the Mission and enjoy all that the 
neighborhood has to offer.   
It's a fun, delicious use of an otherwise dark, vacant lot on a great corner of an excellent block.   
We would love to see this space activated and this proposal get passed. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Craig Stoll 
415-819-6457 
 
 
Craig Stoll 
Delfina Restaurant Group 
3621 Eighteenth Street 
San Francisco, CA 94110 
415-552-4094 
delfinasf.com 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Chris Block <chrisblock1961@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 10:42 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel 


(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: 701 Valencia Street food truck project


Dear Planning Commissioner, 
 
I am writing to comment on the 701 Valencia Street food truck project which is being proposed sharing a back 
wall with the building (3481 18th Street) I own with the my husband, Thomas Pena, who  was the chef-owner 
of Regalito Rosticeria for 10 years before we sold the business to Eduardo and his family.  Eduardo was a long 
time employee before he purchased the business from us. 
 
Thomas Pena and I have lived in the Mission for 25 years and have owned this building for almost 15 
years.  When we placed all the resources we had into this corner of San Francisco it was not in good shape and 
the over $1,000,000 we invested into creating an award winning Mexican restaurant was well worth it and made 
a huge difference in revitalizing this area.  At the same time, the well noted over saturation of restaurants in the 
Mission has made it tough  to be profitable on a consistent basis. 
 
This food truck project should be in an area that needs more street traffic and activity like the area around 
SOMA Eats.  The real problem at 18th and Valencia is not an active pedestrian corner but that with the over 
saturation of restaurants even this very active street life is not always enough to assure profitability. 
 
Thank you very much, 
 
Chris Block 
415-730-0922 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Brian Vandeputte <brian.vandeputte@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 4:03 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary
Cc: ryen@pristineparking.com
Subject: 701 Valencia Support!


Hi Esmeralda! 
 
I'm writing to support the proposed changes to the community space at 701 Valencia. I believe converting a 
poorly utilized space into a positive gathering spot for the community is necessary if San Francisco plans to 
continue being a city for all. 
 
Best, 
Brian 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Brian Christopher <btcdesigns@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 12:32 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Cc: Ryen Motzek
Subject: Please support 701 Valencia Project


Hello Esmeralda,  
I am writing to ask you to please support the 701 Valencia Project looking to add valuable community space to 
an already vibrant and bustling neighborhood.  
 
As a resident of the Mission since 2006, I believe this would be a perfect and much needed addition to the 
street. On a warm weekend on Valencia st. (which you know can happen year round) you will see local vendors, 
musicians, activists, chefs and pop-ups lining the sidewalk from 17th to 22nd street, looking to attract shoppers 
and passers-by. This is a testament to the need for a safe open space that the community can share and thrive in 
together. Valencia St. is a hub for activity in the Mission, and with larger chains and corporations moving in to 
capitalize off of the thriving business district, the smaller and locally owned businesses are getting pushed out 
and forced to close.  
 
Allowing a place for small and local business to pop up would greatly serve the neighborhood and bring the 
community back together on Valencia st. 
 
I know the applicant Ryen Motzek well, and I know that as a local resident and business owner he is looking out 
for the best interest of the neighborhood and the community.  I urge you to please support this project, for the 
culture and people of the Mission and San Francisco.  
 
Thank you,  
Brian Christopher 
510-910-3698 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)


From: Boris Mackovic <bomack@me.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 12:03 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Cc: Motzek Ryen; Ronen, Hillary
Subject: Support for the 701 Valencia project


Hello Esmeralda: 
 
I recently noticed a flyer about some proposed improvements to this site.  I can't make the hearing but wanted to 
express 100% support for this idea.   
My church is exactly one block away and so is the volunteering that I do so I'm in this area at least a few times a week, 
and some weeks I'm there everyday.  I think it would be super to have another option available where people can go to 
eat and relax.  There really aren't many options for gardens or parklets in the area so I think this would be a great 
addition to the neighborhood.  How can you not support turning what basically is a greatly underused eyesore into a 
great community gathering place?! 
 
Thanks! 
 
Boris Mackovic 
415 705 7304 
 
 







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 48 Saturn
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 9:15:17 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: William Holtzman [mailto:wm@holtzman.com] 
Sent: Sunday, March 18, 2018 12:45 PM
To: Amir Afifi
Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Jim Shay; Dirk Aguilar; Gary Weiss; Ionin, Jonas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com;
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Subject: Re: 48 Saturn
 
Mr Afifi:
 
As a representative of the sponsor of 48 Saturn Street, I wanted to thank you for agreeing to
meet with us on Thursday night.

I’d like to go on the record and document that several representatives from our
community shared its concerns with you on March 15.  We asked for some feedback by
Saturday, March 17.  

It’s now Sunday afternoon, March 18, and we have no such communication.
 
We now have less than four days to galvanize the community in opposition.

Mr Horn, I’d like this communication to be entered into this case file so the Planning
Planning Commission is aware that our neighborhood acted in good faith in an attempt to
work with the sponsors and they have not responded to any of our concerns.

Sincerely,
William Holtzman
Board Member
Corbett Heights Neighbors

60 Lower Terrace
San Francisco

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


On Mar 17, 2018, at 2:16 PM, Gary Weiss <gary@corbettheights.org> wrote:

Amir,
Is it safe to assume that SIA Consulting is refusing to come back with even a response to any
of our requests to alter your plan?
If you are in fact planning to come back with a reasonable plan that the neighbors can live
with, as stated at our meeting, we must hear back from you this afternoon.
We look forward to hearing from you.
Gary

mailto:gary@corbettheights.org


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letters of Support for the Drew School conditional use application - March 15, 2018
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 9:48:47 AM
Attachments: Seventh-day Adventist Church support letter.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: Mohammad Kazerouni [mailto:mdkazerouni@drewschool.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2018 10:46 AM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Vellve, Sara
(CPC)
Cc: Barkley, Alice; David Frankenberg; Shanagher, Denis F.
Subject: Re: Letters of Support for the Drew School conditional use application - March 15, 2018
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
Attached please find one more support letter for Drew School’s conditional use application from our
neighbor across from us, the Seventh-day Adventist Church.  
 
Warm regards and thank you for your attention,
 
Mohammad
 

Mohammad D. Kazerouni
Director of Finance & Operations
Drew School
2901 California Street ~ San Francisco, CA 94115
mdkazerouni@Drewschool.org
415-430-3737 direct
415-409-3739 main
 
On Wed, Mar 14, 2018 at 11:52 AM, Mohammad Kazerouni
<mdkazerouni@drewschool.org> wrote:
Dear Commissioners,
 
Attached please find support letters for Drew School’s conditional use application to increase the student
body from 280 to 340 from number of our neighbors, merchants, parents and community members.  The
public hearing for the conditional use hearing will be this Thursday (March 15, 2018).  
 
Warm regards and thank you for your attention,
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Mohammad
 
Mohammad D. Kazerouni
Director of Finance & Operations
Drew School
2901 California Street ~ San Francisco, CA 94115
mdkazerouni@Drewschool.org
415-430-3737 direct
415-409-3739 main
 

mailto:mdkazerouni@Drewschool.org


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letters of Support for the Drew School conditional use application - March 15, 2018
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 9:49:08 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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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: Vellve, Sara (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 11:59 AM
To: Mohammad Kazerouni; richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Ionin,
Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Barkley, Alice; Shanagher, Denis F.; David Frankenberg
Subject: RE: Letters of Support for the Drew School conditional use application - March 15, 2018
 
Thanks, Mohammad. I will put the letters in our files.
 
Commissioners – this item is currently on the Consent Calendar for Thursday. Please let us know if
you have any concerns, or questions, that we can address in order to retain the current order in
which this item will be heard.
 
Best,
 
Sara
 
Sara Vellve

Senior Planner, Current Planning, Northwest Team

Direct: 415-558-6263 | Fax: 415-558-6409
 

SF Planning
Department

 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
M-Th: 11-5

Hours of Operation | Property Information Map | Record Requests
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From: Mohammad Kazerouni [mailto:mdkazerouni@drewschool.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 11:53 AM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Vellve, Sara
(CPC)
Cc: Barkley, Alice; Shanagher, Denis F.; David Frankenberg
Subject: Letters of Support for the Drew School conditional use application - March 15, 2018
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
Attached please find support letters for Drew School’s conditional use application to increase the student
body from 280 to 340 from number of our neighbors, merchants, parents and community members.  The
public hearing for the conditional use hearing will be this Thursday (March 15, 2018).  
 
Warm regards and thank you for your attention,
 
Mohammad
 
Mohammad D. Kazerouni
Director of Finance & Operations
Drew School
2901 California Street ~ San Francisco, CA 94115
mdkazerouni@Drewschool.org
415-430-3737 direct
415-409-3739 main

mailto:mdkazerouni@drewschool.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letters of Support for the Drew School conditional use application
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 9:58:33 AM
Attachments: Scan.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: Barkley, Alice [mailto:ASBarkley@duanemorris.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 7:03 PM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); 'planning@rodneyfong.com'; 'joel.koppel.sfgov.org';
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); 'milicent.johnson@sfgov.org'
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Vellve, Sara (CPC); mdkazerouni@drewschool.org; Shanagher, Denis F.
Subject: Letters of Support for the Drew School conditional use application
 
Commissioners,
 
Attached please find support letters for Drew School’s conditional use application to increase the
student body from 280 to 340 from Rudolf Muller and from Booker T. Washington.  The public
hearing for the conditional use hearing will be this Thursday (March 15, 2018).  Thank you for your
attention.
 
Alice

Alice Suet Yee Barkley
Of Counsel

Duane Morris LLP
Spear Tower
One Market Plaza, Suite 2200
San Francisco, CA 94105-1127
P: +1 415 957 3116
F: +1 415 358 5593

asbarkley@duanemorris.com
www.duanemorris.com

 
 

For more information about Duane Morris, please visit http://www.DuaneMorris.com

Confidentiality Notice: This electronic mail transmission is privileged and confidential and is intended only for the review of the party to
whom it is addressed. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately return it to the sender. Unintended transmission
shall not constitute waiver of the attorney-client or any other privilege.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Central SoMa comment letter
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 10:00:15 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Mike Ferro [mailto:amferro103@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 12:51 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com
Cc: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC);
Wertheim, Steve (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Subject: Central SoMa comment letter
 
 
 
Dear President Hillis, Vice President Melgar and Commissioners,
 
Please find attached a letter advocating for changes in the Central SoMa plan that would allow for
housing production along 6th street between Bryant and Brannan.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Respectfully,
Angel Ferro

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
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mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Chart on evictions in SF
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 10:02:24 AM
Attachments: IMG_2239.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: SchuT [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 10:32 AM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: Chart on evictions in SF
 
Good morning, Commissioners.
Thank you for your vote last week re: Page Street.
The article that came with this chart said there has been a huge increase in Ellis Act evictions in the past year, which the chart illustrates.
Thank you and have a good day.
Sincerely,
Georgia

Sent from my iPad
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 48 Saturn
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 10:05:21 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Amir Afifi [mailto:amir@siaconsult.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 10:04 AM
To: William Holtzman
Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Jim Shay; Dirk Aguilar; Gary Weiss; Ionin, Jonas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com;
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); John Kevlin; Reza Khoshnevisan; Ciaran Harty
Subject: Re: 48 Saturn
 
Hi Bill,
 
Thank you and 48 Saturn neighbors for meeting me Thursday night.
As promised at the meeting, I shared all your feedback and concerns with the project owner and his
counsel and we am waiting for their response and direction.
Rest assure, as far as design effort goes, SIA Consulting team is ready and more than happy to find a
solution that is agreeable by all parties involved.
 
Bets regards,
 
- Amir Afifi
415.741.1292 x 104
 
This message is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, Title 18, United
States Code, Sections 2510-2521. The information contained in this e-mail and attachments, if
any, are intended only for the individual or entity to whom it was addressed. Its contents
(including any attachments) are confidential and may contain privileged information.  Any
views or opinions presented in the e-mail are solely those of the author and do not necessarily
represent those of the company.  If you are not the intended recipient you must not use,
disclose, disseminate, copy or print its contents.  If you receive this e-mail in error, please
notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete and destroy the message.
 

From: William Holtzman <wm@holtzman.com>
Date: Sunday, March 18, 2018 at 12:45 PM
To: Amir Afifi <amir@siaconsult.com>
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Cc: "Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)" <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>, Jim Shay <jim@jimshay.com>, Dirk Aguilar
<daguilar@gmail.com>, Gary Weiss <gary@corbettheights.org>, "jonas.ionin@sfgov.org"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "richhillissf@gmail.com" <richhillissf@gmail.com>,
"dennis.richards@sfgov.org" <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>, "kathrin.moore@sfgov.org"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>,
"planning@rodneyfong.com" <planning@rodneyfong.com>, "myrna.melgar@sfgov.org"
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>, "milicent.johnson@sfgov.org" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 48 Saturn
 
Mr Afifi:
 
As a representative of the sponsor of 48 Saturn Street, I wanted to thank you for agreeing to meet
with us on Thursday night.

I’d like to go on the record and document that several representatives from our
community shared its concerns with you on March 15.  We asked for some feedback by Saturday,
March 17.  

It’s now Sunday afternoon, March 18, and we have no such communication.
 
We now have less than four days to galvanize the community in opposition.

Mr Horn, I’d like this communication to be entered into this case file so the Planning
Planning Commission is aware that our neighborhood acted in good faith in an attempt to work with
the sponsors and they have not responded to any of our concerns.

Sincerely,
William Holtzman
Board Member
Corbett Heights Neighbors

60 Lower Terrace
San Francisco

On Mar 17, 2018, at 2:16 PM, Gary Weiss <gary@corbettheights.org> wrote:

Amir,
Is it safe to assume that SIA Consulting is refusing to come back with even a response
to any of our requests to alter your plan?
If you are in fact planning to come back with a reasonable plan that the neighbors can
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live with, as stated at our meeting, we must hear back from you this afternoon.
We look forward to hearing from you.
Gary



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: SB827
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 10:11:43 AM
Attachments: OPPOSING SB 827 - Item 10 on today"s Planning Commission Agenda.msg

JPIA"s Letter Opposing SB-827.msg
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mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
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OPPOSING SB 827 - Item 10 on today's Planning Commission Agenda

		From

		Diana Scott

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Sanfra.Fewer@sfgov.org; Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); SheehyStaff (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Board of Supervisors,  (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS)

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; katy.tang@sfgov.org; ahsha.safai@sfgov.org; norman.yee@sfgov.org; catherine.stefani@sfgov.org; malia.cohen@sfgov.org; Sanfra.Fewer@sfgov.org; london.breed@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; sheehystaff@sfgov.org; hillary.ronen@sfgov.org; board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org; jane.kim@sfgov.org



To Planning Commissioners
Rich Hillis, President
Myrna Melgar, Vice President
Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel,
Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards and 
Commission Secretary Jonas P. Ionin




Below is a letter I sent to the City's Land Use & Transportation Committee earlier this week.  While the Committee did not formally recommend opposing SB 827 and took the optimistic position that its flaws can be remedied, I urge the Planning Commission and the full Board of Supervisors to oppose its draconian gutting of local planning, design, open space, and housing development controls.







Groups familiar with the way planning measures work and don't work in San Francisco, like the Marina Community Association, have noted that lax enforcement -- and absence of additional funding for enforcement, which would be considerable as it requires much more record-keeping -- renders attempted amendments to the bill ineffective if not disingenuous.  For example, the Association notes:







"SB-827 would potentially ruin our opportunity to have a robust public transportation system. As demonstrated here and in Los Angeles and Portland, simply building high-density housing near public transit has not generated increased ridership; instead, ridership has declined in the face of housing developments built near public transit. There is no reason to believe that SB-827 would magically change this result. Rather, the proper blend of housing with sizable attractive public spaces, retail, and service- businesses near transit stops has proven to generate increased ridership, as demonstrated in European and Asian cities."






Additionally, the bill does not require development of housing that benefits all income levels, but opens the door wider to non-resident developer housing speculation, and would trigger other legal provisions to result in avoidance of CEQA compliance, design review, neighborhood noticing, and opportunity for input.   In short, it expands ways that developers can already game the system.  







Natural geological/geographical considerations, too, recommend more careful consideration of how housing is developed: earthquake proneness and projected sea-rise may be shrugged off by developers' reliance on technological fixes, but the best way to avoid foreseeable damage and disaster is to build with nature, which this bill also ignores.







For these reasons, I urge you (as I did the Land Use committee in my letter, below) to officially oppose SB 827 in any action on it which which may follow today's informational presentation, and champion common sense planning and urban design review measures in development of additional housing.







Sincerely,






Diana Scott, Ocean Beach







LETTER TO LAND USE & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE, submitted March 11, 2018










RE: Item 2.180162[Opposing California State Senate Bill 827 (Wiener) - Transit-Rich Housing Bonus] Sponsors: Peskin; Ronen, Yee and Fewer.


 


I am writing to unequivocally support item 2, # 180162 on today’s agenda, opposing Senate Bill 827, which would give developers a freer hand to build along transit corridors regardless of the market served and underserved, the rise in real estate values that would displace current residents, the more equitable city oversight of planning decisions that currently allows neighborhood input based on existing conditions and needs, and the impact of rapidly increased development on the environment.


 


While the negative effects of the proposed SB 827 legislation are less widely publicized than the ostensible benefits - given the support of Senator Wiener’s bill by developers, the building industry and some unions, and large corporate players in San Francisco – the negative environmental consequences of too rapid “market rate” and luxury development that SB 827 paves the way for need to be more fully explored, as well as the inequitable distribution of associated infrastructure and resources costs that accompany the proposed easing of local development requirements.  


 


The proposed state bill, would, I maintain, enable the equivalent of a land-grab by the private housing construction industry, for which San Francisco residents (and those in other urban areas throughout the state) will pay associated rising costs – both in loss of housing stock as current residents are forced to vacate homes as neighborhood real estate becomes more expensive, and of depletion of natural resources (think water) and of increased pressure on public service and utility systems (think fire protection, public education, and sewer expansion, for starters).   


 


The ostensible rationale for such an over-reaching state bill – one which overrides local planning processes – has been argued based on the false assumption that over-development of transit corridors is environmentally-friendly.   In fact, the reverse can be argued more convincingly: that exceeding the carrying capacity of the land – which includes cities – is bad for the environment, and generates congestion of many types that won’t simply be alleviated by proposed transit improvements.  


 


The application of the dense transit-corridor model, which was initially developed by “new urbanists” for growing more eco-friendly suburbs, to already densely populated cities undercuts the rationale initially put forth by its authors for more dense development around transit hubs (vs. urban transit corridor development). Nowhere, to my knowledge, has this concept been shown to be environmentally benign.


 


 Meanwhile, SB 827’s proposed “housing bonus” glosses over this fact as a reason to gut local development controls. For these reasons, I support Supervisor Peskin, Ronen, Yee, and Fewer’s resolution opposing Seante Bill 827.


 


Respectfully submitted,


 


Diana Scott, 3657 Wawona St., San Francisco, CA 94116








JPIA's Letter Opposing SB-827

		From

		:)

		To

		Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); 'Rich Hillis'; 'Rodney Fong'

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); MayorMarkFarrell (MYR); Larry Costello

		Recipients
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Dear Planning Commission,





For your meeting today, March 15, 2018, please see attached letter opposing SB-827 from Jordan Park Improvement Association (JPIA).





Thank you very much.





Sincerely,





Rose Hillson for





Larry Costello, President





JPIA





 





P.S.  Dear Commission Secretary Ionin, Cmsr. Milicent Johnson’s email ID is not posted on Planning’s website.  Please forward her a copy of this.  Thank you.










JPIAletterOpposingSB827.pdf

JPIAletterOpposingSB827.pdf




JORDAN PARK IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 
 
 
 
March 11, 2018 
 
 
Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai, 
 
The Jordan Park Improvement Association (JPIA) strongly opposes SB 827. The 
City of San Francisco cannot afford to lose local control of planning matters — 
the quality of our neighborhoods will be compromised substantially. Essentially, 
this will be one big step towards "Manhattanizing" San Francisco. JPIA urges 
you to vote “no” on SB 827. 
 
Larry Costello, President 
Jordan Park Improvement Association 
146 Jordan Ave.  
San Francisco, CA 
94118 
415-225-5567 














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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Central SoMa Plan Proposed Community Facilities District
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 10:12:18 AM
Attachments: Long-Term Capital Funding for Yerba Buena Gardens.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: Pat Schultz Kilduff [mailto:pat@creativity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2018 12:12 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Central SoMa Plan Proposed Community Facilities District
 
Dear Mr. Ionin,
 
I am writing to request that you share my letter, on behalf of the Children's Creativity
Museum, with the members of the Planning Commission.  The letter is attached for
distribution.
 
Thank you,
 
Pat S Kilduff
 
 
Pat Schultz Kilduff
Director External Affairs
Children’s Creativity Museum
415.820.3350| www.creativity.org
 
Connect with us! 
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: SB 827 maps from today"s hearing
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 10:12:40 AM
Attachments: image001.png

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Steven Buss [mailto:steven@missionyimby.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2018 3:33 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: SB 827 maps from today's hearing
 
I'm sorry I didn't have extra copies of the SB 827 map with me today, I was a little
underprepared. Please forward this to Commissioner Johnson, as well. Her email is not yet
listed on the planning commission staff page.
 
Here's the map I showed in today's hearing:
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Here's a link to a super-high-resolution version of the above: https://drive.google.com/open?
id=1LgZjqt0ZxwQ0MhfcDqrtQre1F0O63NtQ
 
And here is the first map I showed with current zoning: http://sfzoning.deapthoughts.com/
 
I'd be happy to provide the code that I used to generate this map if there is interest.

There are some possible errors in this map:
1) Like staff mentioned, there is no reliable data on right-of-way width so I had to
approximate it eith parcel-to-parcel widths.
2) I assumed that everywhere was within the radius of a high quality transit stop, since the
map that planning produced showed that nearly all of the county was inside those boundaries
and trying to include it would have made producing this map much more difficult.
 
Cheers,
Steven Buss

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1LgZjqt0ZxwQ0MhfcDqrtQre1F0O63NtQ
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Wertheim, Steve (CPC); White, Elizabeth (CPC)
Subject: FW: URGENT! District 6 Needs YOU Now!
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 10:14:21 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Gotham Guy [mailto:manhattan.mark@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 16, 2018 1:57 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: URGENT! District 6 Needs YOU Now!
 
Dear Mr. Ionin, 

I have always admired your tenacity, leadership and public service. Like most in my District
6, we are happy having you and your Planning Commission colleagues represent our City. I am
reaching out to you on behalf of my fellow Central South of Market residents. They represent
renters, homeowners, small business owners, tech/medical folks, PDR [production,
distribution and repair] employees/proprietors and regular visitors of all ages and
ethnicities. Like most SF residents, we work long hours and have little time to keep up with
the City’s dynamic politics and convoluted legislative proceedings. Today we are all
apprehensive about a runaway train heading directly at us called the Central SoMa Plan
[PLAN].

We want to share with you a Reduced-Height Alternative Plan created by a legal team and
panel of expert consultants you are likely familiar with. This alternative plan is the
result of a legal brief that was initially created for our Central SoMa neighbors. It is
called the Mid-Rise Alternative Plan, or Mid-Rise Alternative. We want the Planning
Commission to review and adopt our Mid-Rise Alternative Plan instead of the Planning
Department’s radical High-Rise Plan [PLAN]. Except for a few details, our alternative plan
is identical to the Central Corridor Plan which was introduced in 2011.

The Mid-Rise Alternative would allow for a dramatic increase in residential and office
development in the area, while still maintaining building heights of 130 feet or less [with
some exceptions in the block bounded by I-80 and Folsom, and Second and Third Streets] thus
retaining a pedestrian scale, livability, access to light, air and open space, and creating
a family-friendly neighborhood.

By contrast, the High-Rise alternative (identified simply as the “Plan” in the DEIR, would
create vastly higher building heights of up to 350 feet, which would be out-of-scale with a
mixed-use residential neighborhood, casting shadows, blocking views, creating wind tunnels
and essentially transforming the neighborhood into a second financial district.  As longtime
residents of Central SoMa, we urge the Planning Commission to adopt the Mid-Rise Alternative
since it protects neighborhood character, while allowing for almost as much job growth and
housing as the High-Rise Alternative.

We are dedicated to preserving and enhancing the unique character of Central SoMa and want
to preserve and enhance the character of our community with its diversity of buildings and
architecture. We want to make Central SoMa a more livable, mixed-use and pedestrian-friendly
neighborhood. We don’t want to sacrifice livability. Residents need access to light, air,
parks, and public open spaces. We want to ensure the area is affordable and accessible, with
the right balance of housing, office space and retail.

You might be wondering why we are reaching out to you and not our own District 6 Supervisor
Jane Kim. Up until early 2017 she supported our Mid-Rise Alternative Plan [Central Corridor
Plan] and adamantly opposed the dramatic height increases proposed in the initial 2013
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version and the dramatically-revised 2016 Central SoMa Plan introduced to the public. She
often visited our residential building near AT&T Park to address our concerns about the new
Warriors project, etc.

After one of our recent gatherings I specifically asked her about her thoughts on Tishman
Speyer’s proposed 655 Fourth project on the corner of 4th and Townsend. She was clearly
opposed to its size and scale and assured me it would not happen during her watch. She could
still effectively negotiate public benefits packages [affordable housing] with developers
and avoid these dramatically disproportionate height increases.

This morning, March 16, 2018, Jane Kim stated her opposition to Senate Bill 827 and told the
crowd of prospective mayoral voters, “We are not against housing, this is not the right way
to build.” Yet she is throwing her District 6 constituents under the bus. We truly feel
betrayed. 

For those of us who reside within blocks of South of Market’s busiest, most congested and
chaotic intersections, 4th/Townsend, the 655 Fourth project has become the face of what the
PLAN will do to our low/mid-rise community. This project includes two massive 400-foot
towers and 907 [market-rate > luxury] condominium units. Only 50% of the building’s units
will receive on-site parking, therefore approximately 450 units will not receive on-parking!

I have been witnessing an alarming increase in pedestrian injury accidents at this
intersection, particularly during morning and evening weekdays. Seeing cyclists and kids on
scooters hurt by buses and ride-sharing vehicles happens often. Once we combine Giants’
games, the imminent Warriors’ arena, new Uber and Dropbox offices and a USF expansion, it is
unsustainable – and that is without the PLAN!

The ‘public benefits’ packages developers want in exchange for 300-foot and 400-foot height
increases, simply doesn’t add up. The PLAN, if adopted, would also allow similarly tall
structures to populate and flood the blocks bordering this project. Everyone worries that
this will become the new normal. My friends in Potrero Hill, for example, are afraid that
this will creep into other districts in the City. Suddenly Senator Wiener’s legislation gets
traction. Aaron, we want to nip it in the bud here, and now.  

My neighbors are very much in favor of development and planning for sustainable growth that
preserves the character of what this neighborhood is becoming - a mixed-use residential
neighborhood where businesses of varied sizes and types can thrive; where people have an
opportunity to live in an environmentally sustainable manner; and where the unique existing
historic architectural resources are retained and renewed. 

However, the type of development outlined in the current Plan will ruin the current
transformation of this neighborhood. Rather than developing into high density residential
and mixed-use neighborhood stretching from Mission Bay to downtown, the current plan
proposes to cut the Central SoMa neighborhood off from the neighborhoods to the south and
essentially isolate it.

Ours will create a family-friendly environment with access to light and air. It will create
less traffic congestion, and therefore less air pollution and related health effects, and
less traffic-related pedestrian injuries. It will allow buildings to exceed 130-feet [within
the block bounded by I-80 and Folsom, and Second and Third Streets – which is closer to the
Transbay Terminal and downtown. It would also encourage public transportation].

The Mid-Rise Alternative allows as much growth as the High-Rise Alternative. The Initial
Study for the Central SoMa Plan revealed that the Mid-Rise Alternative is projected to add
52,300 new jobs by 2040, while the High-Rise option is projected to add 56,400 new jobs. The
difference in the additional population increments is even smaller, 22,700 versus 23,400 (a
3% difference).

Although the DEIR presents slightly different projections, there is still only a 12-14%
difference between the Reduced Height Alternative and the PLAN (population growth of 21,900
versus 25,500; job growth of 55,800 versus 63,600). (DEIR p. VI-2, VI-16, IV-6). Thus, the
Mid-Rise Alternative would achieve about 90% of the jobs and housing growth proposed in the
PLAN, while maintaining the character of Central SoMa as a mid-rise community with access to
light and air, avoiding wind-tunnels, and promoting a more family-friendly environment.  

It is important to note that in 2013, when the Plan was known as the Central Corridor Plan,
the Planning Department’s staff articulated the right reasons for supporting the Mid-Rise
Alternative. 

The Central Corridor Plan stated:

“While in some areas the Plan proposes to allow buildings to rise above the 85-foot base
height (generally to 130 feet), these upper stories would be required to set back by at
least 15 feet to maintain the perception of the lower street wall. This scale is also
consistent with both the traditional form and character of Central SoMa’s significant



commercial and industrial buildings as well as aligning with the desire for larger
floorplate, open floorplan, mid-rise buildings most desired by contemporary new economy
companies.
 
The predominant character of SoMa as a mid-rise district should be retained, and the
presence of high-rises reduced by limiting their distribution and bulk. The South of Market
sits at a critical location in the city’s landscape. SoMa is a large expanse of flat land at
the center of the east side of the City, sitting as an important balance and counterpoint to
the dramatic hills that surround it, including the man-made “hill” of the downtown high-rise
district, creating a dramatic amphitheater.
 
With relatively low buildings in comparison to the hills and high-rises around it, the South
of Market allows expansive and cherished views to extend across it to and from the
surrounding hills, districts and the major features of the region beyond.
To preserve this essential characteristic and preserve views across the area, height limits
taller than 130 feet are generally kept to the portion closer to downtown in the block
bounded by I-80 and Folsom, and Second and Third Streets.
Because the number of potential buildings taller than 130 feet is limited to strategic
locations adjacent to downtown and the imminent Transbay Terminal, these buildings will be
prominent from all directions and serve as local landmarks.”
 
Everyone agrees that the predominant character of Central SoMa as a midrise district should
be retained. The Mid-Rise Alternative creates an urban neighborhood “that has a pleasing,
but not overwhelming sense of enclosure and intimacy.” Yet, the most recent DEIR Eliminates
the Mid-Rise Option that was Favored by the Central Corridor Plan.

As stated earlier, several organizations opposed to the Planning Department’s radically
revised [2016] PLAN, have hired legal experts and consultants to specifically review the
DEIR now being used by the Planning Department to fast track their PLAN though City Hall.
All these experts concur that the DEIR contains numerous errors and omissions that preclude
accurate analysis of the PLAN. Therefore, the DEIR fails as an informational document and
fails to impose feasible mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s impacts. We also kindly
request that the City address these shortcomings in a revised draft environmental impact
report (“RDEIR”) and recirculate the RDEIR prior to considering approval of the PLAN.

Their studies and analyses are described in detail below. I have highlighted key points
using bold and underlined fonts. As I’ve mentioned earlier, I am a voice and point person
for my Central SoMa neighbors, friends and colleagues. I felt it is important to present our
concerns and case to you directly. I will explain later why we need your help and how we
have been frequently and intentionally misled and misinformed by the Planning Department.
Everything I am presenting to you has been done on my own time and dime. I apologize in
advance for syntax errors, duplicate details, etc. Please note I will attach all the
expert’s supporting reports, graphs, tables, etc. in a separate email.     

The PLAN would fundamentally transform the Central SoMa area.

It would quadruple, not triple, the resident population of the area from a current
population of 12,000 [realistically it is 10,000] to 37,5003 -- an increase of 25,500
additional residents. It would more than double employment in the area from a current level
of 45,600 jobs to 109,200 -- an increase of 63,600 additional jobs.

However, in late 2016, without explanation, the City drastically altered the plan,
eliminating 11 blocks at the north from Folsom to Market (with a narrow exception from Fifth
to Sixth Street). Critically, at the same time the City dropped the Mid-Rise option and
included only the High-Rise option in the analysis. The Mid-Rise Option was relegated to a
small section at the back of the alternatives analysis of the DEIR and renamed the “Reduced-
Height Alternative.”  The City strategically released the radical new PLAN’s DEIR during the
holiday rush on December 14, 2016.

SoMa is among the most ethnically and economically diverse neighborhoods in the City. The
neighborhood faces extreme environmental challenges. The San Francisco Department of Public
Health (DPH) stated in a 2012 report: Central SoMa has some of the poorest air quality in
the City. Asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease hospitalizations are
approximately twice as high in Central SoMa as in the rest of the City.

Our neighborhood has one of the highest incidences of pedestrian injuries in the City. 

As DPH stated, “The incidence of severe injuries and deaths related to collisions between
vehicles and pedestrians, cyclists, and other vehicles is amongst the highest in the City.
The situation for pedestrians is especially troubling, as the average annual number of



pedestrian injuries and fatalities per 100 road miles is six times higher in Central SoMa
compared to the City as a whole.

Central SoMa has had a severe lack of open space and parks.

The same DPH report stated: The Central SoMa area has a poor public infrastructure, with few
public health facilities, parks and open space. While Central SoMa is a robust, ethnically
and economically diverse community, it also faces serious challenges in terms of a lack of
open space, high levels of pollution, pedestrian safety and extreme traffic congestion. 
Solving these problems is the key to making the neighborhood livable and family friendly. 

Very little of this critical baseline information is included in the DEIR, making the
document inadequate as a public information document.

City Staff Refused to Grant an Extension of the Comment Period Despite Massive Project
Revisions and Two Federal Holidays. For years City staff led the public to believe that the
project was as described in the Initial Study. The 2013 Central Corridor plan document
strongly favored the Mid-Rise Alternative over the High-Rise Alternative, and described a
project extending all the way to Market Street.

Yet on December 14, 2016, the City released the DEIR for a short 60-day comment period, for
the first time unveiling the very different Project in the DEIR. CEQA does not countenance
such “bait-and-switch” tactics which serve only to confuse and mislead the public and short-
circuit the public process embodied in CEQA.

The PLAN will have Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed in
the DEIR.

The Plan will place thousands of cars each day into an area that already has unacceptable
levels of traffic congestion.  At rush hour, traffic is at a standstill in the Plan area. 

The Plan will add over 63,000 new jobs and 25,000 new residents to the area – more than
doubling the number of jobs and tripling the number of residents in the area. While many of
these workers and residents may take public transit, there can be no dispute that many will
drive cars, thereby adding to already unacceptable levels of traffic.  The DEIR skims this
obvious fact and makes the weak conclusion that the Plan will have less than significant
traffic impacts.  This conclusion simply fails the straight-face test.  Anyone who has spent
any time on roadways in this area will recognize that tripling the population of the area
will have significant traffic impacts.

[Newer studies project the population will quadruple.]  

The PLAN will also allow similarly tall, dense structures to be built within blocks of it.
Once we combine Giants’ games, the new Golden State Warriors’ Arena traffic, new Uber and
Dropbox offices and the nearby University of San Francisco expansion, it is unsustainable.  

The Traffic Analysis Fails to Analyze Cumulative Impacts.

Air Quality Baseline Analysis is Inadequate because it uses an erroneous baseline.

The DEIR fails to disclose that the San Francisco Department of Public Health has determined
Plan area has among the worst air quality in the City, due primarily to extreme traffic
congestion. Asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease hospitalizations are
approximately twice as high in Central SoMa as in the rest of the City. Almost the entire
Plan area is in an Air Pollution Exposure Zone (APEZ), meaning that airborne cancer risks
exceed 100 per million.

The DEIR Contains Inadequate Air Pollution Mitigation and Alternatives. DEIR Improperly
Relies on Deferred Air Mitigation. CEQA requires mitigation measures to be clearly set forth
in the EIR so that the public may analyze them and their adequacy.

The Plan will have Significant Adverse Visual Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed in
the DEIR.

The Plan will have significant adverse visual impacts because it conflicts with height and
bulk prevailing in the area. The PLAN is inconsistent with the Urban Design Element of the
General Plan, which states that [Policy 3.5] Relate the height of buildings to important
attributes of the city pattern and to the height and character of existing development; and
[Policy 3.6] Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an
overwhelming or dominating appearance in new construction. The Plan allows buildings of 350
feet or more in an area that the City admits is a mid-rise neighborhood.  This is not only
inconsistent with the General Plan, but also with the Plan’s own Goal to “Reinforce the
character of Central SoMa as a mid-rise district with tangible ‘urban rooms.’

The Central Corridor Plan also stated:

“The mid-rise heights set by the plan provide for the same, and in some cases even more,
density that would be provided with taller buildings. The large floor-plates possible on



large development sites, combined with heights ranging from 8 to 12 stories, enables a
significant amount of density. Conversely, the combination of necessary bulk limitations,
tower separation requirements for high rise buildings and the realities of designing elegant
tall buildings that maximize light, air and views to both tenants and the neighborhood,
limits the amount of incremental additional development possible with a tower prototype. For
instance, on a 100,000 square foot site, a mid-rise building at 130 feet in height would
yield more development space than two 200-foot towers constructed above an 85-foot base on
the same site.”

Having made these statements in the Central Corridor Plan, the City cannot not simply “un-
ring the bell.” The DEIR’s conclusion that the Plan has no significant visual impacts is
arbitrary and capricious and ignore the conflicts with the General Plan. By allowing very
tall buildings throughout the Plan area, the Plan conflicts with the Urban Design Element,
and creates a significant aesthetic impact on the neighborhood. 

This impact must be disclosed and mitigated in a revised DEIR.  The most obvious was to
reduce this impact is for the City to adopt the Reduced Height (Mid-Rise) alternatives.

The Plan will have Significant Adverse Growth-Inducing Impacts that are Inadequately
Analyzed in the DEIR.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d). While growth inducing impacts of a project need not be
labeled as adverse, the secondary impacts of growth (e.g., traffic, air pollution, etc.) may
be significant and adverse.  In such cases, the secondary impacts of growth inducement must
be disclosed as significant secondary or indirect impacts of the project. 

The analysis required is similar in some respects to the analysis required to analyze
impacts associated with population and housing.

The DEIR’s Analysis of Population, Employment and Housing Impacts is Inadequate.

The additional of 25,000 new residents and 63,000 jobs will certainly increase need for a
full range of services including schools, day care, police, fire, medical, etc.

The Plan will have Significant Adverse Open Space Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed
in the DEIR.

The DEIR admits that the Plan area suffers from an extreme lack of open space.  South Park
is the only Rec and Park property in the Plan area. (DEIR, p. II-31).  However, the Plan
creates little open space. Worse, it degrades existing open space areas by casting shadows
on existing parks and POPOS throughout the Plan area, in violation of the General Plan.

The Plan will have Significant Adverse Shadow Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed in
the DEIR.

The DEIR erroneously concludes that the Plan does not have significant shadow impacts. 
(DEIR, p. IV.H-21). This finding ignores the PLAN’s inconsistency with the General Plan. The
DEIR admits that the PLAN will create new shadows on several parks under the jurisdiction of
the Recreation and Park Department, including South Park, Victoria Manalo Draves Park and
Gene Friend Recreation Center, as well as several public open spaces.  (DEIR, p. III-11).

For example, the DEIR admits that the Plan will create new shadows on the only Rec & Park
property in the Plan area, South Park, and “could increase shadow on portions of South Park
during early morning and late afternoon hours from the spring equinox to the fall equinox
(March through September).  (DEIR, p. IV.H-35).  In other words, the Plan will cast shadows
on South Park for half of the year!

Given these conflicts with the General Plan, the DEIR’s finding that the Plan has no
significant shadow impacts is arbitrary and capricious.  The Reduced Height Alternative
would reduce this impact and is feasible and would achieve all project goals.

The Plan will have Significant Adverse Pedestrian Safety Impacts that are not Disclosed or
Analyzed in the DEIR.

The Plan would quadruple/triple the population and number of jobs in the Plan area, adding
25,000 new residents and 63,000 new jobs.  This increase alone will increase the number of
vehicles and pedestrians in the area, directly increasing the number of conflicts leading to
pedestrian safety issues (accidents).

The DEIR fails to analyze the already severe pedestrian safety problem in the area that
forms the CEQA baseline. 

The neighborhood has one of the highest incidences of pedestrian injuries in the City.  As
DPH stated, “The incidence of severe injuries and deaths related to collisions between
vehicles and pedestrians, cyclists, and other vehicles is amongst the highest in the City.
The situation for pedestrians is especially troubling, as the average annual number of
pedestrian injuries and fatalities per 100 road miles is six times higher in the Plan area
compared to the City as a whole. Tripling/quadrupling the number of pedestrians and



increasing the number of vehicles will clearly increase pedestrian injuries.

The Plan will have Significant Adverse Displacement Impacts that are not Disclosed or
Analyzed in the DEIR.

The Plan is likely to result in the displacement of large numbers of low and moderate-income
residents of the Plan area.  These residents will be forced to move elsewhere, perhaps
replacing short current commutes with long commutes to distant suburbs.  This is an
environmental impact that must be analyzed under CEQA.

The DEIR Fails to Adequately Mitigate Significant Adverse Impacts to Public Transit.

The DEIR admits that the Plan would have significant and unavoidable impacts to public
transit, and that “substantial increase in transit demand that would not be accommodated by
local transit capacity.”  (DEIR, p. IV.D-43). Despite admitting this impact, the DEIR
improperly defers mitigation.

DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Cumulative Impacts.

The DEIR has a patently inadequate cumulative impact section because it fails to consider
the Plan’s impacts together with 70-100 other significant projects currently underway and in
the pipeline, including the new Warriors Arena, USF expansion, new Uber and Dropbox offices,
etc. Clearly, the Plan’s impacts will be much more significant when viewed together with
these other projects. Cumulatively considerable’ means that the incremental effects of an
individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.” Cumulative impact analysis is necessary because the full environmental impact of
a proposed project cannot be gauged in a vacuum.  One of the most important environmental
lessons that has been learned is that environmental damage often occurs incrementally from a
variety of small sources.  These sources appear insignificant when considered individually
but assume threatening dimensions when considered collectively with other sources with which
they interact.

The DEIR alternatives analysis is legally deficient.

It fails to acknowledge that the Reduced Height Alternative is the environmentally superior
alternative. The Reduced Height Alternative would reduce almost all the PLAN’s significant
impacts while still achieving all the Plan’s objectives.  It is therefore the
environmentally superior alternative. “An EIR’s discussion of alternatives must contain
analysis sufficient to allow informed decision making and include “detail sufficient to
enable those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider
meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project.”

One of CEQA’s fundamental requirements is that the DEIR must identify the “environmentally
superior alternative,” and require implementation of that alternative unless it is
infeasible.

A “feasible” alternative is one that is capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period while considering economic, environmental, legal, social and
technological factors. The lead agency is required to select the environmentally preferable
alternative unless it is infeasible.  As explained by the Supreme Court, an environmentally
superior alternative may not be rejected simply because it is more expensive or less
profitable:

“The fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less profitable is not sufficient to
show that the alternative is financially infeasible.  What is required is evidence that the
additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it impractical
to proceed with the project.”  

Therefore, a revised Draft EIR must be produced and recirculated for public comment. The
current DEIR is so fundamentally and basically inadequate, that recirculation of a new draft
EIR will be required to allow the public to meaningfully review and comment on the proposed
project. 

The revised draft EIR should identify the Reduced Height (Mid-Rise) Alternative as the
environmentally superior alternative and consider it the equivalent of the current PLAN
which was done in the Central Corridor Plan.

Most of us in Central SoMa have been strategically kept in the dark for years. It is a
concerted effort by the Planning Department and the developers who will profit the most from
the PLAN.

Beginning in 2013 and accelerating in 2016, the Planning Department has not been reasonably
notifying us about key hearings, community outreach meetings, etc. For the past month the
PLAN’s Project Manager, Steve Wertheim, has said a key Planning Commission Hearing is
scheduled for Thursday, March 29, 2018. He emailed everyone on his official Central SoMa
Plan newsletter this past Wednesday, March 14, 2018 to tell us that the Planning Commission
could legally act on the Central Soma Plan as soon as March 29, 2018. He followed it up the



next day with the following email message:

“Correction: In yesterday's email we noted that the Planning Commission could legally act on
the Central Soma Plan as soon as March 29th. That was a mistake - they cannot act until they
certify the Environmental Impact Report, which could not occur before April 12, 2018. We
apologize for the mistake. But importantly, there will not be a hearing on Central SoMa at
the Planning Commission on March 29th. This is important to note for those of you who
received the written notice where it conveys that the hearing would occur on March 29th or
thereafter.

Also, related to the Environmental Impact Report, the expected release date of the Response
to Comments is March 28th. We will make sure to send out an email as soon as the information
is available.” Respectfully, Steve

Inaccurate information and omitted details like Steve’s above has happened for years with
regularity. Developers also employ the same savvy strategies. When Tishman Speyer had a 3-
month window to invite us to a public/community informational meeting for their 655 Fourth
project, they chose Tuesday, December 19, 2017 at 6:00 PM. They notified us about this
meeting on 12/12/2017 via postcard. They could have held it in October instead of one week
before the holiday hiatus. They had a window of times to choose from: 6:00PM – 9:00 PM. They
opted for the peak evening commute. The meeting was poorly attended, but this was NOT an
isolated event. 

“Public participation is an essential part of the CEQA process.” By dramatically altering
the Central Corridor Plan after years of public review, and suddenly presenting the
radically new Central SoMa Plan mid-December and refusing to extend the public comment
period, the City has and continues to mislead and silence the public.

Jonas, thank you for your time and consideration. Please help those of us who reside in this
PLAN’s path and don’t have the voice and influence to change its outcome. Share this with
your colleagues on the Planning Commission. It is urgent we reach them directly and consider
adopting our Mid-Rise Alternative Plan for all the reasons I outlined above. Please feel
free to contact me anytime. My name is Mark Solo. My mobile is 415-272-8872 and email
manhattan.mark@gmail.com.

Sincerely,

Mark Solo   

 

mailto:manhattan.mark@gmail.com
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Dear Planning Commission,

I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:
- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 
- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.
- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.
- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.

As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:
does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits
exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.

Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.

Thank you,



McKenzie
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Dear Planning Commission,





I am a lifetime San Franciscan. I hope you will thoughtfully and consider the points our community is voicing. Our neighborhood is a community, not a business, and should be cared for as such. 





As our elected officials, please consider that business interests are not beholden to serve or respect the welfare of the city’s citizens and the community we have built—instead it is in their monetary interest to dismantle it. This is not their fault to desire this, but it is your duty, your charter, to protect and nature the community it seeks to uproot. Below are stark facts gathered against the project of 650 Divisadero, but mine is the voice of a lifetime member of this community, of someone raised by, yet simultaneously deeply concerned for San Francisco, and your constituent. Please heed it. 





- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 


- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.


- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.


- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.





As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:


does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits


exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.





Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.





Thank you,





Jake Stein 
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Dear Planning Commission,

I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:
- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 
- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.
- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.
- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.

As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:
does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits
exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.

Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.

Thank you,






Steve Kaye
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Dear Planning Commission,

I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:
- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 
- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.
- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.
- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.

As a Conditional Use project, the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:
does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits
exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.

Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.

Thank you,



Sharifa









I Oppose 650 Divisadero

		From

		sarah chase

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission, 





I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons: 
- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough.  
- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.





- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022. 
- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable. 





As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:





does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits





exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards. 





Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.





Thank you, 





Sarah Chase
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Dear Planning Commission,












I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:





- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 





- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.





- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.





- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.












As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:





does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits





exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.












Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.












Thank you,












Lynn Stone 
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Dear Planning Commission,





I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:


- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 


- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.


- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.


- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.





As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:


does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits


exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.





Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.





Thank you,








Sent from my iPhone








I Oppose 650 Divisadero

		From

		Anne Marie Donnelly

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,





I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:


- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 


- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.


- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.


- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.





As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:


does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits


exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.





Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.





Thank you,


Anne Marie Donnelly


821 Broderick St, Apt 1





Sent from my iPhone
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Dear Planning Commission,





I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:


- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 


- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.


- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.


- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.





As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:


does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits


exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.





Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.





Thank you,





Vincent Pietromartire 


837 Central Ave. 





Sent from my iPhone, please excuse any typos.
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Dear Planning Commission,





I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:


- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 


- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.


- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.


- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.





As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:


does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits


exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.





Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.





Thank you,





An SF Native Resident of 29 years
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Dear Planning Commission,





I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:


- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 


- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.


- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.


- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.





As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:


does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits


exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.





Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.





Thank you,





Leta Ward
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		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Hello Dear,





 


kindly advice in our inquiry and give us the best competitive market price and reply with quotation.





 


Our purchase order and specifications will be sent to you upon receipt


of your MOQ,payment terms..





I look forward to receiving your reply.





Best Regards





Jaroslav Bulejová


Senior Buyer


Haans Lifestyle bv


Rosa Castellanosstraat 1 5032 MG Tilburg,The Netherlands


T:(+31) 135 947 941


F:(+31) 135 947 949











To Planning Commission and BOS: Opposing proposed project for 650 Divisadero

		From

		Harvey Milk LGBT Democratic Club

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS)

		Cc

		affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors,





The Executive Board of the Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club has voted to oppose the proposed project for 650 Divisadero. Please read the attached letter from the Executive Board on this issue.





Sincerely,





Pau Crego


Correspondent


Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club


correspondent@milkclub.org


www.milkclub.org










HM Letter - Affordable Divis.pdf

HM Letter - Affordable Divis.pdf




 



March 13th, 2018 



Dear San Francisco Planning Commission: 



We write to you today in opposition of the proposed project for 650 Divisadero Street.  



San Francisco is experiencing a housing affordability crisis like never before. The City has 
reached and surpassed the target for market rate housing for 2022 by 200%; yet there is clearly 
no need for additional market rate housing in San Francisco.  



In response to the density giveaway provided in 2015, which allowed this project to grow from 
16 to 66 units with no increase in the rate of on-site affordable units, Affordable Divis held 
community meetings and a neighborhood forum to create the Divisadero Community Plan. This 
Plan, devised by neighbors and community members, calls for half of new housing units on 
Divisadero Street to be affordable. However, out of the total 66 units, the proposed project for 
650 Divisadero would include only 9 affordable housing units and a staggering 57 units of 
market rate housing. Without an increase in on-site affordable housing, the 650 Divisadero 
project is neither necessary nor desirable for the community.  



We stand with Affordable Divis in their request for more on-site affordable housing for this 
project, and we oppose the proposed project for 650 Divisadero until it meets the on-site 
affordable housing needs of the community as outlined by Affordable Divis and the Divisadero 
Community Plan. 



For these reasons, the Executive Board of the Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club strongly 
encourages you to agree to the on-site affordable housing requirements for 650 Divisadero 
proposed by Affordable Divis. 



Signed,  



The Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club Executive Board 



Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club | PO Box 14368 San Francisco, CA 94114| www.milkclub.org





http://www.milkclub.org


https://maps.google.com/?q=650+Divisadero&entry=gmail&source=g
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Dear Planning Commissioners:





I live 3.5 blocks from the proposed project. I am deeply disappointed in the lack of affordable housing that is proposed. 





I am opposed to the current proposal at 650 Divisadero for the following reasons:


- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 


- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing. The community is getting nothing in exchange for this massive giveaway to developers authored by Sup. Breed. 





As a Conditional Use project, the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  It is neither. 





Please do not grant this project approval. 





Thank you,





Dean Preston


1045 Hayes Street


San Francisco








Please Oppose 650 Divisadero – Not Enough On-Site Affordable Housing

		From

		Jeff May

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,





I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:





*	9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough.



*	This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.



*	San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.



*	This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.






As a Conditional Use project, the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission. The project as proposed:





*	does not meet the community’s affordable housing requirements,



*	does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero



*	exceeds bulk limits



*	exceeds 10,000 square feet



*	requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards






Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community’s needs or current guidelines for development.





Thank you,


    Jeff May








I Oppose 650 Divisadero

		From

		Billy

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,





I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:


- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 


- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.


- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.


- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.





As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:


does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits


exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.





Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.





Thank you,


Matthew Langlois


1851 Fulton








Sent via Mattfone











I Oppose 650 Divisadero

		From

		J.

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,

I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:
- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 
- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.
- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.
- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.

As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:
does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits
exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.

Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.

Thank you,



Julie Stiefel














I Oppose 650 Divisadero

		From

		Evan Owski

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,





I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:


- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 


- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.


- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.


- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.





As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:


does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits


exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.





Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.





Thank you,


Evan Owski














I Oppose 650 Divisadero

		From

		Shandor Tighe

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,





I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:


- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough. 


- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.


- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.


- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.





As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:


does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits


exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the setback requirement for rear yards.





Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current guidelines for development.





Thank you,


Shandor Tighe









From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 48 Saturn - Corbett Heights Neighbors
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 10:17:00 AM
Attachments: 48 Saturn to PC.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Gary Weiss [mailto:gary@corbettheights.org] 
Sent: Sunday, March 18, 2018 7:09 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Opposition to 48 Saturn - Corbett Heights Neighbors
 
 

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



C O R B E T T   H E I G H T S   N E I G H B O R S
Corbett Heights Neighbors was formed in July 2004 for the purpose of providing a forum for the residents to
discuss common issues and concerns, develop solutions, and guide the direction of the neighborhood.  The
goals of the organization are to beautify, maintain and improve the character of the neighborhood, protect


historic architectural resources, ensure that new construction/development is compatible with the
neighborhood, maintain its pocket parks, increase security, provide community outreach and an educational


forum, and encourage friendly association among the neighbors.  www.corbettheights.org


March 18, 2018


San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: Case No." 2017-005992CUA


Dear President Hillis, Commissioners,


As this lot is about half the depth of a normal lot - barely deeper than 52' - on a block that has 
a single lane street, this project is profoundly inappropriate.
The project sponsors are requesting to build a 50' tall building in a 40X zone. 


This Commission continued the hearing for two weeks, encouraging the sponsors to meet with 
the neighborhood residents.  After meeting with the architect - Amir Aff - on Thursday, we 
suggested a few changes for him to consider, and requested that we be contacted with a 
response - positive, negative, alternative - within 48 hours.  It is now 72 hours later, and the 
hearing is Thursday.
We can only assume that they will continue to push for this greatly oversized structure.


Suggestions we made included - frst and foremost - the removal of the ffth foor.  Of the three 
habitable levels, we recommended having one single story and one two story unit - or, for each
of the two units to share one of the foors.
In addition, we requested that there be two separate entrances, one for each unit.  Currently 
there is one shared front door.
Thirdly, we requested that the depth of the building be reduced to be more in keeping with the 
Corona Heights SUD.  Currently the structure covers more than three-quarters of the lot.


Unfortunately, not having heard back from the project sponsors, we are forced to 
OPPOSE THIS PROJECT.


Sincerely,


Gary Weiss, President
Corbett Heights Neighbors—CHN Board Approval







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

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

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: FW: Commission Update for Week of March 19, 2018
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 11:03:17 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 3.19.18.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, March 19, 2018 10:38 AM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for Week of March 19, 2018
 
Good morning.
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. 
Francis

Francis Tsang
Deputy Chief of Staff
Office of Mayor Mark Farrell
City and County of San Francisco
415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org
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To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

March 19, 2018

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of March 19, 2018

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of March 19, 2018. 

Civil Service (Monday, March 19, 2PM)


Action Items

· Review of Request for Approval of Proposed Personal Services Contracts:


· General Services Agency – Public Works - $8,000,000 - The primary scope of service will include specialized or untried equipment for evaluation, provide cleaning for special cleaning services, graffiti abatement, or maintenance of plant materials services above or outside of the Bureau’s routine operating responsibilities, and/or conducting pilot cleaning programs that affect both public and private properties.  Supporting services, not to exceed 10% in services for the duration of the contract, may include the ability to organize community support, prepare educational or outreach materials, assist in developing and conducting outreach and education efforts, conduct neighborhood cleaning projects, organize community interest in establishment of Business Neighborhood Improvement Districts (BID/NID), and/or survey public opinion or conduct focus groups.  Services may also include steam cleaning or power washing.


· Fire Department - $358,625 - The San Francisco Fire Department is seeking proposals to upgrade the video system, control system, and local area network infrastructure of the existing Audio-Visual (“AV”) system used in San Francisco Headquarters Fire Department Operations Center.  The new systems have to be fully integrated with components that are not being replaced, seamlessly retaining all existing control functionality while also adding new capabilities.  The work under this contract will include designing a solution for the Department, providing and installing new equipment, programming and integration of the new equipment and software with the already existing equipment and software, training City staff on the new system, and providing system documentation and drawings to the City.  This is a Homeland Security Grant project that has a short timeframe and is one-time in nature.  The majority of this project is to purchase equipment, with less than $100K anticipated to be for contracted services.


· General Services Agency – Public Works - $1,500,000 to $3,100,000 - Provide specialized services in pavement condition data collection and surveys to support the Public Works Paving Program on an as-needed basis.  Work shall include providing expert examination, analysis, reports, graphs, raw data and other information of San Francisco’s roadway network.  We intend to award one contract with $1,000,000 limit.


· Human Services - $88,788 to $657,022 - The Contractor will:  a. Resolve issues and complaints regarding the FCS Division as an Ombudsman.  San Francisco Human Services Agency (HSA) shall be responsible for reviewing and taking the final action on any recommendations.  The contractor is expected to respond to three levels of concerns: I. Requests for information, including identification of resources and clarification of policies  ii. Issues requiring facilitation by the Ombudsman  iii. Assist parties in submitting formal written complaints directed to FCS Management regarding issues that cannot be resolved through direct meetings with the Child Welfare Worker.  b. Meet with clients and/or their care provider at HSA offices and/or community locations as necessary to provide information, make referrals, and conduct complaint intakes.  c.  Consult with FCS Management and staff to resolve the issues or complaints. d. Assist the complainant in resolving the issue.  Resolution may include, but is not limited to, the following: i. Clarification of FCS rules and policies ii. Mediation between the client and staff as appropriate iii. Forged agreements between staff, client, or other parties involved in the complaint e.  Meet with FCS Deputy Director or his/her designee at least quarterly to provide feedback regarding client service issues and to make policy recommendations.  f.  Compile program data for monthly reports summarizing the number, source, nature, and outcome of complaints handled and reporting hours of service provided.  g.  Develop and maintain individual case files for every complaint.  Issue a letter outlining the complaint, findings, and recommendations to the complainant, as appropriate.  h.  Participate in FCS’s Parent Advisory Committee (PAC), and other committees relevant to client concerns, as needed.


· Mayor - $520,000 to $770,000 - Preparation on background studies necessary for completion of environmental reviews required for federally supported housing and community development projects.  Studies would include air quality analyses using California Emission Estimator Model, health risk analyses, traffic studies, noise assessments, toxic substance analyses, geotechnical reports.  Preparation of Environmental Impact Studies for housing developments. Scope Change: Preparation on background studies necessary for completion of environmental reviews required for federally supported housing and community development projects.  Studies would include air quality analyses using California Emission Estimator Model, health risk analyses, traffic studies, noise assessments, toxic substance analyses, geotechnical reports.  Preparation of Environmental impact studies for housing developments.

· San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Report on Appointments Exempt from Civil Service under Charter Section 10.104.16 through 10.104.18.  


· Department of Human Resources’ Report on Appointments Past Charter Authorized Durations under Charter Sections 10.104-16 through 10.104-18.

· San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Report on Strategic Planning and Diversity Recruitment Strategies for Higher Level Leadership Positions. 

· Appeal by Deonte Walker of the Transportation Director’s Finding that there was Insufficient Evidence to Sustain His Complaint of Harassment and Discrimination Due to Race. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny Mr. Walker’s appeal.

· Appeal by Dennis Chan of the Rejection of His Application for Class 7318 Electronic Maintenance Technician (CBT-7318-902252) Examination. Recommendation: Deny the appeal of Mr. Dennis Chan; Uphold the decision of the Director of Transportation, SMTA.


· Continue Discussions with Proposed Rule Changes for De-Identification. Recommendation: Accept the staff report; Continue discussions and if appropriate provide further direction to the Executive Officer for follow-up.

Youth (Monday, March 19, 515PM)


Discussion Only


· Presentation on March for Our Lives and Gun Control Reform - Presenter: Jason Chen, March for Our Lives Organizer and student at Lowell High School


· Presentation on System Involved Young Women’s Bill of Rights - Presenter: Krea Gomez, Organizing & Advocacy Director, and KI Ifopo and Lael Jones, The Young Women’s Freedom Center


· Presentation on Youth Funding Youth Ideas - Presenter: Ashley Rodriguez, staff from Youth Funding Youth Ideas

Action Items


· Motion No. 1718-AL-09 [Motion Supporting youth taking a Stand on Gun Control through organized walkouts on March 14, 2018 and April 20, 2018, and the March for our Lives on March 24, 2018 and urge the Board of Supervisors to continue their commitment to common sense gun reform] Presenter: Commissioner Kristen Tam


· [First Reading] Resolution 1718-AL-10 [Resolution urging the Department of Children Youth and their Families to allocate $270,000 for fee waivers for California IDs for Youth between the ages of 14-16 in San Francisco] Sponsor: Commissioner Felix Andam


· [First Reading] Youth Commission Budget & Policy Priorities for Fiscal Years 2018-2019, and 2019-2020


Airport (Tuesday, March 20, 9AM)

Action Items

· Approval of Phase C4 to Contract No. 8427C.66 Design-Build Services for the Mel Leong Treatment Plant, Industrial Wastewater and Recycled Water Upgrades Project, Walsh Construction Company II, LLC, $30,593,412


· Authorization to Call for Bids for Contract No. 10574.61 Construction Services for the Police Training Support Facility Project Resolution approving the scope, budget, and schedule for Contract No. 10574.61, Construction Services for the Police Training Support Facility Project, and authorizing the Director to call for bids.

· Award of Four Terminal 2 Concession Leases and directing the Commission Secretary to request approval of the leases from the Board of Supervisors:

· Specialty Retail Lease No. 1 - Electronics/Travel - Brookstone SFO T-2, LLC


· Specialty Retail Lease No. 2 - Local Gifts - Avila Retail Development & Management, LLC


· Specialty Retail Lease No. 3 - Candy/Confections - Canonica New York, LLC


· Food & Beverage Lease No. 6 - Casual Dining - SSP America, Inc.


· Award of the Terminal 3 Pop-Up Retail Concession Program Permits - San Franpsycho, Inc. and Away


· Commencement of the Request for Bids for the On-Airport Rental Car Leases


· Authorization to Accept Proposals for the Terminal 1 Retail Concession Leases


· Authorization to Accept Proposals for the Terminal 1 Food and Beverage


· Approval of Phase C7 of Contract No. 10504.66 Design-Build Services for the AirTrain Extension and Improvements Program, Skanska Constructors, $3,441,001


· Modification No. 7 (Annual Renewal) to Professional Services Contract No. 9273.41 Project Management Support Services for the Long Term Parking Garage No. 2 Project, The Allen Group, LLC / Cooper Pugeda Management, Inc., A Joint Venture, $1,390,000


· Approval of Phase C7 of Contract No. 9350A.66 Design-Build Services for the REACH - Customer Hospitality - Boarding Areas A & G Project, Webcor Construction LP dba Webcor Builders


· Award of the Security Checkpoint Mailing Service Lease to Airport Mailers, Inc.


· Extend Ground Leases with Trillium USA Company, LLC and Clean Energy


· Authorization to Accept Proposals for the Airport Automated Retail Lease


· Approval of a 2011 Lease and Use Agreement with Thomas Cook Airlines Limited


· Approval of the Reimbursement to HFF-BRH-SFO,LLC for Costs Associated with Phasing Construction at Farmerbrown in Terminal 1 Boarding Area C, $46,000


Community Investment & Infrastructure (Tuesday, March 20, 1PM)

Discussion Only


· Commending and expressing appreciation to Chen Fei (Ferry) Lo for his dedicated service upon his retirement from the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of San Francisco

· Presentation on the Proposed Updates to the Hunters Point Shipyard (“HPS”) Phase 2 and Candlestick Point Project Land Use Program, including Amendments to the HPS and Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plans; Candlestick Point/HPS Phase 2 Disposition and Development Agreement, HPS Phase 2 Design for Development; Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area and Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area

Action Items

· Authorizing a Third Amendment to the Personal Services Contract with MJM Management Group, a California corporation, to extend the term by one year with up to two, one-year extensions at the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco for a management fee of $170,469, with a total aggregate management fee not to exceed $1,393,889, for property management services at Yerba Buena Gardens; former Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment Project Area

· Authorizing a Third Amendment to the Yerba Buena Gardens Programming Agreement with Yerba Buena Arts and Events, a California non-profit, public benefit corporation to extend the term by one year with up to two, one-year extensions at the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco for an amount not to exceed $75,000, with a total aggregate amount not to exceed $2,175,000, for programming the public open space at Yerba Buena Gardens; former Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment Project Area


· Selecting McCormack Baron Salazar and Bayview Hunters Point Multipurpose Senior Services for the development of approximately 100 affordable family rental housing units (including one manager’s unit) at Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1 Blocks 52 and 54; Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area

· Conditionally approving the Basic Concept and Schematic Design, and a variance to the 20-foot upper-floor stepback requirement, of an affordable housing project at Mission Bay South Block 6W, which consists of approximately 152 affordable family rental units including one manager's unit, and is within the scope of and adequately described in the Mission Bay Redevelopment Project, approved under the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report ("FSEIR"), a program EIR; and, adopting environmental findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area

· Conditionally approving the Schematic Design for an affordable housing mixed-use project at Candlestick Point South Block 11a, which consists of approximately 176 affordable family rental units, including 38 units set aside for formerly homeless households and 23 units set aside for physically disabled persons, and approximately 11,342 square feet of neighborhood retail and services space; and adopting environmental findings pursuant to CEQA; Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Area


· Conditionally approving the Schematic Design of a mixed-use project at Candlestick Point North Block 2A, which consists of 130 residential units, including seven below-market rate units, and approximately 17,000 square feet of neighborhood retail and services space; and, adopting environmental findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area

Entertainment (Tuesday, March 20, 530PM)

Action Items

· Hearing and Possible Action regarding applications for permits under the jurisdiction of the Entertainment Commission: 

Consent Agenda:


· EC-1435 – Awadalla, Awadalla, SF Hole in the Wall Pizza, 1825-1827 Irving St., Limited Live Performance Permit.


· EC-1436 – Casteel, Andrew, Laughing Monk Brewing, 1439 Egbert Ave., Limited Live Performance Permit.


· Discussion and Possible Action to adopt written comments and/or recommendations to be submitted by the Acting Director to the Planning Department and/or Department of Building Inspection regarding noise issues for proposed residential projects per Chapter 116 of the of the Administrative Code: 

Regular Agenda:


· 33 Norfolk Street, Bl/Lot: 3521/053A & 3521/093, Discussion and possible action to adopt written comments and/or recommendations regarding noise issues for the proposed residential project at 33 Norfolk Street, which is located within 300 feet of Holy Cow, Oasis, Calle 11, Halcyon, Audio, Slims, Buzzworks, and DNA Lounge, all permitted Places of Entertainment.


· Review and Possible Action to Amend the Recommended Noise Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Residential Projects.

Health (Tuesday, March 20, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC HEALTH COMMITTEE - THE COMMITTEE CHAIR WILL GIVE A BRIEF UPDATE ON MATTERS DISCUSSED IN THIS COMMITTEE INCLUDING: JAIL HEALTH SERVICES UPDATE AND AN APPLIED RESEARCH, COMMUNITY HEALTH, EPIDEMIOLOGY AND SURVEILLANCE UPDATE.

· UPDATE: ASSISTED OUTPATIENT TREATMENT (AOT) - THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL DISCUSS AN UPDATE ON THE ASSISTED OUTPATIENT TREATMENT PROGRAM, COMMONLY KNOWN AS “LAURA’S LAW.”

Action Items

· HEALTH COMMISSION OFFICER ELECTIONS - THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL VOTE TO ELECT ITS PRESIDENT AND VICE PRESIDENT. OFFICERS’ TENURE IS ONE YEAR.

· SFDPH ANNUAL GIFT REPORT FY2016-2017 - THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL REVIEW THE SFDPH ANNUAL REPORT OF GIFTS FY2016-2017. APPROVAL IS REQUESTED.

· ZSFG GOVERNING BODY BYLAWS - THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL CONSIDER REVISIONS MADE TO THE ZUCKERBERG SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL HOSPITAL GOVERNING BODY BYLAWS. APPROVAL IS REQUESTED.

· CONFERENCE WITH CITY ATTORNEY - Existing Litigation - Settlement of Litigation: Fabio Petrolino, City to Pay $100.000.00 and Co-Defendant HealthRight 360, a California nonprofit to pay $500,000.00 - Fabio Petrolino; M.P., a minor, through her guardian ad litem, Ana Petrolino; Andrelina Silva; Angela Petrolino; and Alex Petrolino vs. City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation; Eve Zeff, Registered Nurse, San Francisco Department of Health; Kevin O’Shea, Andrew Martinez, Michael Mohn and Rudy Zamora, Sheriff’s Deputies, San Francisco Sheriff’s Department; HEALTHRIGHT 360, a California nonprofit; Lauren Erickson, Mental Health Provider, HealthRight360; Nick Crispino, Associate Social Worker, HealthRight 360; DANIEL MITCHELL, Officer, California Highway Patrol; and DOES 1, 2 and 5 through 50, inclusive. (United States District Court, Northern District of California, Case No. 16-cv-02946-RS) (Closed Session)


MTA (Tuesday, March 20, 1PM)


Discussion Only


· Presentation and discussion of the FY 2019 and FY 2020 Operating Budget, including possible modifications to various fares, fees, fines, rates and charges; possible new revenue and expenditure sources and reductions; discussion of the FY 2019 and FY 2020 Capital funding through development fees and Population-based General Fund allocation included in the FY 2019 and FY 2020 Operating Budget, expanding the institutional pass program, creating a bulk sales discount, adding a single ride low income fare, one-day pass (MuniMobile only), and reducing the visitor passport fare purchased through Clipper or MuniMobile, and adding new fees for planning/development analysis review and development project review, Clipper card replacement, travel shows promoting San Francisco, eliminating fees for television series, etc. by non-profits and government agencies, replacement of lost SFMTA badges, and recovering fees for citations referred for Department of Motor Vehicle vehicle registration holds.

Action Items

· Requesting the Controller to allot funds and to draw warrants against such funds available or will be available in payment of the following claims against the SFMTA: 


· Adimika Wekanah Newton vs.  CCSF, Unlitigated Claim #1701551 filed on 1/10/17 for $35,000 


· Approving the following traffic modifications: 


· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGNS − Polk Street, northbound and southbound, at Greenwich Street. 


· ESTABLISH – NO U-TURN − Portola Drive, eastbound, at Evelyn Way. 


· ESTABLISH – NO U-TURN − Geneva Avenue, eastbound, at Prague Street. 


· ESTABLISH – NO TURN ON RED − Quintara St., eastbound and westbound, at 19th Ave.  


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO STOPPING ANYTIME EXCEPT VEHICLES DISPLAYING A PERMIT ISSUED BY THE SFMTA − Turk Street, south side, from 170 feet to 370 feet west of Gough Street.  


· ESTABLISH – 4-HOUR PARKING, 7 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY − Division Street, north side, from 9th Street to Brannan Street; Brannan Street, both sides, from Division Street to 9th Street; and 9th Street, west side, from Division Street to Brannan Street.  


· ESTABLISH – LEFT LANE MUST TURN LEFT EXCEPT FOR BIKES – Turk Street, 


· westbound, at Jones St.; Turk St., westbound, at Hyde St.; Turk St., westbound, at Polk St. 


· ESTABLISH – NO LEFT TURN ON RED – Turk Street, westbound, at Jones Street; Turk Street, westbound, at Hyde Street. 


· Authorizing the Director to execute Agreement No. L18-05 with the Cow Palace for the relocation of non-operative historic streetcars, cable cars and buses consisting of approximate 31,500 square feet of paved land and a covered building, in the amount of $2,072,457.68 for a five year term with extension options of two additional two-year terms.

· Authorizing the substitution of a letter of credit to provide credit support for the issuance and sale from time to time of Commercial Paper Notes on a revolving basis in a principal amount not to exceed $100 million in one or more tax-exempt or taxable series in connection with the SFMTA’s commercial note program to finance capital improvements which may need bridge financing in the future; approving the form of Amended and Restated Issuing and Paying Agent Agreement with US Bank, the Amended Dealer Agreements with Loop Capital and Morgan Stanley, respectively, and the form of new Letter of Credit and Reimbursement Agreement, together with the Fee Agreement, with Sumitomo Mitsui Banking Corporation, and authorizing the Director of Transportation to negotiate and execute the final forms of these agreements and take related actions for the SFMTA’s commercial paper program subject to Board of Supervisors concurrence. 


· Adopting the Muni Service Equity Strategy Report for Fiscal Years 2019 and 2020. 


· Approving the proposed service and route changes for realignment of the T Third LRV line and an increase in LRV service for the N Judah; approving the Title VI service equity analysis for these changes and making environmental findings associated with the changes. 


Board of Appeals (Wednesday, March 21, 5PM)

Action Items

· REHEARING REQUEST - Subject property at 2650-2652 Hyde Street. Ellen Tsang, appellant, is requesting a rehearing of Appeal No. 17-187, Tsang vs. DBI, PDA, decided February 07, 2018. At that time, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Lazarus absent) to uphold the permit on the basis that it was properly issued. Permit Holders: Craig & Marina Greenwood. Project: remodel upper unit of two-unit building; change rear portion of existing gable roof to flat roof with roof deck above; interior remodel of third floor below roof, including remodeled bathroom; new stair to roof; remodel interior stair; new small deck at level three. Application No. 2015/07/08/0940S.

REHEARING REQUEST - Subject property at 2650-2652 Hyde Street. Edgar Brincat, appellant, is requesting a rehearing of Appeal No. 17-188, Brincast vs. DBI, PDA, decided February 07, 2018. At that time, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Lazarus absent) to uphold the permit on the basis that it was properly issued. Permit Holders: Craig & Marina Greenwood. Project: remodel upper unit of two-unit building; change rear portion of existing gable roof to flat roof with roof deck above; interior remodel of third floor below roof, including remodeled bathroom; new stair to roof; remodel interior stair; new small deck at level three. Application No. 2015/07/08/0940S.

· APPEAL - CALLE 24 LATINO CULTURAL DISTRICT vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS, BUREAU OF STREET USE AND MAPPING, Re: 2990 24th Street. Appealing the ISSUANCE on December 29, 2017, to Red Table Management dba "Son's Addition," of a Sidewalk Table and Chairs Permit (for five tables and ten chairs occupying approximately 224sf in the public right-of-way at the subject property on Sunday through Saturday between the hours of 11AM and 10PM).


· APPEAL - JUDITH RODDEN vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Re: 267 Green Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on December 22, 2017, to SF 267 Green Street LLC, of an Alteration Permit (soft story retrofit using IEBC Appendix A4).


· APPEAL - JOHN PAXTON vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 330 Presidio Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on January 11, 2018, to 330 Presidio Avenue LLC, of an Alteration Permit (addition of two Accessory Dwelling Units on the first floor of an existing six-unit building per Ordinance 30-15; seismic application is on BPA No. 2015/09/04/6211).


· APPEAL - NINETY FOUR FEET, LLC vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Re: 3936-3942 26th Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on January 05, 2018, to Ascent One LLC, of an Alteration Permit (reduce scope of work on foundation, east side; revision to BPA No. 2015/05/08/5826).


· APPEAL - MARK BRECKE vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 100 Gates Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on January 24, 2018, to Julian Schuchard and Meble Tin, of a Site Permit (partial vertical addition and interior remodel to a two-story single family residence; work includes renovated kitchen and bathroom, new roof deck, altered street level entrance, new windows and new siding).


Building Inspection (Wednesday, March 21, 10AM)

Discussion Only


· Update on tall building process review.


· Update on Joint meeting of the Building Inspection Commission and Planning Commission.


· Update on Accela permit and project tracking system.


· Director’s Report.


· Update on DBI’s finances.


· Update on proposed or recently enacted State or local legislation.


· Update on major projects.


· Update on Code Enforcement.

Action Items

· Discussion and possible action regarding a proposed ordinance (Board of Supervisors File No. 171284) amending the Building Code to revise the City’s Slope Protection Act by clarifying the scope of its application to properties exceeding an average slope of 25% grade, updating the map references, mandating review by the Department of Building Inspection’s Structural Advisory Committee, and re-enacting and modifying a paragraph in the scope section regarding the type of proposed construction that triggers application of the Act which was omitted inadvertently in the adoption of the 2016 Code, in addition to other requirements.


Elections (Wednesday, March 21, 6PM)

Action Items

· Election Plan for June 5, 2018 Election

· Objectives and Process for annual Performance Evaluation Director of Elections - Discussion and Possible Action regarding the preparation of objectives and process for Performance Evaluation of the Director of Elections (Closed Session) 

Historic Preservation (Wednesday, March 21, 1230PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance

· 546-554 FILLMORE, 735 FELL STREET, 660 OAK STREET – east side of Fillmore Street, north side of Oak Street, south side of Fell Street, Assessor’s Blocks/Lots 0828/021, 0828/022, 0828/022A and 0828/012, (District 5). Consideration to Recommend to the Board of Supervisors Landmark Designation of the former Sacred Heart Church Complex which includes the former rectory, church, school and convent buildings pursuant to Article 10, Section 1004(c) of the Planning Code. Sacred Heart Parish Complex is significant for its association with the growth and development of the Western Addition and Catholic religious institutions in San Francisco in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries; with prominent and influential civil rights activist Father Eugene Boyle, pastor of the church from 1968 to 1972; as a distinctive and well‐executed example of a Romanesque Revival‐style Catholic parish grouping and for its association with master architect Thomas J. Welsh. 546-548 Fillmore Street is located in a RM-3 Residential-Mixed, Medium Density Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District; 554 Fillmore Street is located in a RM-1 Residential-Mixed, Low Density Zoning District and 40-X Height And Bulk District; 735 Fell Street is located in a RM-3 Residential-Mixed, Medium Density Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District; and 660 Oak Street is located in a RM-1 Residential-Mixed, Low Density Zoning District and 40-X Height And Bulk District. (Proposed Continuance to April 18, 2018)

Discussion Only


· CANDLESTICK POINT HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD PHASE II DEVELOPMENT PROJECT – The Candlestick Point Hunters Point Phase II development project consists of Candlestick Point, which generally encompasses the former Candlestick Park Stadium and parking lot, the Candlestick Point State Recreational Area, the Alice Griffith Housing development site The Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II site encompasses roughly 402 acres and includes all of Hunters Point Shipyard except for the portions referred to as “Hilltop” and “Hillside”. Informational Presentation on proposed revisions to the Project including the re-envisioning of the Hunters Point Shipyard, including plans on preserving the site’s historic resources. The resultant Project would consist of approximately 10,672 units, 4,265,000 of R&D/Office use, 790,000 gsf of regional retail, 432,000 gsf of neighborhood retail and maker space, along with new schools, public facilities, artist studios, and visitor uses. The Project also includes establishing new streets and development blocks along with approximately of 338 acres of parks and open space. The Hunters Point Shipyard portion of the site is within the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area, the Hunters Point Shipyard Special Use District and the HP Height and Bulk District.

Action Items

· Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business application:


· 5267 3RD STREET –The Jazz Room is a music venue and bar that has served San Francisco for 56 years. 

· 3RD STREET BRIDGE – also known as the Francis “Lefty” O’Doul Bridge, located between King and Channel Streets (District 6). Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness for repair and rehabilitation of the existing bridge consisting of: repair and replacement of steel  bridge members and the fender pile system, repair of the concrete piles and steel stairway, replacement of the existing deck, and repainting and recoating. The subject bridge is designated as San Francisco Landmark No. 194 per Article 10 of the Planning Code. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· CENTRAL SOMA PLAN – AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL PLAN – Review and Comment on General Plan Amendments to add the Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its eastern portion by 2nd Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; making conforming amendments to the Commerce and Industry Element, the Housing Element, the Urban Design Element, the Land Use Index, and the East SoMa and West SoMa Area Plans; and making environmental findings, including adopting a statement of overriding considerations, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN – AMENDMENTS TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE CODE AND THE PLANNING CODE – Review and Comment on Administrative Code and Planning Code Amendments to give effect to the Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its eastern portion by 2nd Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; making approval findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including adopting a statement of overriding considerations; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code Section 302.


CENTRAL SOMA PLAN – AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING MAP. Review and Comment on Zoning Map Amendments to the Planning Code to create the Central South of Market (SoMa) Special Use District and make other amendments to the Height and Bulk District Maps and Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa Area Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its eastern portion by 2nd Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. Preliminary Recommendation: Adoption

· 228-248 Townsend Street – north side of Townsend Street between Lusk and Clyde streets, Assessor’s Block 3787, Lot 018 (District 6). As part of the Central SoMa planning effort, consideration to Initiate Landmark Designation of the New Pullman Hotel as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. The New Pullman Hotel is significant as the city’s only hotel that catered specifically to African American railroad workers, including Pullman porters and maids, during the early to mid-twentieth century. On a national scale, Pullman porters and maids established the first all-Black union in the country, contributed to the development of the African American middle class, and laid important foundations for the Civil Rights Movement. The property is also associated with the 1906 Earthquake and Fire post-disaster reconstruction era in San Francisco. 228-248 Townsend Street is located in the SLI – SOMA Service – Light Industrial Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· 457 BRYANT STREET – south side of Bryant Street, Assessor’s Block 3775, Lot 085 (District 9). As part of the Central SoMa planning effort, consideration to Initiate Landmark Designation of the former Pile Drivers, Bridge and Structural Ironworkers Local No. 77 Union Hall as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. The Pile Drivers, Bridge and Structural Ironworkers Local No. 77 Union Hall is significant as one of the early extant union halls in San Francisco and played an important role in the growth of organized labor in the city, and is also associated with the 1906 Earthquake and Fire post-disaster reconstruction era in San Francisco. 457 Bryant Street is located in a SLI – SOMA Service – Light Industrial Zoning District and 45-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· 500-504 FOURTH STREET – south side of Fourth Street, Assessor’s Block 3777, Lot 001 (District 9). As part of the Central SoMa planning effort, consideration to Initiate Landmark Designation of the Hotel Utah as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. The Hotel Utah is associated with the 1906 Earthquake and Fire post-disaster reconstruction era in San Francisco and is significant as a rare remaining example of the numerous residential hotels constructed in SoMa during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Hotel Utah is also significant for its Edwardian style architecture, a style commonly employed in the design of residential hotels of the period. 500-504 Fourth Street is located in a SLI – SOMA Service – Light Industrial Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· CLYDE AND CROOKS WAREHOUSE HISTORIC DISTRICT – Assessor’s Block 3787 Lots 005, 014, 015, 016, 037, 040A, 044, 048, 033, 151, 017, 021, 022, 019, 036, 040, 018, 013, 152-159 (District 9). As part of the Central SoMa planning effort, consideration to Initiate Landmark District Designation of the Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District as an Article 10 Landmark District pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. The Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District is representative of 19th century development of the South of Market area as a center of industrial production in San Francisco and maritime commerce along the west coast. The district’s mix of industrial and warehouse buildings interspersed with residential structures is typical of the land use patterns developed in the 19th century in the South of Market neighborhood and continued during the 1906 earthquake and fire reconstruction period. The buildings exemplify early 20th century methods of construction and materials and the return of South of Market’s function as the industrial center of the city following the earthquake and fire. The Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District is located in a SLI – SOMA Service – Light Industrial Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· MINT-MISSION CONSERVATION DISTRICT – Assessor’s Block 3704, Lots 003, 010, 012, 013, 017, 018, 019, 020, 021, 022, 024, 028, 029, 034, 035, 059, 079, 113, 144; Assessor’s Block 3725, Lots 087, 088 (District 4). As part of the Central SoMa planning effort, consideration to Initiate Conservation District Designation of the Mint-Mission Conservation District as an Article 11 Conservation District pursuant to Section 1107 of the Planning Code. The Mint Mission Conservation District encompasses a cohesive concentration of reinforced concrete and brick masonry buildings constructed between 1906 and 1930.The District retains a mix of residential hotels, small-scale commercial buildings, warehouses and manufacturing facilities reflective of the area’s role as the center of industrial production in San Francisco and the major supplier of mining equipment, heavy machinery and other goods to the western states. The District is comprised of twenty-two properties, nineteen of which include contributing resources. The Mint Mission Conservation District is located in a C-3-G-Downtown General Zoning District and 90-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· KEARNY-MARKET-MASON-SUTTER CONSERVATION DISTRICT – Assessor’s Block 3705, Lots 021, 023, 039, 054 (District 4). As part of the Central SoMa planning effort, consideration to Initiate Change in Designation of an unrated building, 55 5th Street, Assessor’s Block 3705 lot 039, to a Category IV (Contributing) resource pursuant to Section 1106 of the Planning Code; and Initiate a Change in the Boundary of the Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter Conservation District to include 55 5th Street, Assessor’s Block 3705 lot 039; 67-99 5th Street, Assessor’s Block 3705 lots 021, 023; and 898 Mission Street, Assessor’s Block 3705 lot 054 pursuant to Section 1107 of the Planning Code. The Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter Conservation District is located in a C-3-G-Downtown General Zoning District and 90-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

Police (Wednesday, March 21, 530PM)

Discussion Only


· Chief’s Report - Report on recent Police Department activities, including major events, weekly crime trends, including staffing (current staffing levels, and overtime) and announcements


· Update on Supervisor Yee’s SFPD Staffing Resolution

· DPA Director’s Report - Presentation of Statistical Reports:  Summary of Cases Received, Mediation of Complaints, Adjudication of Sustained Complaints for February, 2018, and Companion Reports


Action Items

· Discussion and possible action to support the Youth Commission’s Resolution urging the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors to reduce the imprisonment of transitional age youth, implement alternatives to incarceration for Transitional Aged Youth, reject any funding for major renovation, reopening, or construction of jail facilities, and instead invest in programming supporting at-risk Transitional Aged Youth and Positive Youth Development

· Request of the Chief of Police to accept donation of K9 vehicle heat alarm/temperature sensor system, valued at $8,374.28, from the Police & Working K9 Foundation for the use of the Tactical K9 Unit 


· Discussion and possible action to approve draft revised Department General Order 2.04, “Complaints against Officers,” and draft Memorandum of Understanding Between the Department of Police Accountability and the San Francisco Police Department for purposes of engaging in the meet-and-confer process with the Police Officers Association

· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION:  Chief of Police - Review of findings and Chief’s decision to return or not return officers to duty following an officer-involved shooting (OIS 18-002) (Closed Session)

· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL- Existing Litigation, Paulo Morgado vs. City and County of San Francisco et al., San Francisco Superior Court, Case No. CGC 12-518287, filed February 16, 2012 (Closed Session)


· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL- Existing Litigation, Young Chi vs. City and County of San Francisco et al., San Francisco Superior Court, Case No. CGC 14-540675, filed July 22, 2014 (Closed Session)


· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL- Existing Litigation, Derek Byrne vs. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Police Commission and San Francisco Police Department, San Francisco Superior Court, Case No. CPF-17-515892, filed October 12, 2017 (Closed Session)


· PERSONNEL EXCEPTION - Discussion and possible action to return disciplinary charges filed in case no. OCC 0291-16 to the Chief’s Level to be heard administratively, or take other action, if necessary (Closed Session)


· PERSONNEL EXCEPTION:   Status and calendaring of pending disciplinary cases (Closed Session)

Human Rights (Thursday, March 22, 530PM)


Human Services (Thursday, March 22, 930AM)


Action Items

· Requesting ratification of actions taken by the Executive Director since the February 14, 2018 Special Meeting in accordance with Commission authorization of March 22, 2018:

· Submission of requests to encumber funds in the total amount of $17,698 for purchase of services or supplies and contingency amounts;


· Submission of 1 temporary position(s) for possible use in order to fill positions on a temporary basis;


· Submission of report of 104 temporary appointment(s) made during the period of 2.1.18 thru 3.12.18.


· Requesting adoption of resolution proclaiming April 2018 as Child Abuse Prevention Month. Sylvia Deporto


· Requesting authorization to modify the existing contract agreement with UNIVERISTY OF CALIFORNIA, DAVIS for provision of Case Management and Welfare Fraud Trainings; during the period April 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019; for an additional amount of $174,250 plus a 10% contingency for a revised total amount not to exceed $255,425.


· Requesting authorization to modify the existing grant agreement with ARRIBA JUNTOS to expand the Transitional Employment Support Services (TESS) program to include IPO participants; during the period March 1, 2018 to June 30, 2018; for an additional amount of $55,552 plus a 10% contingency for a revised total amount not to exceed $549,939.


· Requesting authorization to modify the existing grant agreement with YOUNG COMMUNITY DEVELOPERS to expand the Transitional Employment Support Services (TESS) program to include IPO participants; during the period March 1, 2018 to June 30, 2018; for an additional amount of $76,180 plus a 10% contingency for a revised total amount not to exceed $572,740.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT to provide Title IV-E Specialized Training Services; during the period January 1, 2018 to September 30, 2020; for an additional amount of $1,213,434 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $2,657,912.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant with Seneca Family of Agencies for the provision of Permanency Assessments; during the period April 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019; $140,000 each with a contingency of $14,000 for a total amount not to exceed $154,000.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant with Lilliput Families for the provision of Permanency Assessments; during the period April 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019; $140,000 each with a contingency of $14,000 for a total amount not to exceed $154,000.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant with Aspiranet for the provision of Permanency Assessments; during the period April 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019; $140,000 each with a contingency of $14,000 for a total amount not to exceed $154,000.


Planning (Thursday, March 22, 12PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance 


· 3314 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET – north side between Mission Street and South Van Ness Avenue - Lot 012 in Assessor’s Block 6571 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1 and 303 for the demolition of an existing 13,000 sq. ft. light industrial building and construction of a 65-ft. tall, six-story and 49,475 sq. ft. mixed-use building that includes approximately 11,430 sq. ft. of ground floor commercial retail and 48,365 sq. ft. of residential use for 58 dwelling units. The proposed project would also include a total 9,020 sq. ft. of private and common residential open space, 62 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and an approximately 6,300 sq. ft. basement-level garage for 27 accessory automobile and 1 car-share parking spaces. The subject properties are located within a Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed Continuance to April 26, 2018)

· 792 CAPP STREET – west side of Capp Street, between 22nd and 23rd Streets; lot 019B of Assessor’s Block 3637 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.4, 303, and 317, proposing to demolish the existing two-story single-family home and construct a new four-story (40 foot tall) residential structure containing four dwelling units within a Residential Transit Oriented - Mission (RTO-M) Zoning District, Calle 24 Special Use District, and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove (Proposed for Continuance to May 3, 2018)


· 749 27TH STREET – south side of 27th Street between Douglas and Diamond Streets; lot 012 of Assessor’s Block 6588 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to allow the tantamount to demolition of an existing two-story detached one-unit dwelling at the front of the property and the alteration of a detached single-family one-unit dwelling at the rear of the property. The project also requests a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback requirements, pursuant to Section 132. The subject property is located within a RH-1 (Residential – House, One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Pending (Proposed for Continuance to May 3, 2018)

749 27TH STREET – south side of 27th Street between Douglas and Diamond Streets; lot 012 of Assessor’s Block 6588 (District 8) – Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback requirements, pursuant to Section 132. The project is to allow the tantamount to demolition of an existing two-story detached one-unit dwelling at the front of the property and the alteration of a detached single-family one-unit dwelling at the rear of the property. The subject property is located within a RH-1 (Residential – House, One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. (Proposed for Continuance to May 3, 2018)

· 1100 POTRERO AVENUE – southwest corner of Potrero Avenue and 23rd Street; lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 4211 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 207, 209.1 and 303, to construct up to one dwelling unit for every 1,000 square feet of lot area for the project proposing a new four-story, 49-feet tall building containing four dwelling units adjacent to a limited commercial nonconforming use on the 3,500 square-foot lot. The subject property is located within a RH-3 (Residential – House, Three Family) Zoning District and 55-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions (Proposed for Continuance to May 3, 2018) 


1100 POTRERO AVENUE – southwest corner of Potrero Avenue and 23rd Street; lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 4211 (District 9) – Request for a Variance to the rear yard requirement pursuant to Planning Code Section 134, to allow the construction of a new building containing four dwelling units to encroach 11-feet 6-inches into the rear yard. The subject property is located within a RH-3 (Residential – House, Three Family) Zoning District and 55-X Height and Bulk District. (Proposed for Continuance to May 3, 2018)

· 77 GEARY STREET - southeast corner of Geary Street and Grant Avenue; Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 0312 (District 3) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 210.2 to establish a Non-Retail Sales and Service general office use with approximately 24,159 square feet of total space at the second and third floors of the existing building. This application seeks to abate Planning Enforcement Case No. 2015-009163ENF for unauthorized office use in the subject space. The space is currently occupied for office use by a software company (d.b.a. MuleSoft) and by an existing ground floor retailer in the building (d.b.a. Nespresso). The project is located within a C-3-R (Downtown – Retail) District, Downtown Plan Area, and 80-130-F Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed for Continuance to May 17, 2018)

Discussion Only


· CENTRAL SOMA PLAN – Informational Presentation. This presentation is part of the process leading to eventual adoption of the Central SoMa Plan. This is an opportunity to continue the discussion of the legislative package, introduced February 27th by Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Kim (Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments) and March 1st by the Planning Commission (General Plan amendments). The hearing will focus on housing, as well as other areas of interest and/or concern raised previously by Planning Commissioners and members of the public. The Planning Commission is expected to act on this legislative package on April 12th or thereafter. 

· DIVISADERO AND FILLMORE NCTS ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY – Informational Presentation by the Office of the Controller of an Economic Feasibility Study regarding inclusionary housing requirements in the Divisadero and Fillmore Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) districts. This study was prepared jointly by the Planning Department and Office of the Controller in accordance with Section 415.6 of the Planning Code.

· CANDLESTICK POINT HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD PHASE II DEVELOPMENT PROJECT – The Candlestick Point Hunters Point Phase II development project consists of Candlestick Point, which generally encompasses the former Candlestick Park Stadium and parking lot, the Candlestick Point State Recreational Area, the Alice Griffith Housing development site and a Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 above the stadium site. The Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II site encompasses roughly 402 acres and includes all of Hunters Point Shipyard except for the portions referred to as “Hilltop” and “Hillside”. Informational Presentation on proposed revisions to the Project including the re-envisioning of the Hunters Point Shipyard and Design for Development document. The resultant Project would consist of approximately 10,672 units, 4,265,000 of R&D/Office use, 790,000 gsf of regional retail, 432,000 gsf of neighborhood retail and maker space, along with new schools, public facilities, artist studios, and visitor uses. The Project also includes establishing new streets and development blocks along with approximately of 338 acres of parks and open space. The Candlestick Point portion of the project is within the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area, the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use District, and the CP Height and Bulk District; the Hunters Point Shipyard portion of the site is within the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area, the Hunters Point Shipyard Special Use District and the HP Height and Bulk District.


Action Items

· 513 VALENCIA STREET – southeast corner of the 16th Street and Valencia Street intersection, Lot 049 of Assessor’s Block 3569 (District 8) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303(c) and 762, to modify a T-Mobile Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility consisting of the removal of (2) omni antennas; installation of (3) new panel antennas within (3) new 18-inch diameter FRP radomes; installation of (3) new RRUs; installation of (6) new TMAs adjacent to antennas; relocation of (1) existing equipment cabinet; replacement of (1) existing cabinet; relocation of (1) GPS antenna; removal and replacement of ancillary equipment; and painting of RF striping at antenna locations as part of the T-Mobile Telecommunications Network. The subject property is located within the NCT (Valencia Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District), and 55-X Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 3155 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET – south side of Cesar Chavez Street – Lot 040 in Assessor’s Block 5503 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303, to construct a second-story horizontal addition to an existing religious institution (d.b.a. Church of God) within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District, 40-X Height and Bulk District, and the Bernal Height Special Use District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

3155 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET – south side of Cesar Chavez – Lot 040 in Assessor’s Block 5503 – Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 132 and 134 to construct a horizontal second story addition within the front and rear yards to an existing church (Church of God) within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· CANDLESTICK POINT HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD PHASE II DEVELOPMENT PROJECT – INITIATION OF GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS – The Candlestick Point Hunters Point Phase II development project encompasses the former Candlestick Park Stadium and parking lot, the Candlestick Point State Recreational Area, the Alice Griffith Housing development site and a Assessor’s Block 4991/Lot 276 above the stadium site. The Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II site encompasses roughly 402 acres and includes all of Hunters Point Shipyard except for the portions referred to as “Hilltop” and “Hillside”. Request to Initiate Amendments to the General Plan by (1) amending the boundaries of the Candlestick Point Sub-Area Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan by removing Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 from the Sub-Area Plan; (2) amending the Hunters Point Area Plan by removing discussion of the previously proposed stadium; and (3) and making conforming changes to Maps throughout the General Plan to be consistent with the new Candlestick Point Sub-Area Plan boundaries. These amendments are to align with and accommodate proposed changes to the Candlestick Point Hunters Point Phase II development Project such that the resultant project would consist of approximately 10,672 units, 4,265,000 of R&D/Office use, 790,000 gsf of regional retail, 432,000 gsf of neighborhood retail and maker space, along with new schools, public facilities, artist studios, and visitor uses. The Project also includes establishing new streets and development blocks along with approximately of 338 acres of parks and open space. The Candlestick Point portion of the project is within the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area, the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use District, and the CP Height and Bulk District; the Hunters Point Shipyard portion of the site is within the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area, the Hunters Point Shipyard Special Use District and the HP Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate and schedule a public hearing on or after April 26, 2018

CANDLESTICK POINT – INITATION OF PLANNING CODE MAP AMENDMENT – Candlestick Point is part of the Candlestick Point Hunters Point Phase II development project and consists of roughly 281 acres and generally encompasses the former Candlestick Park stadium and parking lot, the Candlestick Point State Recreational Area, the Alice Griffith Housing development site and a Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 above the stadium site. Request to Initiate Amendments to the Planning Code Maps by amending Sectional Map SU10 be removing Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 from the boundaries of the Special Use District; and (2) amend Sectional Map HT10 by redesignating Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 from a CP Height and Bulk designation to 40-X Height and Bulk Designation. These amendments are to align with and accommodate proposed changes to the Candlestick Point Hunters Point Phase II development Project such that the resultant project would consist of approximately 10,672 units, 4,265,000 gsf of R&D/office use, 790,000 gsf of regional retail, 432,000 gsf of neighborhood retail and maker space, along with new schools, public facilities, artist studios, and visitor uses. The Project also includes establishing new streets and development blocks along with approximately of 338 acres of parks and open space. The Candlestick Point portion of the project is within the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area, the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use District, and CP Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate and schedule a public hearing on or after April 26, 2018

· URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES – Adoption: Require projects subject to design review in Neighborhood Commercial (NC), Mixed-Use (MU), and Downtown Commercial (C) Districts, as well as non-residential uses or projects that have either twenty-five units or more or a frontage longer than 150' feet in Residential (R) Districts, to comply with the proposed Urban Design Guidelines. The Urban Design Guidelines are an implementation document for existing urban design policy found in the General Plan that guides site design, architecture, and public space. They work with all existing guidelines where they apply, including the proposed Special Area Guidelines, to support high quality design and neighborhood compatibility. Preliminary Recommendation: Adoption

· 48 SATURN STREET – north side of Saturn Street between Temple Street and Upper Terrace, Lot 005 in Assessor’s Block 2627 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 249.77 and 303(c), to construct a new 39-foot tall, foot two-family dwelling on a vacant lot. The project site is located within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove

· 229 ELLIS STREET – south side of Ellis Street, between Mason and Taylor Streets, Lot 001A in Assessor’s Block 0331 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to allow a one-story vertical addition to the existing 4-story-over-basement building, resulting in a 5-story-over basement building reaching a finished roof height of 55’-1” (up to 73’-8” for the elevator penthouse). The vacant building previously contained approximately 17,400 square feet of uses, including Residential Use (five Dwelling Units) on the upper floors, unauthorized Office Uses within the middle floors, and a former bathhouse (Personal Service Use) (d.b.a. “Burns Hammam” and “San Francisco Turkish Baths”) on the lower floors. The Project would include a change of use, converting non-residential uses into residential uses, resulting in approximately 27,500 gross square feet of Group Housing (a Residential Use), for a total of 52 Group Housing rooms. The Project would provide 850 square feet of common useable open space via a roof deck, in addition to several common and private open spaces on the lower floors of the building. The Project would also provide 38 Class 1 and 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, with no off-street vehicular parking provided. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

229 ELLIS STREET – south side of Ellis Street, between Mason and Taylor Streets, Lot 001A in Assessor’s Block 0331 (District 6) – Request for Rear Yard Modification pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134(g) and 249.5. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).


· 114 LYON STREET – east side of Lyon Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 1220 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the merger of four dwelling units into two dwelling units. The proposed project would legalize the merger of four dwelling units into a 3,096 sq. ft. dwelling and a 341 sq. ft. studio unit behind the garage in a four-story residential building. The subject property is within a RH-3 (Residential, House, ThreeFamily) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove

114 LYON STREET – east side of Lyon Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 1220 (District 5) - Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Section 134(c), to legalize the construction of a deck and stair located the rear yard of the 4-story four-unit residential building. The subject property is within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.


· 1233 POLK STREET – west side of Polk Street between Sutter and Bush Streets, on the northwest corner of Polk and Fern Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0670 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Sections 303 and 723, proposing to permit and legalize the operation of a Nighttime Entertainment use with electronic amplification seven days per week until 2 a.m., and to modify the existing conditions of approval of Planning Commission Motion No. 13572, within an existing business (d.b.a. “Mayes Oyster House) authorized for Restaurant and Other Entertainment uses; however per Motion 13572, electronic amplification is currently only permitted on Fridays and Saturdays until midnight. The subject application also seeks to abate Planning Enforcement Case No. 2016-000434ENF. The subject property is located within the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD), the Lower Polk Street Alcohol Restricted Use District, and 65-A Height and Bulk District. Per CEQA Section 21065 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15378, the proposed legalization of the existing use is not a “project” under CEQA, as it would not result in a direct physical change, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 600 VAN NESS AVENUE – east side of Van Ness Avenue between Golden Gate Avenue and Elm Street; Lots 006-009 in Assessor’s Block 0763 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 253, 253.2, 303, and 304 to construct an approx. 130-foot tall building of approx. 185,670 gross square feet and containing 168 dwelling units, approx. 6,200 square feet of ground floor retail, and up to 89 accessory offstreet parking spaces. The project is seeking exceptions as a Planned Unit Development to the Planning Code’s requirements for floor area ratio (Section 124), rear yard (Section 134), and architectural obstructions over the public right-of-way (Section 136). The subject property has split zoning and is located within a RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) and NC-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning Districts, Van Ness Special Use District, and 130-V and 130-E Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 2514 BALBOA STREET – north side of Balboa Street between 26th and 27th Avenues; Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 1569 (District 1) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2015.01.28.6899, proposing to construct two-story horizontal and vertical additions to the existing two-story, single-family dwelling within a RH-2 (House, TwoFamily) District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project includes interior modifications and addition of one dwelling unit. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Staff Analysis: Abbreviated Discretionary Review. Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve as Revised

Miscellaneous

· Eastern Neighborhoods Plan CAC (Monday, March 19, 6PM)

· Urban Forestry Council (Friday, March 23, 830AM)



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Oppose 650 Divisadero
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 11:35:43 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Awbrey [mailto:weegreenmea@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 11:26 AM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of Supervisors, (BOS);
affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: I Oppose 650 Divisadero

Dear Planning Commission,

I am opposed to the project at 650 Divisadero as proposed for the following reasons:
- 9 units of low-income housing out of 66 is not enough.
- This project started at 16 units before Divisadero was rezoned, and while it gained 50 units, there was no increase
in the rate of required on-site affordable housing.
- San Francisco has already approved more than 200% of the market rate housing goal for 2022.
- This project is therefore neither necessary nor desirable.

As a Conditional Use project,the project developer must demonstrate that the project is necessary or desirable to get
approval from the Planning Commission.  The project as proposed:
does not meet the community's affordable housing requirements, does not meet current zoning requirements for
Divisadero, exceeds bulk limits exceeds 10,000 square feet, and requires a rear yard variance for not meeting the
setback requirement for rear yards.

Please do not grant this project approval when it clearly does not respect our community's needs or current
guidelines for development.

Thank you,
Lisa Awbrey

Sent from my iPad

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:weegreenmea@yahoo.com


From: Bintliff, Jacob (CPC)
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
Subject: For publication: Inclusionary Housing Study for Divisadero and Fillmore NCTs
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 12:46:05 PM
Attachments: 20180322_Inclusionary Housing Study_DivisaderoFillmoreNCTs_Final Report 3.19.18.pdf

20180322_DivisaderoFillmoreNCTsStudyMemo.pdf

Hi Jonas et al,
 
Per Christine’s direction last week, may I please request that you email the attached final report to
Commissioners, and upload to the 3/22 agenda page as a Correspondence at your earliest
convenience? Meanwhile, I will go ahead and send to some interested parties who have inquired.
 
Here is some draft language for the email to Commissioners explaining what this is:
--
Please find the attached economic feasibility study of inclusionary housing requirements for the
Divisadero and Fillmore NCTs that will be presented at the Planning Commission hearing this week as
an informational item. The report is issued by the Office of the Controller in collaboration with
Planning Department staff, as required per Section 415 of the Planning Code for areas that received
significant rezonings in recent years. This is the same report that is referenced in the cover memo
(also attached) that was included in your packets for this item. Please feel free to contact Jacob
Bintliff (jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org; 415-575-9170) with any questions regarding this item.
 
 
Thank you!
 
Jacob Bintliff, MCP
Senior Planner

San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9170 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

mailto:Jacob.Bintliff@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:john.rahaim@sfgov.org
mailto:dan.sider@sfgov.org
mailto:anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org
mailto:jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/



CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO


Office of the Controller
City Planning Department


Inclusionary Housing Analysis of 
Divisadero and Fillmore Street Rezoning


3.19.2018 







 In August, 2017, Ordinance 158-17 went into effect, which created a new 
requirement to study if significant rezoning creates the potential to 
increase inclusionary housing requirements, without undermining 
financial feasibility.


 The Planning Department has determined that this study is required for  
the 2015 rezonings of Neighborhood Commercial Districts (NCDs) to 
Neighborhood Commercial Transit Districts (NCTs) on Fillmore and 
Divisadero Streets.


 This report was prepared to summarize the key assumptions and 
findings of an economic feasibility study for these areas. This study was 
designed to estimate, for illustrative purposes only, the maximum 
potential on-site inclusionary housing requirement that would be 
economically feasible for a prototypical development project in these 
zoning districts, under current economic conditions and assuming that 
the entire amount of any value increase effected by the re-zoning would 
be absorbed by the on-site inclusionary requirement.
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Reason for This Report


Background







 In 2016, the Controller’s Office, other City staff, a team of consultants, and 
the Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee studied how the 
financial feasibility of prototypical housing projects in San Francisco would 
be affected by different city-wide inclusionary housing requirements. 


 For this study, a third-party consultant worked with the same City 
departments to prepare the study and used the same general 
methodology as in 2016. Project prototypes that are representative of 
typical projects in these parts of the city were developed.


 Under prevailing housing prices, development costs (excluding land), 
inclusionary housing and other fees, and rate of return, the project’s 
financial model generates a “residual land value”: a maximum expenditure 
on land before a project is no longer feasible for the developer. If that 
amount meets or exceeds the value expectations of potential land sellers—
then land may potentially transact for development of new housing.
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Feasibility Studies and the Land Residual Method


Background







 Two prototypes were prepared first to estimate the land residual values 
under the old zoning. 


 The prototype projects were then revised to reflect different potential 
development options, based on the increased development capacity of the 
new zoning. Holding all other factors constant, these new prototype 
projects, with increased unit counts, would be anticipated to result in 
higher estimated land residual values.


 Raising inclusionary housing requirements for the new prototype projects, 
however, would lower the estimated land residual values. For illustrative 
purposes only, the assumed inclusionary housing requirement for each 
new prototype project was increased until the estimated land residual value 
equaled the estimated residual land value under the old zoning.
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Estimating the Maximum Inclusionary Housing


Background







 Prototype A generally reflects a potential project typology in the 
Divisadero NCT, where the residential density limit was changed from a 
maximum of 1 unit per 800 square feet of lot area to no limit, and the 
most prevalent height district for potential development sites in the 
district is 65' feet.


 Prototype B generally reflects a potential project typology in the Fillmore 
NCT, where the residential density limit was changed from a maximum of 
1 unit per 600 square feet of lot area to no limit, and the most prevalent 
height district for potential development sites in the district is 50' feet.


 Because the original density limitations were more restrictive and the 
prevalent height district is higher on Divisadero Street, the elimination of 
density controls has a greater potential impact on the estimated residual 
land value generated by development there than on Fillmore Street. 
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The Prototypes


Analysis







 For each of the two prototypes, four different scenarios were examined:


1. a baseline case, under the old zoning, assuming the projects were 
to be developed as for-sale condominiums


2. potential for-sale condominium development under the new 
zoning, allowing more housing units, with more inclusionary 
housing.


3. potential for-rent apartment development under the new zoning, 
with more inclusionary housing, assuming constant rent over the 
next 2 years.


4. potential for-rent apartment development under the new zoning, 
with more inclusionary housing, assuming growing rent over the 
next 2 years.


6


The Pro Forma Models


Analysis







 Reflecting the greater impact of the re-zoning on Divisadero Street,  
residential gross square footage is projected to increase by 
approximately 100% for the Divisadero prototype, but only by 
approximately 30% for the Fillmore prototype.


 The number of units in the Divisadero prototype is projected to rise from 
16 to 47 for a condominium project, and 53 for an apartment project. 
The Fillmore prototype is projected to grow from 21 units to 37 
(condominiums) or 43 (apartments), under the new zoning.  Actual 
project unit counts may vary in each NCT; in which case, the prototype 
analysis may not be applicable.


 The unit count grows by more than the residential square footage, 
because the units are expected to be smaller, on average.


 Because both projects would, under the old zoning, have fewer than 25 
units, they would only have a 12% inclusionary housing requirement. 


 Specific assumptions related to construction are shown on the next page.
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Construction Details


Analysis
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Construction Details


Analysis


Prototype A:
Divisadero


Prototype B: 
Fillmore


Old Zoning


Height (feet) 35 35


Residential Square Footage 24,000 29,625


# of Units 16 21


New Zoning - Condos


Height (feet) 65 50


Residential Square Footage 48,375 39,000


# of Units 47 37


New Zoning - Apartments


Height (feet) 65 50


Residential Square Footage 48,375 39,000


# of Units 53 42







 Research was conducted to identify current (late 2017-early 2018) cost 
and revenue information for each prototype scenario. The findings are 
summarized on the next slide. In general, research showed a significant 
increase in costs, and only a limited increase, if any, in prices and rents, 
since 2016.


 Costs per net square foot (NSF), which are also reported on the next 
page, vary between the two prototypes due to project size and program 
differences.


 Rents at the time of completion are assumed to be approximately 2% 
higher in the growing-rent scenario, compared to current rents.
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Financial Details


Analysis
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Financial Details


Analysis


Prototype A:
Divisadero


Prototype B: 
Fillmore


Old Zoning – Condos:


Weighted Price/Rent per unit, market-rate $1,343,000 $1,311,000


Total Cost per NSF $784 $811


New Zoning – Condos:


Weighted Price/Rent per unit, market-rate $973,000 $993,000


Total Cost per NSF $758 $832


New Zoning – Apartment (Current Rent):


Weighted Price/Rent per unit, market-rate $3,650/month $3,785/month


Total Cost per NSF $748 $841


New Zoning – Apartment (Growing Rent)


Weighted Price/Rent per unit, market-rate $3,725/month $3,850/month


Total Cost per NSF $748 $840







 The old-zoning prototypes used an inclusionary housing requirement of 
12%, all at the low-income tier, because these projects would have less 
than 25 units.


 As discussed earlier, for illustrative purposes only, the inclusionary 
housing requirements for the four new zoning scenarios were set to 
equalize the residual land values to what they would be under the old 
zoning.


 The new-zoning prototypes assumed that, for condominiums, 50% of 
the inclusionary housing would go to low-income, 25% to moderate-
income, and 25% to middle-income households and, for apartments, 
56% of the inclusionary housing would go to low-income, 22% to 
moderate-income, and 22% to middle-income households.
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Results


Analysis
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Results


Analysis


Prototype A:
Divisadero


Prototype B: 
Fillmore


Old Zoning – Condos:


Inclusionary Requirement 12% 12%


Total Land Residual Value $2.3 Million $3.9 Million


New Zoning – Condos


Maximum Inclusionary 23% 13%


Total Land Residual Value $2.3 Million $3.9 Million


New Zoning–Apartment (Current Rent)


Maximum Inclusionary 20% 5%


Total Land Residual Value $2.3 Million $3.9 Million


New Zoning–Apartment (Growing Rent)


Maximum Inclusionary 22% 10%


Total Land Residual Value $2.3 Million $3.9 Million







 The Divisadero prototype can support a maximum inclusionary housing 
requirement that is slightly higher than the current citywide inclusionary 
requirements adopted in 2017. This finding reflects the level of density 
increase established by the re-zoning in the Divisadero NCT, and an 
assumption – for the illustrative purposes of this analysis – that the 
residual land value of development sites would reflect land values under 
the previous density limit, with all additional value accruing to the 
development project. 


 However, because the Fillmore Street rezoning resulted in a lower 
increase in residential development capacity, the Fillmore Street NCT 
prototype cannot support additional inclusionary housing requirements 
under current market conditions.


 In today’s market, the Fillmore Street NCT prototype would not be 
feasible even with the current citywide inclusionary requirements for 
projects with more than 25 units.
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Conclusions
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Summary Table


Attachment A







Jacob Bintliff, City Planning Department


Ted Egan, Chief Economist, Controller’s Office
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DATE:     March  15,  2018  
TO:        Planning  Commission  
STAFF:   Jacob  Bintliff  –  (415)  575-‐‑9170  
      jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org  
  
RE:        Divisadero  and  Fillmore  NCTs  Economic  Feasibility  Study    
  
Ordinance  Number  158-‐‑17,  adopted  in  July,  2017,  established  a  requirement  that  an  economic  
feasibility  study  be  conducted  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  establishing  specific  on-‐‑site  
inclusionary  housing  requirements  in  certain  areas  where  significant  re-‐‑zonings  have  occurred  in  
recent  years.  Specifically,  Section  415.6  of  the  Planning  Code  states  the  following:    
     


The  Planning  Department,  in  consultation  with  the  Controller,  shall  undertake  a  study  of  areas  
greater  than  5  acres  in  size,  where  an  Area  Plan,  Special  Use  District,  or  other  re-‐‑zoning  is  being  
considered  for  adoption  or  has  been  adopted  after  January  1,  2015,  to  determine  whether  a  higher  
on-‐‑site  inclusionary  affordable  housing  requirement  is  feasible  on  sites  that  have  received  a  20%  
or  greater  increase  in  developable  residential  gross  floor  area  or  a  35%  or  greater  increase  in  
residential  density  over  prior  zoning,  and  shall  submit  such  information  to  the  Planning  
Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors.  
  


The  Planning  Department  determined  that  these  criteria  were  met  by  only  two  recent  re-‐‑zoning  
actions:  the  re-‐‑zonings  of  the  Divisadero  Street  and  Fillmore  Street  Neighborhood  Commercial  
Districts  (NCDs)  to  the  Divisadero  Street  and  Fillmore  Street  Neighborhood  Commercial  Transit  
Districts  (NCTs),  which  eliminated  the  residential  density  limit  in  both  districts  and  modified  
other  development  standards,  but  did  not  modify  the  corresponding  height  and  bulk  districts.  
These  NCTs  were  established  by  Ordinances  127-‐‑15  and  126-‐‑15,  respectively,  in  July,  2015.    
 
As  required,  the  Planning  Department  and  Office  of  the  Controller  jointly  conducted  a  financial  
feasibility  study  for  these  areas,  which  was  prepared  by  a  qualified  economic  consultant,  
Century  Urban,  LLC.  This  study  was  designed  to  identify  the  maximum  on-‐‑site  inclusionary  
housing  requirement  that  would  be  economically  feasible  for  a  typical  development  project  in  
these  zoning  districts,  under  current  economic  conditions  and  assuming  that  any  value  increase  
effected  by  the  re-‐‑zoning  would  be  absorbed  by  the  development  project.    
  
On  March  22,  2018,  the  Planning  Commission  will  hear  an  informational  presentation  from  the  
Controller’s  Office  of  Economic  Analysis  and  Planning  Department  staff  summarizing  the  key  
assumptions,  methodology,  and  findings  of  the  economic  feasibility  study.    







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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: For publication: Inclusionary Housing Study for Divisadero and Fillmore NCTs
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 1:00:25 PM
Attachments: 20180322_Inclusionary Housing Study_DivisaderoFillmoreNCTs_Final Report 3.19.18.pdf

20180322_DivisaderoFillmoreNCTsStudyMemo.pdf
Importance: High

See below:
 
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: Bintliff, Jacob (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 12:46 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
Subject: For publication: Inclusionary Housing Study for Divisadero and Fillmore NCTs
 
Hi Jonas et al,
 
Per Christine’s direction last week, may I please request that you email the attached final report to
Commissioners, and upload to the 3/22 agenda page as a Correspondence at your earliest
convenience? Meanwhile, I will go ahead and send to some interested parties who have inquired.
 
Here is some draft language for the email to Commissioners explaining what this is:
--
Please find the attached economic feasibility study of inclusionary housing requirements for the
Divisadero and Fillmore NCTs that will be presented at the Planning Commission hearing this week as
an informational item. The report is issued by the Office of the Controller in collaboration with
Planning Department staff, as required per Section 415 of the Planning Code for areas that received
significant rezonings in recent years. This is the same report that is referenced in the cover memo
(also attached) that was included in your packets for this item. Please feel free to contact Jacob
Bintliff (jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org; 415-575-9170) with any questions regarding this item.
 
 
Thank you!
 
Jacob Bintliff, MCP
Senior Planner

San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9170 | www.sfplanning.org

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/



CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO


Office of the Controller
City Planning Department


Inclusionary Housing Analysis of 
Divisadero and Fillmore Street Rezoning


3.19.2018 







 In August, 2017, Ordinance 158-17 went into effect, which created a new 
requirement to study if significant rezoning creates the potential to 
increase inclusionary housing requirements, without undermining 
financial feasibility.


 The Planning Department has determined that this study is required for  
the 2015 rezonings of Neighborhood Commercial Districts (NCDs) to 
Neighborhood Commercial Transit Districts (NCTs) on Fillmore and 
Divisadero Streets.


 This report was prepared to summarize the key assumptions and 
findings of an economic feasibility study for these areas. This study was 
designed to estimate, for illustrative purposes only, the maximum 
potential on-site inclusionary housing requirement that would be 
economically feasible for a prototypical development project in these 
zoning districts, under current economic conditions and assuming that 
the entire amount of any value increase effected by the re-zoning would 
be absorbed by the on-site inclusionary requirement.
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Reason for This Report


Background







 In 2016, the Controller’s Office, other City staff, a team of consultants, and 
the Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee studied how the 
financial feasibility of prototypical housing projects in San Francisco would 
be affected by different city-wide inclusionary housing requirements. 


 For this study, a third-party consultant worked with the same City 
departments to prepare the study and used the same general 
methodology as in 2016. Project prototypes that are representative of 
typical projects in these parts of the city were developed.


 Under prevailing housing prices, development costs (excluding land), 
inclusionary housing and other fees, and rate of return, the project’s 
financial model generates a “residual land value”: a maximum expenditure 
on land before a project is no longer feasible for the developer. If that 
amount meets or exceeds the value expectations of potential land sellers—
then land may potentially transact for development of new housing.
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Feasibility Studies and the Land Residual Method


Background







 Two prototypes were prepared first to estimate the land residual values 
under the old zoning. 


 The prototype projects were then revised to reflect different potential 
development options, based on the increased development capacity of the 
new zoning. Holding all other factors constant, these new prototype 
projects, with increased unit counts, would be anticipated to result in 
higher estimated land residual values.


 Raising inclusionary housing requirements for the new prototype projects, 
however, would lower the estimated land residual values. For illustrative 
purposes only, the assumed inclusionary housing requirement for each 
new prototype project was increased until the estimated land residual value 
equaled the estimated residual land value under the old zoning.
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Estimating the Maximum Inclusionary Housing


Background







 Prototype A generally reflects a potential project typology in the 
Divisadero NCT, where the residential density limit was changed from a 
maximum of 1 unit per 800 square feet of lot area to no limit, and the 
most prevalent height district for potential development sites in the 
district is 65' feet.


 Prototype B generally reflects a potential project typology in the Fillmore 
NCT, where the residential density limit was changed from a maximum of 
1 unit per 600 square feet of lot area to no limit, and the most prevalent 
height district for potential development sites in the district is 50' feet.


 Because the original density limitations were more restrictive and the 
prevalent height district is higher on Divisadero Street, the elimination of 
density controls has a greater potential impact on the estimated residual 
land value generated by development there than on Fillmore Street. 


5


The Prototypes


Analysis







 For each of the two prototypes, four different scenarios were examined:


1. a baseline case, under the old zoning, assuming the projects were 
to be developed as for-sale condominiums


2. potential for-sale condominium development under the new 
zoning, allowing more housing units, with more inclusionary 
housing.


3. potential for-rent apartment development under the new zoning, 
with more inclusionary housing, assuming constant rent over the 
next 2 years.


4. potential for-rent apartment development under the new zoning, 
with more inclusionary housing, assuming growing rent over the 
next 2 years.
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The Pro Forma Models


Analysis







 Reflecting the greater impact of the re-zoning on Divisadero Street,  
residential gross square footage is projected to increase by 
approximately 100% for the Divisadero prototype, but only by 
approximately 30% for the Fillmore prototype.


 The number of units in the Divisadero prototype is projected to rise from 
16 to 47 for a condominium project, and 53 for an apartment project. 
The Fillmore prototype is projected to grow from 21 units to 37 
(condominiums) or 43 (apartments), under the new zoning.  Actual 
project unit counts may vary in each NCT; in which case, the prototype 
analysis may not be applicable.


 The unit count grows by more than the residential square footage, 
because the units are expected to be smaller, on average.


 Because both projects would, under the old zoning, have fewer than 25 
units, they would only have a 12% inclusionary housing requirement. 


 Specific assumptions related to construction are shown on the next page.
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Construction Details


Analysis
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Construction Details


Analysis


Prototype A:
Divisadero


Prototype B: 
Fillmore


Old Zoning


Height (feet) 35 35


Residential Square Footage 24,000 29,625


# of Units 16 21


New Zoning - Condos


Height (feet) 65 50


Residential Square Footage 48,375 39,000


# of Units 47 37


New Zoning - Apartments


Height (feet) 65 50


Residential Square Footage 48,375 39,000


# of Units 53 42







 Research was conducted to identify current (late 2017-early 2018) cost 
and revenue information for each prototype scenario. The findings are 
summarized on the next slide. In general, research showed a significant 
increase in costs, and only a limited increase, if any, in prices and rents, 
since 2016.


 Costs per net square foot (NSF), which are also reported on the next 
page, vary between the two prototypes due to project size and program 
differences.


 Rents at the time of completion are assumed to be approximately 2% 
higher in the growing-rent scenario, compared to current rents.
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Financial Details


Analysis
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Financial Details


Analysis


Prototype A:
Divisadero


Prototype B: 
Fillmore


Old Zoning – Condos:


Weighted Price/Rent per unit, market-rate $1,343,000 $1,311,000


Total Cost per NSF $784 $811


New Zoning – Condos:


Weighted Price/Rent per unit, market-rate $973,000 $993,000


Total Cost per NSF $758 $832


New Zoning – Apartment (Current Rent):


Weighted Price/Rent per unit, market-rate $3,650/month $3,785/month


Total Cost per NSF $748 $841


New Zoning – Apartment (Growing Rent)


Weighted Price/Rent per unit, market-rate $3,725/month $3,850/month


Total Cost per NSF $748 $840







 The old-zoning prototypes used an inclusionary housing requirement of 
12%, all at the low-income tier, because these projects would have less 
than 25 units.


 As discussed earlier, for illustrative purposes only, the inclusionary 
housing requirements for the four new zoning scenarios were set to 
equalize the residual land values to what they would be under the old 
zoning.


 The new-zoning prototypes assumed that, for condominiums, 50% of 
the inclusionary housing would go to low-income, 25% to moderate-
income, and 25% to middle-income households and, for apartments, 
56% of the inclusionary housing would go to low-income, 22% to 
moderate-income, and 22% to middle-income households.
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Results


Analysis
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Results


Analysis


Prototype A:
Divisadero


Prototype B: 
Fillmore


Old Zoning – Condos:


Inclusionary Requirement 12% 12%


Total Land Residual Value $2.3 Million $3.9 Million


New Zoning – Condos


Maximum Inclusionary 23% 13%


Total Land Residual Value $2.3 Million $3.9 Million


New Zoning–Apartment (Current Rent)


Maximum Inclusionary 20% 5%


Total Land Residual Value $2.3 Million $3.9 Million


New Zoning–Apartment (Growing Rent)


Maximum Inclusionary 22% 10%


Total Land Residual Value $2.3 Million $3.9 Million







 The Divisadero prototype can support a maximum inclusionary housing 
requirement that is slightly higher than the current citywide inclusionary 
requirements adopted in 2017. This finding reflects the level of density 
increase established by the re-zoning in the Divisadero NCT, and an 
assumption – for the illustrative purposes of this analysis – that the 
residual land value of development sites would reflect land values under 
the previous density limit, with all additional value accruing to the 
development project. 


 However, because the Fillmore Street rezoning resulted in a lower 
increase in residential development capacity, the Fillmore Street NCT 
prototype cannot support additional inclusionary housing requirements 
under current market conditions.


 In today’s market, the Fillmore Street NCT prototype would not be 
feasible even with the current citywide inclusionary requirements for 
projects with more than 25 units.
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Conclusions
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Summary Table


Attachment A







Jacob Bintliff, City Planning Department


Ted Egan, Chief Economist, Controller’s Office
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DATE:     March  15,  2018  
TO:        Planning  Commission  
STAFF:   Jacob  Bintliff  –  (415)  575-‐‑9170  
      jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org  
  
RE:        Divisadero  and  Fillmore  NCTs  Economic  Feasibility  Study    
  
Ordinance  Number  158-‐‑17,  adopted  in  July,  2017,  established  a  requirement  that  an  economic  
feasibility  study  be  conducted  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  establishing  specific  on-‐‑site  
inclusionary  housing  requirements  in  certain  areas  where  significant  re-‐‑zonings  have  occurred  in  
recent  years.  Specifically,  Section  415.6  of  the  Planning  Code  states  the  following:    
     


The  Planning  Department,  in  consultation  with  the  Controller,  shall  undertake  a  study  of  areas  
greater  than  5  acres  in  size,  where  an  Area  Plan,  Special  Use  District,  or  other  re-‐‑zoning  is  being  
considered  for  adoption  or  has  been  adopted  after  January  1,  2015,  to  determine  whether  a  higher  
on-‐‑site  inclusionary  affordable  housing  requirement  is  feasible  on  sites  that  have  received  a  20%  
or  greater  increase  in  developable  residential  gross  floor  area  or  a  35%  or  greater  increase  in  
residential  density  over  prior  zoning,  and  shall  submit  such  information  to  the  Planning  
Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors.  
  


The  Planning  Department  determined  that  these  criteria  were  met  by  only  two  recent  re-‐‑zoning  
actions:  the  re-‐‑zonings  of  the  Divisadero  Street  and  Fillmore  Street  Neighborhood  Commercial  
Districts  (NCDs)  to  the  Divisadero  Street  and  Fillmore  Street  Neighborhood  Commercial  Transit  
Districts  (NCTs),  which  eliminated  the  residential  density  limit  in  both  districts  and  modified  
other  development  standards,  but  did  not  modify  the  corresponding  height  and  bulk  districts.  
These  NCTs  were  established  by  Ordinances  127-‐‑15  and  126-‐‑15,  respectively,  in  July,  2015.    
 
As  required,  the  Planning  Department  and  Office  of  the  Controller  jointly  conducted  a  financial  
feasibility  study  for  these  areas,  which  was  prepared  by  a  qualified  economic  consultant,  
Century  Urban,  LLC.  This  study  was  designed  to  identify  the  maximum  on-‐‑site  inclusionary  
housing  requirement  that  would  be  economically  feasible  for  a  typical  development  project  in  
these  zoning  districts,  under  current  economic  conditions  and  assuming  that  any  value  increase  
effected  by  the  re-‐‑zoning  would  be  absorbed  by  the  development  project.    
  
On  March  22,  2018,  the  Planning  Commission  will  hear  an  informational  presentation  from  the  
Controller’s  Office  of  Economic  Analysis  and  Planning  Department  staff  summarizing  the  key  
assumptions,  methodology,  and  findings  of  the  economic  feasibility  study.    







San Francisco Property Information Map
 

http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


From: Li, Michael (CPC)
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Electronic Transmittal - 429 Beale Street CPE
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 1:23:38 PM

Jonas,
 
Here’s the website link for the 429 Beale Street CPE.  Please distribute this link to the Planning
Commissioners.
 
http://sf-planning.org/community-plan-exemptions
 
The entitlement hearing is scheduled for THU 3/29.  I’ll provide paper copies for their packets by
Thursday morning.
 
Thank you.
 
Michael Li
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9107 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

mailto:michael.j.li@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
http://sf-planning.org/community-plan-exemptions
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Electronic Transmittal - 429 Beale Street CPE
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 1:28:31 PM
Importance: High

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Li, Michael (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 1:24 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Electronic Transmittal - 429 Beale Street CPE
 
Jonas,
 
Here’s the website link for the 429 Beale Street CPE.  Please distribute this link to the Planning
Commissioners.
 
http://sf-planning.org/community-plan-exemptions
 
The entitlement hearing is scheduled for THU 3/29.  I’ll provide paper copies for their packets by
Thursday morning.
 
Thank you.
 
Michael Li
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9107 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://sf-planning.org/community-plan-exemptions
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 792 Capp St. (Case 2017-001283CUA) - Thursday March 22, Proposed for Continuance May 3
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 2:49:10 PM
Attachments: 20180322_cal.pdf

Please post the minutes from December and all others that have been adopted.
 
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: Davian Contreras [mailto:dvncontreras@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 2:41 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis
(CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Christensen, Michael (CPC); Spike Kahn; erick@calle24sf.org; savecappstreet@gmail.com
Subject: 792 Capp St. (Case 2017-001283CUA) - Thursday March 22, Proposed for Continuance May 3
 
Hello President Rich Hillis, Vice-President Myrna Melgar, and the entire SF Planning
Commission,

my name is Davian Contreras and I am writing in regards to Case 2017-001283CUA
(proposed demolition of 792 Capp street).

I understand that this is now proposed for continuance for May 3, 2018.

Last week I reach out to project planner Michael Christensen and he informed me that the
Planning Commission plans to "hear the item on [Thursday March 22, 2018] but not be able to
take a final action since no packet was published and no Motion document has been drafted for [The
Planning Commission] to adopt".

Why is this being proposed for continuance, and if it is not approved for continuance, will you
be able to and/or plan to vote on this project without a packet or motion document?

I am reaching out on behalf of several neighbors and community members who are planning
to attend the hearing to voice their united disapproval of the project and urge you all to reject
it. Many of them have work, school, and family obligations that make it difficult to attend
multiple hearings during normal business/school hours.

Also, the meeting minutes from the second meeting on December 21, 2017 are still not
available. When can we expect to have them  available for public review?

Thank you for your time and assistance. I look forward to hearing from you soon!

Best,

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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Disability and language accommodations available upon request to: 
 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance. 
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the 
City and County exist to conduct the people's business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City 
operations are open to the people's review. 
  
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the 
Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for 
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents. 
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 
554-5163; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. 
  
Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at 
www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist 
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity.  For more information about 
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday 
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at 
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in 
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: 
Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para 
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 
規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提


出要求。 
 
TAGALOG: 
Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), 
mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  
 
RUSSIAN: 
Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством 
на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала 
слушания.  
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Rich Hillis 


 Vice-President: Myrna Melgar  
  Commissioners:                 Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel,  
   Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards 
 
A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 
 


The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may 
choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or 
to hear the item on this calendar. 


 
1. 2014-003160CUA (D. VU: (415) 575-9120) 


3314 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET – north side between Mission Street and South Van Ness 
Avenue - Lot 012 in Assessor’s Block 6571 (District 9) - Request for Conditional 
Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1 and 303 for the demolition of 
an existing 13,000 sq. ft. light industrial building and construction of a 65-ft. tall, six-story 
and 49,475 sq. ft. mixed-use building that includes approximately 11,430 sq. ft. of ground 
floor commercial retail and 48,365 sq. ft. of residential use for 58 dwelling units. The 
proposed project would also include a total 9,020 sq. ft. of private and common residential 
open space, 62 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and an approximately 6,300 sq. ft. 
basement-level garage for 27 accessory automobile and 1 car-share parking spaces. The 
subject properties are located within a Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit 
(NCT) Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular Meeting on February 8, 2018) 
Note: On February 8, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to March 
22, 2018 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson and Hillis absent). 
(Proposed Continuance to April 26, 2018) 


 
2. 2017-001283CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742) 


792 CAPP STREET – west side of Capp Street, between 22nd and 23rd Streets; lot 019B of 
Assessor’s Block 3637 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 209.4, 303, and 317, proposing to demolish the existing two-story 
single-family home and construct a new four-story (40 foot tall) residential structure 
containing four dwelling units within a Residential Transit Oriented - Mission (RTO-M) 
Zoning District, Calle 24 Special Use District, and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Disapprove 
(Continued from Regular hearing on December 21, 2017) 
Note: On October 12, 2017, after hearing and closing public comment; Continued to 
December 21, 2017 by a vote of +4 -2 (Johnson, Melgar against; Moore absent).  
On December 21, 2017, after a Motion to Continue failed by a vote of +3 -4 (Fong, Melgar, 
Moore, Hillis against); and a Motion to Approve with Conditions failed +3 -4 (Koppel, 
Melgar, Moore, Richards against); Adopted a Motion of Intent to Disapprove and 



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

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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Continued the matter to March 22, 2018 by a vote of +4 -3 (Hillis, Moore and Richards 
against). 
(Proposed for Continuance to May 3, 2018) 
 


3a. 2015-014876CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925) 
749 27TH STREET – south side of 27th Street between Douglas and Diamond Streets; lot 012 
of Assessor’s Block 6588 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to allow the tantamount to demolition of 
an existing two-story detached one-unit dwelling at the front of the property and the 
alteration of a detached single-family one-unit dwelling at the rear of the property. The 
project also requests a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback requirements, 
pursuant to Section 132. The subject property is located within a RH-1 (Residential – 
House, One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Pending  
(Continued from Regular hearing on February 22, 2018) 
Note: On January 11, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, Continued to 
February 22, 2018 by a vote of +6 -0 (Johnson absent). On February 22, 2018, without 
hearing, continued to March 22, 2018 by a vote of +6 -0. 
(Proposed for Continuance to May 3, 2018) 


 
3b. 2015-014876VAR (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925) 


749 27TH STREET – south side of 27th Street between Douglas and Diamond Streets; lot 012 
of Assessor’s Block 6588 (District 8) – Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for 
front setback requirements, pursuant to Section 132. The project is to allow the 
tantamount to demolition of an existing two-story detached one-unit dwelling at the front 
of the property and the alteration of a detached single-family one-unit dwelling at the rear 
of the property. The subject property is located within a RH-1 (Residential – House, One 
Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
(Continued from Regular hearing on February 22, 2018) 
Note: On January 11, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, ZA Continued to 
February 22, 2018. On February 22, 2018, without hearing, continued to March 22, 2018 by 
a vote of +6 -0. 
(Proposed for Continuance to May 3, 2018) 


 
4a. 2015-003800CUA (D. VU: (415) 575-9120) 


1100 POTRERO AVENUE – southwest corner of Potrero Avenue and 23rd Street; lot 001 in 
Assessor’s Block 4211 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 207, 209.1 and 303, to construct up to one dwelling unit for every 
1,000 square feet of lot area for the project proposing a new four-story, 49-feet tall 
building containing four dwelling units adjacent to a limited commercial nonconforming 
use on the 3,500 square-foot lot. The subject property is located within a RH-3 (Residential 
– House, Three Family) Zoning District and 55-X Height and Bulk District. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions  
(Proposed for Continuance to May 3, 2018) 
 



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

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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4b. 2015-003800VAR (D. VU: (415) 575-9120) 
1100 POTRERO AVENUE – southwest corner of Potrero Avenue and 23rd Street; lot 001 in 
Assessor’s Block 4211 (District 9) – Request for a Variance to the rear yard requirement 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 134, to allow the construction of a new building 
containing four dwelling units to encroach 11-feet 6-inches into the rear yard. The subject 
property is located within a RH-3 (Residential – House, Three Family) Zoning District and 
55-X Height and Bulk District. 
(Proposed for Continuance to May 3, 2018) 


 
5. 2015-009163CUA (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 


77 GEARY STREET - southeast corner of Geary Street and Grant Avenue; Lot 008 in 
Assessor’s Block 0312 (District 3) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and 210.2 to establish a Non-Retail Sales and Service general 
office use with approximately 24,159 square feet of total space at the second and third 
floors of the existing building. This application seeks to abate Planning Enforcement Case 
No. 2015-009163ENF for unauthorized office use in the subject space. The space is 
currently occupied for office use by a software company (d.b.a. MuleSoft) and by an 
existing ground floor retailer in the building (d.b.a. Nespresso). The project is located 
within a C-3-R (Downtown – Retail) District, Downtown Plan Area, and 80-130-F Height 
and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
(Proposed for Continuance to May 17, 2018) 
 


B. CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the 
Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There 
will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or 
staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and 
considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing 


 
6. 2017-006169CUA (A. LINDSAY: (415) 575-9178) 


513 VALENCIA STREET – southeast corner of the 16th Street and Valencia Street 
intersection, Lot 049  of Assessor’s Block 3569 (District 8) - Request for a Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303(c) and 762, to modify a T-Mobile 
Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility consisting of the removal of (2) omni 
antennas; installation of (3) new panel antennas within (3) new 18-inch diameter FRP 
radomes; installation of (3) new RRUs; installation of (6) new TMAs adjacent to antennas; 
relocation of (1) existing equipment cabinet; replacement of (1) existing cabinet; 
relocation of (1) GPS antenna; removal and replacement of ancillary equipment; and 
painting of RF striping at antenna locations as part of the T-Mobile Telecommunications 
Network. The subject property is located within the NCT (Valencia Street Neighborhood 
Commercial Transit District), and 55-X Height and Bulk Districts. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 


 
7a. 2009.0753C (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823) 


3155 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET – south side of Cesar Chavez Street – Lot 040 in Assessor’s 
Block 5503 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 209.1 and 303, to construct a second-story horizontal addition to an existing 



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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-006169CUA.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2009.0753C.pdf
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religious institution (d.b.a. Church of God) within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) 
Zoning District, 40-X Height and Bulk District, and the Bernal Height Special Use District. 
This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
7b. 2009.0753V (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823) 


3155 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET – south side of Cesar Chavez – Lot 040 in Assessor’s Block 
5503 – Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 132 and 134 to construct 
a horizontal second story addition within the front and rear yards to an existing church 
(Church of God) within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X 
Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
 


C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


8. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for March 1, 2018 


 
9. Commission Comments/Questions 


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


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


 
D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


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


Preservation Commission 
  


E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 


At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With 
respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the 
item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to 
three minutes. 


 
F. REGULAR CALENDAR   


 
The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that 



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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2009.0753C.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20180301_cal_min.pdf
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the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
12.  (S. WERTHEIM: (415) 558-6612) 


CENTRAL SOMA PLAN – Informational Presentation. This presentation is part of the process 
leading to eventual adoption of the Central SoMa Plan. This is an opportunity to continue 
the discussion of the legislative package, introduced February 27th by Mayor Farrell and 
Supervisor Kim (Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments) and March 1st by the 
Planning Commission (General Plan amendments). The hearing will focus on housing, as 
well as other areas of interest and/or concern raised previously by Planning Commissioners 
and members of the public. The Planning Commission is expected to act on this legislative 
package on April 12th or thereafter. For more information on the Central SoMa Plan, go to 
http://centralsoma.sfplanning.org. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational 
 


13.  (J. BINTLIFF: (415) 575-9170) 
DIVISADERO AND FILLMORE NCTS ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY – Informational 
Presentation by the Office of the Controller of an Economic Feasibility Study regarding 
inclusionary housing requirements in the Divisadero and Fillmore Neighborhood 
Commercial Transit (NCT) districts. This study was prepared jointly by the Planning 
Department and Office of the Controller in accordance with Section 415.6 of the Planning 
Code.  
Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational 


 
14a. 2007.0946 (M. SNYDER: (415) 575-6891) 


CANDLESTICK POINT HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD PHASE II DEVELOPMENT PROJECT – The 
Candlestick Point Hunters Point Phase II development project consists of Candlestick Point, 
which generally encompasses the former Candlestick Park Stadium and parking lot, the 
Candlestick Point State Recreational Area, the Alice Griffith Housing development site and 
a Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 above the stadium site.   The Hunters Point Shipyard 
Phase II site encompasses roughly 402 acres and includes all of Hunters Point Shipyard 
except for the portions referred to as “Hilltop” and “Hillside”.   Informational Presentation 
on proposed revisions to the Project including the re-envisioning of the Hunters Point 
Shipyard and Design for Development document.  The resultant Project would consist of 
approximately 10,672 units, 4,265,000 of R&D/Office use, 790,000 gsf of regional retail, 
432,000 gsf of neighborhood retail and maker space, along with new schools, public 
facilities, artist studios, and visitor uses.   The Project also includes establishing new streets 
and development blocks along with approximately of 338 acres of parks and open space.  
The Candlestick Point portion of the project is within the Bayview Hunters Point 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use District, and 
the CP Height and Bulk District; the Hunters Point Shipyard portion of the site is within the 
Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area, the Hunters Point Shipyard Special 
Use District and the HP Height and Bulk District.   
Preliminary Recommendation:   None – Informational  


 
14b. 2007.0946GPA-02 (M. SNYDER: (415) 575-6891) 


CANDLESTICK POINT HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD PHASE II DEVELOPMENT PROJECT – 
INITIATION OF GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS – The Candlestick Point Hunters Point Phase 
II development project consists of roughly 281 acres at Candlestick Point and generally 



http://centralsoma.sfplanning.org/

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20180322_DivisaderoFillmoreNCTsStudyMemo.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2007.0946GRAMAP.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2007.0946GRAMAP.pdf
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encompasses the former Candlestick Park Stadium and parking lot, the Candlestick Point 
State Recreational Area, the Alice Griffith Housing development site and a Assessor’s Block 
4991/Lot 276 above the stadium site. The Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II site 
encompasses roughly 402 acres and includes all of Hunters Point Shipyard except for the 
portions referred to as “Hilltop” and “Hillside”.  Request to Initiate Amendments to the 
General Plan by (1) amending the boundaries of the Candlestick Point Sub-Area Plan of the 
Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan by removing Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 from the 
Sub-Area Plan; (2) amending the Hunters Point Area Plan by removing discussion of the 
previously proposed stadium; and (3) and making conforming changes to Maps 
throughout the General Plan to be consistent with the new Candlestick Point Sub-Area 
Plan boundaries. These amendments are to align with and accommodate proposed 
changes to the Candlestick Point Hunters Point Phase II development Project such that the 
resultant project would consist of approximately 10,672 units, 4,265,000 of R&D/Office use, 
790,000 gsf of regional retail, 432,000 gsf of neighborhood retail and maker space, along 
with new schools, public facilities, artist studios, and visitor uses.   The Project also includes 
establishing new streets and development blocks along with approximately of 338 acres of 
parks and open space.  The Candlestick Point portion of the project is within the Bayview 
Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area, the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use 
District, and the CP Height and Bulk District; the Hunters Point Shipyard portion of the site 
is within the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area, the Hunters Point 
Shipyard Special Use District and the HP Height and Bulk District.   
Preliminary Recommendation:  Initiate and schedule a public hearing on or after April 26, 2018 


 
14c. 2007.0946MAP-02 (M. SNYDER: (415) 575-6891) 


CANDLESTICK POINT – INITATION OF PLANNING CODE MAP AMENDMENT – Candlestick 
Point is part of the Candlestick Point Hunters Point Phase II development project and 
consists of roughly 281 acres and generally encompasses the former Candlestick Park 
stadium and parking lot, the Candlestick Point State Recreational Area, the Alice Griffith 
Housing development site and a Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 above the stadium site.     
Request to Initiate Amendments to the Planning Code Maps by amending Sectional Map 
SU10 be removing Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 from the boundaries of the Special Use 
District; and (2) amend Sectional Map HT10 by redesignating Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 
276 from a CP Height and Bulk designation to 40-X Height and Bulk Designation.  These 
amendments are to align with and accommodate proposed changes to the Candlestick 
Point Hunters Point Phase II development Project such that the resultant project would 
consist of approximately 10,672 units, 4,265,000 gsf of R&D/office use, 790,000 gsf of 
regional retail, 432,000 gsf of neighborhood retail and maker space, along with new 
schools, public facilities, artist studios, and visitor uses.   The Project also includes 
establishing new streets and development blocks along with approximately of 338 acres of 
parks and open space.  The Candlestick Point portion of the project is within the Bayview 
Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area, the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use 
District, and CP Height and Bulk District.   
Preliminary Recommendation:  Initiate and schedule a public hearing on or after April 26, 2018 


 
15. 2016-000162CWP (M. SMALL: (415) 575-9160) 


URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES – Adoption: Require projects subject to design review in 
Neighborhood Commercial (NC), Mixed-Use (MU), and Downtown Commercial (C) Districts, 
as well as non-residential uses or projects that have either twenty-five units or more or a 
frontage longer than 150' feet in Residential (R) Districts, to comply with the proposed 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2007.0946GRAMAP.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-000162CWP_UDGs.pdf
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Urban Design Guidelines. The Urban Design Guidelines are an implementation document 
for existing urban design policy found in the General Plan that guides site design, 
architecture, and public space. They work with all existing guidelines where they apply, 
including the proposed Special Area Guidelines, to support high quality design and 
neighborhood compatibility. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Adoption 


 
16. 2017-005992CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925) 


48 SATURN STREET – north side of Saturn Street between Temple Street and Upper 
Terrace, Lot 005 in Assessor’s Block 2627 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 249.77 and 303(c), to construct a new 
39-foot tall, foot two-family dwelling on a vacant lot. The project site is located within a 
RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Disapprove 
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 8, 2018) 
Note: On December 21, 2017, Adopted a Motion of Intent to Disapprove, Continued to 
March 8, 2018 by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards recused). On March 8, 2018, without hearing, 
Continued to March 22, 2018 by a vote of +7 -0. 
 


17a. 2016-007593CUA (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 
229 ELLIS STREET – south side of Ellis Street, between Mason and Taylor Streets, Lot 001A 
in Assessor’s Block 0331 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to allow a 
one-story vertical addition to the existing 4-story-over-basement building, resulting in a 5-
story-over basement building reaching a finished roof height of 55’-1” (up to 73’-8” for the 
elevator penthouse).  The vacant building previously contained approximately 17,400 
square feet of uses, including Residential Use (five Dwelling Units) on the upper floors, 
unauthorized Office Uses within the middle floors, and a former bathhouse (Personal 
Service Use) (d.b.a. “Burns Hammam” and “San Francisco Turkish Baths”) on the lower 
floors.  The Project would include a change of use, converting non-residential uses into 
residential uses, resulting in approximately 27,500 gross square feet of Group Housing (a 
Residential Use), for a total of 52 Group Housing rooms. The Project would provide 850 
square feet of common useable open space via a roof deck, in addition to several common 
and private open spaces on the lower floors of the building. The Project would also provide 
38 Class 1 and 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, with no off-street vehicular parking 
provided.  This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
Note: On February 22, 2018, without hearing, Continued to March 22, 2018 by a vote of +6 
-0 (Johnson absent). 
 


17b. 2016-007593VAR (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 
229 ELLIS STREET – south side of Ellis Street, between Mason and Taylor Streets, Lot 001A 
in Assessor’s Block 0331 (District 6) – Request for Rear Yard Modification pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 134(g) and 249.5.  This action constitutes the Approval Action for 
the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
Section 31.04(h). 
Note: On February 22, 2018, without hearing, Acting ZA Continued to March 22, 2018. 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-005992CUAc2.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-007593CUAVARc1.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-007593CUAVARc1.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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18a. 2016-003836CUA (L. AJELLO: (415) 575-9142) 


114 LYON STREET – east side of Lyon Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 in 
Assessor’s Block 1220 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the merger of four dwelling units into two 
dwelling units. The proposed project would legalize the merger of four dwelling units into 
a 3,096 sq. ft. dwelling and a 341 sq. ft. studio unit behind the garage in a four-story 
residential building.  The subject property is within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-
Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Disapprove 
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 8, 2018) 
Note: On October 19, 2017, after hearing and closing public comment, Continued to 
December 21, 2017 by a vote of +4 -0 (Johnson, Melgar, Moore absent). On December 21, 
2017, without hearing, Continued to February 8, 2018 by a vote of +6 -0 (Johnson absent).  
On February 8, 2018, without hearing, Continued to March 8, 2018 by a vote of +7 -0. 
 


18b. 2016-003836VAR (L. AJELLO: (415) 575-9142) 
114 LYON STREET – east side of Lyon Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 in 
Assessor’s Block 1220 (District 5) - Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Section 
134(c), to legalize the construction of a deck and stair located the rear yard of the 4-story 
four-unit residential building. The subject property is within a RH-3 (Residential, House, 
Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 8, 2018) 
Note: On October 19, 2017, after hearing and closing public comment, ZA Continued to 
December 21, 2017.  On December 21, 2017, without hearing, Acting ZA Continued to 
February 8, 2018. On February 8, 2018, without hearing, Acting ZA Continued to March 8, 
2018. 


 
19. 2016-010348CUA (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 


1233 POLK STREET – west side of Polk Street between Sutter and Bush Streets, on the 
northwest corner of Polk and Fern Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0670 (District 3) – 
Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Sections 303 and 723, 
proposing to permit and legalize the operation of a Nighttime Entertainment use with 
electronic amplification seven days per week until 2 a.m., and to modify the existing 
conditions of approval of Planning Commission Motion No. 13572, within an existing 
business (d.b.a. “Mayes Oyster House) authorized for Restaurant and Other Entertainment 
uses; however per Motion 13572, electronic amplification is currently only permitted on 
Fridays and Saturdays until midnight. The subject application also seeks to abate Planning 
Enforcement Case No. 2016-000434ENF. The subject property is located within the Polk 
Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD), the Lower Polk Street Alcohol Restricted 
Use District, and 65-A Height and Bulk District. Per CEQA Section 21065 and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15378, the proposed legalization of the existing use is not a “project” 
under CEQA, as it would not result in a direct physical change, or a reasonably foreseeable 
indirect physical change in the environment. 


 Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions  
Note: On February 22, 2018, without hearing, Continued to March 22, 2018 by a vote of +6 
-0 (Johnson absent). 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-003836CUAVARc1.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-003836CUAVARc1.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-010348CUAc2.pdf
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20. 2015-012729CUA (B. BENDIX: (415) 575-9114) 


600 VAN NESS AVENUE – east side of Van Ness Avenue between Golden Gate Avenue and 
Elm Street; Lots 006-009 in Assessor’s Block 0763 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 253, 253.2, 303, and 304 to construct an 
approx. 130-foot tall building of approx. 185,670 gross square feet and containing 168 
dwelling units, approx. 6,200 square feet of ground floor retail, and up to 89 accessory off-
street parking spaces. The project is seeking exceptions as a Planned Unit Development to 
the Planning Code’s requirements for floor area ratio (Section 124), rear yard (Section 134), 
and architectural obstructions over the public right-of-way (Section 136). The subject 
property has split zoning and is located within a RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High 
Density) and NC-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning Districts, Van Ness 
Special Use District, and 130-V and 130-E Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes 
the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions  


 
G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR   
 


The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; 
followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed 
by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be 
advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or 
their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
21. 2015-001542DRP (S. VELLVE: (415) 558-6263) 


2514 BALBOA STREET – north side of Balboa Street between 26th and 27th Avenues; Lot 015 
in Assessor’s Block 1569 (District 1) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
Application No. 2015.01.28.6899, proposing to construct two-story horizontal and vertical 
additions to the existing two-story, single-family dwelling within a RH-2 (House, Two-
Family) District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project includes interior 
modifications and addition of one dwelling unit. This action constitutes the Approval 
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31.04(h). 
Staff Analysis: Abbreviated Discretionary Review 
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve as Revised 
Note: On February 8, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment, the Commission 
Continued the matter to March 22, 2018 by a vote of +5 -0 (Hillis, Johnson absent). 
 


ADJOURNMENT  



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-012729CUA.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-001542DRPc1.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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Privacy Policy 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be 
made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department's website or in other 
public documents. 
 
Hearing Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year 
and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.  
 
Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.  
 When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  


Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder 
sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended. 


 
Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are 
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or 
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use 
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings). 
 
For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the 
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, 


engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request 
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the 
hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair. 


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


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


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


6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing. 
7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it. 
8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three 


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


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened 


by the Chair; 
11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or 


continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission. 
 
Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of 
four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any 
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members 
present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission). 
 
For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission 
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff. 



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 


3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not 
to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors. 


5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
Hearing Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be 
delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be 
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing 
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part 
of the public record for any public hearing.  
 
Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the 
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion 
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 
 
Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record. 
 
These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to 
the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.   
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission 
hearing. 
 


Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit 
Development 


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


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


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of 
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision 
letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an 
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 
For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of 
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. 
For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about 
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 
31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed 
within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to 
CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review 
Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared 
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a 
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence 
delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or 
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in 
accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 
66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee 
shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 


 



mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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		San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

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

		F. REGULAR CALENDAR

		G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR

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





Davian Contreras
(415) 377-1675
dvncontreras@gmail.com

tel:%28415%29%20377-1675
mailto:dvncontreras@gmail.com


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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission Members, re.600 Van Ness
Date: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 1:10:08 PM
Attachments: 600 Van Ness-Hearing 3-2018.docx

 
 
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: Midge Wilson [mailto:wilsonmma@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 1:07 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); wilsonmma@aol.com
Subject: Commission Members, re.600 Van Ness
 
Dear Commission Members,

Enclosed is our letter re. 600 Van Ness. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you. 

Midge Wilson
 
__________
Midge Wilson, Executive Director
Bay Area Women's & Children's Center
318 Leavenworth Street,  SF, CA  94102
www.bawcc.org    415/370-5595 (cell)

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:brittany.bendix@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.bawcc.org/

		Bay Area Women’s and Children’s Center

		               318 Leavenworth Street

			            SF, CA  94102

			www.bawcc.org    415-370-5595











March 14, 2018





[bookmark: _GoBack]Re:  600 Van Ness Avenue  ( 2015-012729CUA )







Dear Planning Commissioners,



	I am speaking on behalf of Bay Area Women’s and Children’s Center to assure you of our full support of the mixed-use building located next to the Tenderloin Community Elementary School, at 600 Van Ness. 



	BAWCC is the non-profit who led the 8-year-effort to establish the elementary school, and has offered many programs at the school for the past 20 years.  Our director, board members, and staff consultants have met with the representative of the owner, Tenny Thai, and her team of architects numerous times over the past couple of years.  We have worked deliberately with them from the beginning on such issues as safety, shadows, wind currents...  They have taken our concerns seriously and have made many adjustments to their original design.  We support the changes they have made. 



	Again, we give our whole-hearted and enthusiastic endorsement to this project.





					Sincerely,



					Midge Wilson



					Midge Wilson 

					Executive Director















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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: CASE #2015-012729CUA
Date: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 1:11:32 PM
Attachments: SFPlanningCommission.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: Berman, Barbara [mailto:bermanb@sfusd.edu] 
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 9:48 PM
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: CASE #2015-012729CUA
 
Attached please find a letter in support of the 600 Van Ness Project.
 

Dr. Barbara Berman
Principal
Tenderloin Community School
San Francisco Unified School District
627 Turk Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102
School Phone (415) 749-3567
BermanB@sfusd.edu
Fax 415-749-3643 
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
tel:%28415%29%20749-3567
mailto:BermanB@sfusd.edu
tel:%28415%29%20749-3643







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Mayes Oyster House 2016-010348CUA LPN Position
Date: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 1:13:12 PM
Attachments: 1233PolkLPNLetterMarch22.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: Chris Schulman [mailto:chris.schulman@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 1:11 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel
(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Perry, Andrew (CPC); Jeremy Paul
Subject: Mayes Oyster House 2016-010348CUA LPN Position
 
Dear President Hillis and Honorable Commissioners,
 
Please see the attached letter articulating the Lower Polk Neighbors position on Mayes Oyster
House case No. 2016-01348CUA.
 
Best,
 
Chris Schulman
 
cc:  Andrew Perry, Planner
      Commission Secretary
      Jeremy Paul,  Mayes Representative 
 
 

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



	
	


	


March	20,	2018	
	
Honorable	Rich	Hillis	
San	Francisco	Planning	Commission	
1650	Mission	Street	Suite	400	
San	Francisco,	Ca	94109	
	
President	Hillis,	
	
On	behalf	of	Lower	Polk	Neighbors	(LPN,)	we	kindly	submit	the	following	comments	for	case	number	2016-010348CUA,	
Mayes	Oyster	House,	1233	Polk,	Other	Entertainment	use	legalization.					
	
LPN	has	previously	identified	and	articulated	several	concerns	that	our	organization	and	neighbors	had	surrounding	the	
application	for	legalization	of	other	entertainment	at	this	business.		At	the	same	time,	we	also	noted	that	the	business	
owner	has	been	engaged	with	our	organization	and	have	been	actively	working	to	mitigate	concerns.			
	
We	are	pleased	that	following	two	continuances,	Mayes	has	completed	significant	mitigation	efforts,	both	physical	and	
operational.		The	final	mitigation,	front	door	noise	controls,	were	completed	last	week.		We	sincerely	thank	Mayes	for	
their	significant	investments	in	improving	the	conditions	of	the	property,	which	included	the	retention	of	a	highly	
respected	acoustical	consultant	to	verify	the	effectiveness	of	the	improvements.		
	
Based	on	early	feedback,	and	an	interest	in	resolving	this	case,	Lower	Polk	Neighbors	is	asking	the	Planning	Commission	
to	approve	this	request,	with	the	condition	that	a	re-hearing	take	place	in	six	months	should	two	or	more	citations	be	
issued	by	the	Entertainment	Commission	in	the	six	month	period	following	approval.		We	believe	that	this	condition	will	
allow	for	oversite	by	the	Commission	should	these	mitigations	prove	insufficient,	while	not	burdening	the	Commission	
and	business	with	an	unnecessary	re-hearing	should	there	prove	to	be	no	on	going	concerns.		We	have	every	hope	that	
this	re-hearing	will	be	unnecessary.			
	
LPN	would	like	to	thank	Mayes,		Commissioners,	and	Planner	Andrew	Perry	for	their	time	and	attention	on	this	case.			
	
Regards,	
	
	
Chris	Schulman	
Board	Member	
Lower	Polk	Neighbors		
	
	
	







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

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

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH
Date: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 2:46:56 PM
Attachments: 3.20.18 Women"s History Month.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: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 1:22 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, March 20, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** STATEMENT ***
 

MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH
 
“From the pioneering leadership of Dianne Feinstein to the innovative accomplishments of
architect Julia Morgan to the moving beauty of poet Maya Angelou, San Francisco has always
been a great City because of the amazing contributions of our women residents—a legacy we
proudly celebrate.
 
However, outside of this City, these are troubling times for women. We have a President who
has shown an appalling lack of respect for women and a federal administration that continues
to attack female health and reproductive rights.
 
In San Francisco, we will continue to uphold our City’s values of equality. We will always be
a place where everyone is supported, regardless of their gender. I am proud to have authored
equal pay measures for our female workforce and look forward to addressing critical equity
issues in the coming months. 
 
This evening I will recognize eight women whose contributions to this City have made San
Francisco a better place for all. They are visionary leaders and fearless trailblazers and their
groundbreaking work is a reason why the nation looks to San Francisco—and not Washington
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   MARK E.  FARRELL  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, March 20, 2018 


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


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


 


MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH 
 


“From the pioneering leadership of Dianne Feinstein to the innovative accomplishments of 


architect Julia Morgan to the moving beauty of poet Maya Angelou, San Francisco has always 


been a great City because of the amazing contributions of our women residents—a legacy we 


proudly celebrate.  


 


However, outside of this City, these are troubling times for women. We have a President who 


has shown an appalling lack of respect for women and a federal administration that continues to 


attack female health and reproductive rights.  


 


In San Francisco, we will continue to uphold our City’s values of equality. We will always be a 


place where everyone is supported, regardless of their gender. I am proud to have authored equal 


pay measures for our female workforce and look forward to addressing critical equity issues in 


the coming months.   


 


This evening I will recognize eight women whose contributions to this City have made San 


Francisco a better place for all. They are visionary leaders and fearless trailblazers and their 


groundbreaking work is a reason why the nation looks to San Francisco—and not Washington 


D.C.—for ideas that inspire real, positive change in this country.”    


 


The eight women receiving Certificates of Honor from Mayor Farrell in recognition of Women’s 


History Month: 


 


Anita Lee, wife of former Mayor Edwin M. Lee 


Avantika Shastri, Legal Director for the San Francisco Immigrant Legal Defense Collaborative 


Laura Victoria Sanchez, Esq., Director of CARACEN SF’s Immigration Legal Program 


Marisela Esparza, San Francisco Immigrant Legal and Education Network 


Mary Jung, San Francisco Democratic County Central Committee 


Maxine Wilson, Chief Operating Officer, Boys and Girls Club 


Nadia Sesay, Executive Director, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 


Tomiquia Moss, Executive Director, Hamilton Families 
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Women’s History Month:

Anita Lee, wife of former Mayor Edwin M. Lee
Avantika Shastri, Legal Director for the San Francisco Immigrant Legal Defense
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ikezoe, Paolo (CPC)
Subject: FW: OPPOSING SB 827 and SB 828
Date: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 9:12:04 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Ashley Wessinger [mailto:awessinger@sfmca.org]
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 8:34 PM
To: MayorMarkFarrell (MYR); senator.wiener@senate.ca.gov; Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha
(BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Sanfra.Fewer@sfgov.org; Breed,
London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); SheehyStaff (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Board of Supervisors, (BOS);
richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); andrew@tefarch.com;
aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com; ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com; RSEJohns@yahoo.com;
dianematsuda@hotmail.com; jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com; Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC);
gswooding@gmail.com; Quizon, Dyanna (BOS); Miller Hall, Ellie (BOS)
Subject: OPPOSING SB 827 and SB 828

Honorable Mayor Farrell,

I am formally express my strong opposition to Senator Wiener’s new proposed legislation, SB-827 and SB-828.

These two bills are aimed at addressing the State’s housing shortage. On close analysis, this legislation would
implement a draconian and overly simplistic approach to a very complex problem. Among other things, their “one
size fits all” approach fails to address the disparate needs of so many cities that have very different realities, such as
age, topography, infrastructure needs, density, architectural style, natural resources, and migration history.

I find the most glaring defects in these bills to be:

1. Both bills require a major shift from local to state control, which would essentially eliminate zoning, urban
planning, building ordinances, general plan elements, parking requirements, residential density, and floor area ratio
controls.

2. SB-827 would more than double allowable building heights. Worse, if we consider the State Density Bonus,
building heights would increase from 40 feet to a range of 75 to 105 feet. So metropolitan areas, with more
extensive transit services, would suffer the greatest impact. Indeed, according to our Planning Department, this
legislation would up-zone 96% of the City. Almost three-quarters (72%) of our city is currently zoned RH-1 or RH-
2. These residential parcels would receive the most dramatic up-zoning when combining height and density changes.

3. These bills contain no provisions -- or worse still, no funding – for the present or the projected, much-need
improvements to the cities’ infrastructures, such as roads, water, sewer, and schools.
As you well know, San Francisco’s present infrastructure struggles, and often fails, to meet the needs of its
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residents, and vast sums are already needed to update it. Senator Wiener’s legislation would horribly exacerbate that
problem.

4. SB-827 would potentially ruin our opportunity to have a robust public transportation system. As demonstrated
here and in Los Angeles and Portland, simply building high-density housing near public transit has not generated
increased ridership; instead, ridership has declined in the face of housing developments built near public transit.
There is no reason to believe that SB-827 would magically change this result. Rather, the proper blend of housing
with sizable attractive public spaces, retail, and service- businesses near transit stops has proven to generate
increased ridership, as demonstrated in European and Asian cities.

5. Senator Wiener’s legislation contains no provisions to enforce development over all income levels, particularly
mid-cost housing. You well know that low and mid- income housing is essential to keep families in our City and to
create and maintain the needed supply of teachers, firefighters, police, and trade workers within our city boundaries.

6. This legislation could pave the way for increased speculation in housing, resulting in an effective decrease in
available housing stock. Because of the presence of so many non-resident real estate owners and speculators, cities
like San Francisco, LA and San Diego do not play by the simple rule of supply and demand. In San Francisco, a
substantial amount of housing stock sits empty for prolonged periods of time, with no incentives for property
owners to get them occupied.

7. SB-828 would significantly increase our city's RHNA. Currently, San Francisco meets, or surpasses, its RHNA
for market rate housing. But doubling the RHNA number would trigger SB-35 avoiding CEQA compliance, design
review, neighborhood notification, and neighborhood input on all developments.

In summary, we urge you to take a stance against both of these bills. We ask that you do whatever you can to ensure
this legislation does not become law.

Sincerely,

Ashley Wessinger



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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Automatic reply: SOMAPlan nice job at the Commission Meeting 3.1.2018
Date: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 9:12:35 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Dennis Hong [mailto:dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 6:02 PM
To: Wertheim, Steve (CPC)
Cc: Kim, Jane (BOS); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Re: Automatic reply: SOMAPlan nice job at the Commission Meeting 3.1.2018
 
 
 
Good evening Steve, sorry for the typos and rambling
comments in my recent emails. Thanks for responding to
this email. I think at today's Board of Supervisors
meeting 3/20/2018 - some possible new legislation being
introduced by Supervisor Jane Kim referencing
expediting the housing issue and then some (?). Then
there has been a lot of chat on NextDoor, specific my ND
district 7,  newspaper, online and etc. with this housing
including expediting the process. So I too am caught up
in the housing process. With that said it looks like you
and the Planning staff are on board and I hope the
Central SoMa Plan gets approved. It's long over due. 
Not to sure how the SB827 will work along with the other
state bills out there and how the City amendments will
work - inclusionary  issues. Some how I feel; Can't they
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all be merged and or massaged as one SB827 or one
City legislation with amendments that will work? Granted
it is confusing out there with these housing issues and all
the different players working toward a common goal.  

Having said that, as I see it this SoMa Plan is wonderful,
it helps get everyone on the same page. Act's sort of like
master plan and marries well with the other adjacent
plans out there. Realize, it is hard to please everyone,
but this Plan helps everyone.  The planning department
has done another fine job with this document. 

In closing, thank you for letting me review and comment
on this Document. I'm sorry if this latest email comment
is out of line for the Planning Commission next meeting
(3/22/2018 item #12) or 3/29/2018 and the process. 
These are my personal comments along with my
previous comments on this Document.  If anyone has
any question to this email, please feel free to contact me
at dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com I would like to hear any
feed back good or bad you may have. I fully support this
Central SoMa Plan.
 
Best, Dennis

mailto:dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com


 

On Tuesday, March 20, 2018 4:08 PM, "Wertheim, Steve (CPC)" <steve.wertheim@sfgov.org> wrote:
 

Dennis,
 
Got your voicemail. If you feel the need to write another letter to the Planning Commission,
you are welcome to. We already appreciate your support for this project.
 
-Steve
 
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner
Citywide Policy & Analysis
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6612 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Please note that I am out of the office on Fridays
 
From: Wertheim, Steve (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, March 05, 2018 11:13 AM
To: Dennis Hong
Subject: Re: Automatic reply: SOMAPlan nice job at the Commission Meeting 3.1.2018
 
Thanks, Dennis. Happy to keep moving the Central SoMa Plan forward. We
appreciate your support.
 
-Steve
 
 

Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner
Citywide Policy & Analysis
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St. Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6612 | www.sfplanning.org

From: Dennis Hong <dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, March 2, 2018 10:53:34 AM
To: Wertheim, Steve (CPC)
Subject: Re: Automatic reply: SOMAPlan nice job at the Commission Meeting 3.1.2018
 
Stevev, a well deserved break.
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Dennis
 

On Friday, March 2, 2018 10:51 AM, "Wertheim, Steve (CPC)" <steve.wertheim@sfgov.org> wrote:
 

I am out of the office, returning Monday. I will reply as soon as possible.
 
 -Steve
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 600 Van Ness - 3/22 - PMND Appeal
Date: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 10:31:24 AM

Commissioners,
Please be advised:
 
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: Bendix, Brittany (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 10:18 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Lindsay, David (CPC); Horner, Justin (CPC)
Subject: 600 Van Ness - 3/22 - PMND Appeal
 
Hi Jonas,
 
I’ve been informed that the PMND for 600 Van Ness Avenue has been appealed. This means we
can’t move forward with the hearing for 600 Van Ness Ave tomorrow. At this point, I’m waiting on
EP to determine how far out we need to continue it or if it should be continued indefinitely. I just
wanted to let you know sooner than later.
 
Thank you,
 
Brittany Bendix, Senior Planner
Northwest Team, Current Planning
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9114 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: brittany.bendix@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); milicentjohnsonsf@gmail.com
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Wertheim, Steve (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Memo on Central SoMa Housing and Plan Context
Date: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 11:52:25 AM
Attachments: CentralSoMa_HousingMemo_21Mar2018.pdf

Hello Commissioners, 

Attached please find a memo on the Central SoMa Plan regarding housing in the Plan and the
broader planning context for the Plan. This content will be presented and discussed at
tomorrow's (3/22) informational hearing on Central SoMa.
We look forward to the discussion tomorrow.
Cheers

Josh

Joshua Switzky
Land Use & Housing Policy Program Manager
Citywide Planning
415.575.6815
joshua.switzky@sfgov.org
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Memo 


 


 


 


 


 


 


To:   Planning Commission 


 


From:  AnMarie Rodgers, Joshua Switzky, and Steve Wertheim,  


Citywide Planning Division 


 


Re:  Housing Strategies in San Francisco and Contextualizing the  


Central SoMa Plan 


 


Date:    March 21, 2018 


 


 


Over the next few weeks you will be considering the Central SoMa Plan. During this time it 


is important to ask: are we doing enough for housing? The purpose of this memo is to 


convey the Plan’s proposal for housing, and to put this plan within the context of all of the 


housing strategies taking place in the City. Central SoMa is based upon solid concepts that 


are central to the City’s and the region’s future: putting jobs in the right location and 


producing as much housing as is optimal in this location in the context of all other land use 


and transportation decisions citywide. Above all, every plan must be considered in the 


broader context of planning for the broader City over time, as no parcel, site, block, or 


neighborhood is a self-contained eco-system or isolated decision.  


 


Central SoMa Delivers Significant Housing Benefit & Capacity 


The Central SoMa Plan legislation as currently proposed and reflected in the legislation 


introduced by Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Kim would likely produce approximately 7,100 


new housing units. While Central SoMa is often discussed as primarily a “jobs” plan, the 


plan provides for a substantial amount of new housing capacity. These 7,100 units would 


represent over 5% of the City’s zoned capacity for housing in a 17-block area that contains 


only 0.8% of the City’s land. In fact, the baseline plan proposal would result in equal square 


footage for housing and jobs (roughly 8 million square feet each). The Central SoMa Plan, if 


approved, would deliver as much housing as the Rincon Hill and Transbay Redevelopment 


Plans combined, both housing-focused plans creating the densest neighborhood in the City. 


And, Central SoMa provides housing primarily in mid-rise building types that fit with the 


character of SoMa and the well-considered intentional evolution of the skyline.  The Central 


SoMa Plan, if approved, would deliver more new housing than did the Market & Octavia 


Plan (6,000 units) — another housing-centric plan that spans 376 acres, over 60% more area 


than the 230 acres of Central SoMa. Notably, the Central SoMa Plan also provides as much 


housing as each of the Candlestick Point and Treasure Island projects will achieve (7,200 and 


7,800 respectively) -- both of which were complete redevelopment of massive publicly-


owned sites each substantially larger in area than Central SoMa – while Central SoMa still 


achieves the additional long-term citywide jobs objectives in a much higher-density mixed 
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use environment than is being delivered in these other areas. Combined with the existing 


5,500 housing units currently in the neighborhood, Central SoMa will have a residential 


population density of about 80,000 people per square mile1 (not including workers and 


visitors), which notably denser than both Paris and Barcelona. 


 


Most of the area’s hundreds of developable sites are expected to be housing, with a modest 


percentage of these sites expected to develop with hotel, institutional, and small office uses, 


and most buildings having ground floor retail, PDR, or community facilities.  


 


However, testimony from the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors has made it 


clear that there is interest in the Plan maximizing the amount of housing possible under its 


Environmental Impact Report: approximately 8,300 new housing units.  


 


Central SoMa Provides Jobs for the City that Cannot Be Accommodated Elsewhere 


The Central SoMa Plan area is the best location for anticipated job growth in the City. It is 


even more important for jobs to be located near transit than housing. This is true whether 


you are considering the issue from either a vehicular emissions or environmental perspective 


or from a walkability or human point of view. Numerous studies have shown that people’s 


travel behavior is far more sensitive to distance from mass transit on the destination (i.e. 


work, shopping, school) end of the trip than on the home end. Compounding this truth is 


that job space is occupied more densely than housing, so it is much more effective in terms of 


concentrating more people, activity and major destinations near transit. This means that 


transit is viable and attractive for more people living in more places to access more activities 


and opportunities. Forgoing the finite opportunity here and thus locating jobs elsewhere 


would exacerbate traffic and air quality issues, keep the region from being able to meet its 


State-mandated targets for greenhouse gas reduction, and increase the transportation cost-


burdens for lower-income workers. Outside of Central SoMa, there are very few places in 


San Francisco with the capacity for new jobs, and none that have the transit infrastructure of 


this neighborhood. San Francisco has a long-standing policy of centralizing and locating 


high-density job growth in a compact area near the highest quality transit and limiting 


spread of jobs in residential neighborhoods around the City. This is both a practical and 


appropriate policy. If the jobs were to move outside of San Francisco, the environmental and 


livability outcomes would be even worse, as we could expect the jobs to be located in areas 


like suburban San Mateo and Santa Clara counties.   


 


Jobs-Housing Balancing is an Important Citywide and Regional Issue, But is Not Relevant 


at the Neighborhood Scale 


The jobs-housing balance (in sheer numbers) or jobs-housing fit (in terms of incomes) of any 


specific parcel, block, or neighborhood plan is not reasonable to exam outside the context of 


the city as a whole (and arguably an even larger geography of the commute-shed). No 


                                                 


1 Population density is gross density including streets, parks, freeway, and non-residential property. 
Assuming average of 2.3 residents per unit, 12,600 units total (5,500+7,100). Plan area is 230 acres, 
or 0.36 square miles. Paris is 55,000 residents/sq mi, Barcelona is 41,000 residents/sq mi. 
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project or plan sits outside of the context of the city as a whole; the housing built in Central 


SoMa has no more direct relation to the jobs within the boundaries of the Central SoMa plan 


area than does the housing planned and built in Hayes Valley or Potrero Hill or Treasure 


Island or Parkmerced. The workforce is housed throughout the entire city, though jobs are 


appropriately concentrated in key areas to enhance accessibility. The Central SoMa Plan was 


developed in the context of all the plans that have been considered in the City over the past 


15 years along with those in the works, and in consideration of these citywide overall 


capacity figures to ensure that the local jobs-housing balance is stabilized and improved over 


the long term.  


 


The Central SoMa Plan, if adopted, would accommodate approximately 7,100 housing units 


(for 9,600 workers) and space for approximately 32,000 jobs2. With adoption of Central SoMa 


as currently proposed, the City would have residential buildout capacity of about 136,000 


units for approximately 313,000 new residents (of which about 184,000 would be workers3) 


and job buildout capacity for about 167,000 additional jobs. These figures would bring us 


roughly in line with what the adopted 2017 Plan Bay Area expects San Francisco to 


accommodate through 2040 in order to meet state mandated greenhouse gas emissions 


targets. While we could and should continue to add capacity for housing to ensure that there 


is opportunity to build more housing faster to improve housing affordability, the overall 


capacity picture for the City is one where there is and would continue to be sufficient zoned 


housing capacity to house the zoned capacity for new workers. 


 


Adding More Housing in Central SoMa Can Be Achieved With Certain Costs 


Can additional housing be added within Central SoMa? The answer is yes, but there are 


ramifications to that choice. Under the plan Environmental Impact Report, an additional 


1,200 units could be added to the current Plan, totaling approximately 8,300 new housing 


units, without the uncertainty of additional time, study, and delay.  


 


                                                 


2 The job figures of 50,000 and 40,000 are frequently cited by members of the public as attributable to 
the Plan or the Plan area. These figures are not correct and are the result of misunderstandings. The 
50,000 figure comes from an early environmental review document that was looking at a much 
broader area than the current plan area, including buildout of portions of the downtown and Transbay 
under existing zoning. The total maximum non-residential buildout within the current Plan area itself 
under the proposed Plan is 8 million square feet, of which approximately 7 million would likely be office 
and the remainder PDR, ground floor retail, hotel, institutional and community uses. The maximum job 
capacity of this 8 million square feet is approximately 32,000 jobs. The EIR very conservatively 
estimated the job density for office space at 200 gross square feet per worker versus the long-standing 
city metric of 276. This aggressive metric was used to be conservative because no updated studies 
had yet been conducted on the subject. In 2016, the City engaged a consultant to conduct a study of 
current office worker densities downtown, SoMa and citywide using a variety of methods in order to 
inform such analyses. The conclusion was that the actual density calculation that should be used is 
240 square feet per worker. This metric is now being used in analyses going forward and should be 
considered as the actual likely capacity. The upshot is that the Central SoMa EIR notably 
overestimated the potential number of workers that could accommodated in the Plan area.  
3 Average household is 2.3 persons and 1.35 workers. 
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Following are potential modifications to the proposed Plan we have identified that could be 


pursued to gain the 1,200 unit capacity under the EIR: 


1. Raise the lot size threshold for requiring some non-residential uses from 30K to 40K 


sf, which would allow two sites (Wells Fargo and 330 Townsend) to go completely 


residential, adding approximately 650 units. This reduces the number of potential 


large office sites from 7 to 5, reducing the likely office development by about 800,000 


square feet, and reducing the expected jobs in the area by about 3,500. 


2. Rezone lots along Bryant and 6th Streets, primarily adjacent to the Flower Mart, to 


CMUO instead of WMUO, thus allowing housing there, which would allow up to 600 


additional units. 


 


These strategies would increase the likely housing count to 8,300 units and reduce the likely 


job potential to 28,500 jobs. 


 


To go beyond 8,300 units at this juncture would require revisiting the Plan, including some 


of the Plan’s core principles. It would also add significant delay and costs to plan adoption. 


Within the Plan area, the vast majority (75%) of the projected 28,5004 jobs would be expected 


to occur in the area’s five remaining large office developments: the Flower Mart, Tennis 


Club/88 Bluxome, 598 Brannan, 725 Harrison, and One Vassar (2nd and Harrison). To yield 


more housing units while keeping the neighborhood’s proposed height limits would require 


shifting one or more of the five remaining major office sites to be housing. It is important to 


note that each of these five sites has an active application filed with the Department.  


Notably, four of these five projects include housing on their sites in addition to office space, 


three of which would include 100% affordable housing sites on their properties. As well, a 


key principle of the Plan has been to achieve a balance of significant density while ensuring a 


quality of place characteristic of SoMa. 


 


To increase the amount of foreseeable housing in Central SoMa beyond 8,300 units would 


require revisiting the Central SoMa Plan’s Environmental Impact Report – a process which is 


likely to take a substantial amount of time and effort. Delay is important because immediate 


housing production is part of the complete Central SoMa package. As has been discussed, 


legislation could streamline and expedite approval of the 7,100 units of housing envisioned 


by the plan by invoking Assembly Bill 73 adopted last year (sponsored by Assemblymember 


David Chiu). If the plan is adopted with use of AB73, housing in Central SoMa may come to 


fruition faster here than anywhere else in the City not covered by a Development 


Agreement. At present, we have applications on file for 1,800 housing units in the Plan area 


which are waiting for and reliant on Plan adoption. Notably, delay would imperil the federal 


financing for a 200-unit affordable housing project at 5th and Howard, as well as postpone at 


least 1,600 other units that would be ready to start construction in the next couple of years. 


 


                                                 


4 Assuming the lot size threshold for requiring non-residential uses is increased from 30,000 to 40,000 
square feet as described above. 
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However, it is possible that some additional capacity for housing could be determined 


feasible and desirable in Central SoMa, and even more capacity in a broader area. To 


examine this possibility without endangering immediate housing production, Planning staff 


could undertake a high-level study to assess potential options for increasing housing 


capacity in the broader SoMa area. Based on that assessment of options, at the direction of 


the Commission (and provided with necessary resources) staff could pursue more in-depth 


planning efforts to flesh these out and undertake the necessary environmental review to 


enable consideration of such plans or measures. Note that, as described below, the Citywide 


division has already proposed in its work program for the coming years (FY18/19 and 19/20) 


a planning process to examine the Fourth & King Railyards and immediately adjacent areas, 


which we anticipate will consider rezoning along with necessary environmental review.  


 


Adding Housing Capacity Is Happening Across the City  


The City of San Francisco currently has approximately 392,000 units. We have an entitled 


pipeline of 47,250 units5, of which 6,275 are currently under construction. An additional 


18,000 units are currently proposed and under review6. Under today’s zoning, another 68,000 


units could be entitled now. Most of these pipeline and potential units have been enabled by 


legislation passed by the City in the past 13 years, as the City has dramatically expanded its 


housing potential with a rapid succession of housing-oriented plans and policies. Of the 


City’s current housing capacity, over 70% was created within the past decade and a half. 


During the same time period, many of these same planning efforts significantly reduced job 


capacity in broad areas of the City7  while others increased it in focused areas, resulting in an 


overall shift of the geography of job capacity citywide rather than a net increase overall. The 


following is a partial list of these recently adopted efforts to increase housing capacity: 


 


• Citywide Initiatives:  Total 23,500 


o Accessory Dwelling Units (2014/2016): 14,000 units 


o Density Bonus Programs, including 100% Affordable Housing Bonus and 


Home SF (2016/2017): 9,500 units 


• Area Plans: Total 24,600 


o Rincon Hill+Transbay (2005): 7,000 units 


o Market & Octavia (2008): 6,000 units 


o Balboa Park Station (2009): 1,8008 units 


o Eastern Neighborhoods/Western SoMa (2008/2013): 9,800 units 


• Master Plan/Development Agreements: Total 35,600 


o Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard (2010): 10,500 units combined 


(7,200 and 3,300 respectively) 


                                                 


5 Including all of the approved master plan development agreements (approx. 30,000 units). 
6 Including proposed individual specific housing projects filed in Central SoMa and other pending 
rezonings described in this memo (eg Hub, India Basin, etc). 
7 Particularly Market & Octavia, which rezoned a significant chunk of the C-3 to disallow office and 
require housing, and Eastern Neighborhoods, which eliminated the ability to build office space in large 
swaths of the former M districts where high-density office space had been a principally permitted use. 
8 Excluding Balboa Reservoir 
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o Pier 70 (2017): 2,000 units 


o HOPE SF (2017): 1,900 units 


o Mission Rock (2018): 1,400 units 


o Executive Park (2012): 2,800 units 


o Treasure Island (2011): 7,800 units 


o Parkmerced (2011): 5,600 units 


o Schlage Lock (2009): 1,700 units 


o Trinity (2006): 1,900 units 


 


It is important to note that the adoption of these plans and policies, along with the more 


streamlined review processes (eg Community Plan Exemption) that accompanied them are 


substantially responsible for the notable increase in annual housing production that has 


taken place in recent years in San Francisco. Since their passage, the City has seen a 


substantial increase in housing production annually, with an average of 4,000 units per year 


from 2014 through 2017, compared to an average of less than 1,000 units per year during the 


1990s and 2,200 units per year during the 2000s. Given that almost none of the major master 


plan development agreement projects have yet to begin production, the current pace of 


housing construction has the potential to increase further over the coming years. 


 


More Plans to Increase Housing Capacity are in Development Now   


In addition to the current capacity plus Central SoMa, in the next couple of years there will 


be multiple additional opportunities to increase the City’s housing potential based on 


projects and plans currently underway. These include: 


• 700 Innes/India Basin master plan (expected 2018): 1,200 units 


• The Market/Van Ness “Hub” plan (expected 2019): 2,500 units (beyond the existing 


Market & Octavia Plan) 


• Potrero Power Station/PG&E Switchyard master plan (expected 2019): 2,700 units 


• Balboa Reservoir master plan (expected 2019): 1,100 units 


 


In addition to these efforts already underway, which would add 7,500 units to the City’s 


capacity, the Planning Department is intending to begin over the coming year the following 


efforts on our work program9: 


• Study of the 4th and King Railyards and immediately adjacent areas10 


• Creation of a local density bonus program (like HOME-SF) for density decontrolled 


zoning districts like those in the Eastern Neighborhoods and Market & Octavia Plan 


areas. 


• Neighborhood discussions in the Excelsior, D9 (including Mission between Cesar 


Chavez and Randall, the Alemany Corridor, and the Portola), and the Bayview 


(including rezoning the remaining M parcels along 3rd Street). 


                                                 


9 Reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on February 8, 2018, pending release by the 
Mayor’s Office in June. 
10 While the specific study area boundaries have not been determined, this scope was initially 
conceived of including blocks of Showplace Square and Western SoMa proximate to the railyards. 
This planning effort could also include portions of Central SoMa. 
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While these efforts have not yet begun or quantified the additional housing potential that 


could arise, it would be safe to say the cumulative net addition would be several thousand 


units. 


 


Additional Ideas for Increasing Housing Capacity Beyond Central SoMa 


While these underway and soon-to-begin plans are likely to yield over 10,000 more units in a 


few specific areas, the time is right for the City to develop even more strategies for housing, 


especially strategies to look both beyond the eastern half of the City where plans over the 


past 15 years have focused and to add a broader range of housing types throughout the City. 


Given the City’s broader housing needs and the extent to which South of Market has been 


the ongoing focus of successive planning efforts over the past 15 years, a more 


comprehensive consideration of the City seems warranted. Such ideas could include: 


 


• Expansion of ADU program to allow more flexibility 


• Development of a “Missing Middle” program to permit new low-scale and mid-scale 


multi-family housing that fit within the context of lower density neighborhoods 


• Consideration of further neighborhood or corridor-specific planning 


• Further use of AB73 to declare additional sustainability districts to speed up housing 


entitlements 


 


 







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 48 Saturn
Date: Thursday, March 22, 2018 9:22:02 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: Gary Weiss [mailto:gary@corbettheights.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 12:36 PM
To: John Kevlin
Cc: Amir Afifi; Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Washington, Delvin (CPC); Jim Shay; Dirk Aguilar; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Bill Holtzman; Reza Khoshnevisan; Harty, Ciaran
Subject: Re: 48 Saturn
 
Gary Weiss here.  Yes, I think it’s better than rushing the signing of an agreement, and definitely better than annoying the commissioners who may not have had
time to review the new drawings.
 

On Mar 21, 2018, at 12:31 PM, John Kevlin <jkevlin@reubenlaw.com> wrote:
 
Hey Jeff,
 
On behalf of the project sponsor, I am requesting a continuance for the 48 Saturn Street project tomorrow.  I think we’ll be ready as soon as next week so if there’s
availability then we’d like that date, but otherwise the soonest you can get us on the calendar.  I just spoke with Gary Weiss (cc’ed here) and he is in agreement with the
continuance but I’ll let him independently verify.  Thanks.
 
John
 

From: Gary Weiss [mailto:gary@corbettheights.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 2:43 PM
To: Amir Afifi
Cc: Jim Shay; Dirk Aguilar; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Bill Holtzman; Reza Khoshnevisan; Harty, Ciaran; John Kevlin
Subject: Re: 48 Saturn
 
Amir and All,
It turns out that the roof deck is not as much of an issue.  If, as you say you will use "retractable skylight, operable hatch, or open to sky stairs which allows roof
access with no penthouse.”, then if you would just spell that out and what you told me yesterday, we can meet with Jeff Horn and sign off on this.  
Thanks very much,
Gary Weiss
415-279-5570

On Mar 20, 2018, at 11:27 AM, Amir Afifi <amir@siaconsult.com> wrote:
 
These are design solutions we applied before. Let me check with the owner to get his feedback so I can be specific about the solution we can
provide here. But I am sure either of them have minimal visual presence on the roof.

Best regards,

- Amir Afifi
 

From: Gary Weiss <gary@corbettheights.org>
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 11:10:52 AM
To: Amir Afifi
Cc: Jim Shay; Dirk Aguilar; Bill Holtzman
Subject: Re: 48 Saturn
 
Since roof deck access for gathering/partying access could be a deal killer, I’d like to make sure what this entails.  Can you be more specific?

On Mar 20, 2018, at 11:05 AM, Amir Afifi <amir@siaconsult.com> wrote:
 
Sure, there are solutions like, retractable skylight, operable hatch, or open to sky stairs which allows roof access with no penthouse.

From: Gary Weiss <gary@corbettheights.org>
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 10:58:42 AM
To: Amir Afifi
Subject: Re: 48 Saturn
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:jkevlin@reubenlaw.com
mailto:gary@corbettheights.org
mailto:amir@siaconsult.com
mailto:gary@corbettheights.org
mailto:amir@siaconsult.com
mailto:gary@corbettheights.org


Please explain #3

On Mar 20, 2018, at 10:56 AM, Amir Afifi <amir@siaconsult.com> wrote:
 
Good morning Gary,
 
Sorry to miss your call last night.
I am out of office today, but I have shared your email with the team (they were cced in your email as well) and I'll get back to
you as soon as I hear back from them, but here is my feedback to your questions;
 
1- There won't be elevator penthouse sticking out on roof.
2- As you know, rear yard open space area in our design is already small and only available to one of the units. Having an
roof deck area accessible to top unit would be an essential amenity for future residents.
3- We can definitely provide roof deck access solution that avoids penthouse.
 
I'll get back to you all as soon as I have an update.
 
Best regards,
 
- Amir

From: Gary Weiss <gary@corbettheights.org>
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 7:44:07 PM
To: Amir Afifi
Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Bill Holtzman; Jim Shay; Dirk Aguilar; John Kevlin; Ciaran Harty; Reza Khoshnevisan
Subject: Re: 48 Saturn
 
Amir and All,
I left you a voicemail about 6:45 this evening.
We have a few other questions: 
- When we met on Thursday, you mentioned that the elevator stopped on the 3rd floor so as to avoid having an elevator penthouse on
the roof.  Does it now stop on the 2nd floor, or is there no elevator at all?
- What else is on the roof of the building?  Will there be a stairway penthouse?  And, as you might imagine, a roof deck would
definitely not be acceptable to any of the neighbors. 
We’re getting close.
Gary

> On Mar 19, 2018, at 9:58 AM, Amir Afifi <amir@siaconsult.com> wrote:
> 
> Hi Gary & Jim,
> 
> Thank you for organizing and hosting the meeting.
> As promised, I forwarded all your feedback and concerns to the project sponsor and I am waiting for their response and direction to
proceed forward.
> Please note, SIA Consulting team involvement on this project is limited to architectural and structural design and any decision
making beyond that should be made by the project sponsor.
> 
> I'll get back to you and the neighbors as soon as I have an update from project owner.
> 
> Best regards and thank you again for your time,
> 
> - Amir Afifi
> 415.741.1292 x 104
> 
> This message is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, Title 18, United States Code, Sections 2510-2521. The
information contained in this e-mail and attachments, if any, are intended only for the individual or entity to whom it was addressed.
Its contents (including any attachments) are confidential and may contain privileged information.  Any views or opinions presented
in the e-mail are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the company.  If you are not the intended
recipient you must not use, disclose, disseminate, copy or print its contents.  If you receive this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender by reply e-mail and delete and destroy the message.
> 
> On 3/17/18, 2:16 PM, "Gary Weiss" <gary@corbettheights.org> wrote:
> 
>    Amir,
>    Is it safe to assume that SIA Consulting is refusing to come back with even a response to any of our requests to alter your plan?
>    If you are in fact planning to come back with a reasonable plan that the neighbors can live with, as stated at our meeting, we must
hear back from you this afternoon.
>    We look forward to hearing from you.
>    Gary
>
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case No. 2015-012729CUA (600 Van Ness)
Date: Thursday, March 22, 2018 10:37:50 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Allyson Bravmann [mailto:allyson.bravmann@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2018 10:16 AM
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Case No. 2015-012729CUA (600 Van Ness)
 
Dear Commissioners,
I am a parent of a student at Tenderloin Community School, and I am writing to support the
proposed development at 600 Van Ness.
 
The developer began meeting with TCS staff and parents before even designing the building,
and took our concerns into consideration throughout the process. I have read the staff report by
Ms. Bendix, including the shadow study and design for Elm Street. Our students spend a
minimum of half an hour a day on our outdoor playgrounds (we have no indoor gym) so it is
vital that the building not add shade, which the proposal does not. The proposal adds safety
and beautification elements to the alley on Elm Street, which benefit the students in our
preschool and those coming in by school bus.
 
We recognize that few TCS families will be able to afford even the BMI units in the proposed
building, but having a good neighbor is important too. The developer clearly saw what
happened with Marshall Elementary and Maximus and didn’t want to repeat that fight. Neither
do the families at TCS.
 
Finally, since backyards seem to be a determining factor in planning decisions these days, 600
Van Ness is literally in Tenderloin Community School’s backyard — and we are saying yes.
Should anyone come forward to challenge the proposal, please know they have not discussed
their concerns with us.
 
Thank you,
Allyson Eddy Bravmann 
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case No. 2015-012729CUA (Vaness)
Date: Thursday, March 22, 2018 10:38:05 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: S. Montemayor [mailto:msbflowerpop@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2018 8:52 AM
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Case No. 2015-012729CUA (Vaness)

I am a member of the Tenderloin Community School, as part of the community, I am supporting the 600 Vaness
project. I hope that the developers would increased 2 bedroom units that can provide more housing for families.

Sincerely,
Shiela Montemayor

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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case No. 2015-012729CIA (600 Vaness)
Date: Thursday, March 22, 2018 10:38:14 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: S. Montemayor [mailto:msbflowerpop@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2018 8:37 AM
To: britanny.bendix@sfgov.org; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Case No. 2015-012729CIA (600 Vaness)

I am a member of Tenderloin Community School, as a part of the community I am supporting the 600 Vaness
project. I hope that the developers would increased 2 bedroom units that can provide more housing for families.

Sincerely,
Shiela Montemayor

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Small, Maia (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: March 23 Agenda Item 15 Comments on 2016-000162CWP DRAFT URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES
Date: Thursday, March 22, 2018 10:38:23 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Bruce Bowen [mailto:bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 5:24 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: March 23 Agenda Item 15 Comments on 2016-000162CWP DRAFT URBAN DESIGN
GUIDELINES
 
Commissioners     
 
On behalf of the Planning and Land Use Committee of the Dolores Heights
Improvement Club, I would like to provide the following comments on the
Planning Department’s Draft Urban Design Guidelines (UDGs).
 
We object to the Department’s recommendation that the Department should
“begin the Residential Design Guidelines outreach and revision process”.
 
We believe that making wholesale changes to the existing RDG design
principles, guidelines, format or drawings is a mistake. The RDGs have enabled
San Francisco’s residential neighborhoods to evolve - ensuring that new designs
harmonize with the existing style, scale, and character of a block and
neighborhood.  Therefore, we recommend that the Planning Department
develop guideline and drawing additions to the existing RDGs, in the current
format, to supplement the existing RDG document. We cannot allow the RDGs
to be turned into the UDGs because the RDGs are the only thing standing
between preserving the character of San Francisco's low density neighborhoods
and replacing it with a series of near-identical huge glass boxes, as would be
the tendency if the standards and principles of the UDGs were allowed to drive
a new set of RDGs.  
 
We are afraid that a wholesale replacement, under the guise of an
unconstrained "revision" of the RDGs, with its bland general statements that
mirror the UDGs, and with photos instead of useful drawings, will open the door
for review of low density residential projects in any way the Department Staff
sees fit; we have learned Staff’s preference is for modern architecture instead
of preservation, and maximizing the site, regardless of context.
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We request that you please direct the Department Staff to maintain the current
RDG’s design principles, guidelines, format and drawings and limit the revision
process to adding guidelines and drawings within the current format.  In this
way you will preserve for us all a tool that will more fully implement the stated
purpose of these Guidelines.
 
Thank you
 
Bruce Bowen
Chair, Planning and Land Use Committee
Dolores Heights Improvement Club



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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case No. 2015-012729CUA (600 Van Ness)
Date: Thursday, March 22, 2018 10:38:34 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Kelly Walsh [mailto:kwalsh36@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 4:23 PM
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Case No. 2015-012729CUA (600 Van Ness)
 
Hi Ms. Bendix, 
 
I'm a member of the Tenderloin Community School community and am writing you in support of 600 Van
Ness. We've appreciated that the developer has met with our community through the design process, and
that they increased 2 bedroom units which can provide housing for families.
 
I hope this project will be approved and that family units will be maintained.

Best, 

Kelly
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://maps.google.com/?q=600+Van+Ness&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=600+Van+Ness&entry=gmail&source=g
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Laurence D. Griffin

President Dear Mr. Hillis,
Phillip Stone
Treasurer

Carlos Reed

Vice President Booker T Washington Community Service Center supports Drew School's request to increase its

Andrea Patton-Housley student body from 280 to 340 students. We have had a cooperative and supportive relationship with
Secretary

Drew for the many years that I have been executive director (14 years) at Booker T.
Farah Makras

Jimi Harris

EricSafire We serve man low-income African American outh that come to us oorl served b SFUSD and
Y Y p Y Y

Shelley Bradford Bell

StephanieTomao need extensive tutoring and remedial academic support. Those providing this support are Drew
Adam Goldenberg

Gail Jackson-McCray students. Our youth depend on them and, quite frankly, we could use more students from Drew.
Julian Davis

Patricia Stott I have served as a board member for independent schools such as Drew. Increased student

Executive Director enrollment has a direct impact on the salaries and benefits that in turn impact the quality and

satisfaction of staff. While Drew has increased salaries 4% to 7%over each of the past four years,

additional students will allow the school to implement further increases that are so direly needed.

Drew is truly an asset to our community and 60 more students will help Drew and Booker T. Please

approve this conditional use permit.

Sinc rely, J

Pat Scott

RECEIVED
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