
From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: At 5/24 hearing 1503 Francisco Street 2013.0847DRP
Date: Thursday, May 24, 2018 10:09:03 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: SchuT [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2018 9:55 AM
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC)
Cc: Lindsay, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com
Subject: At 5/24 hearing 1503 Francisco Street 2013.0847DRP

Dear Brittany,
Good morning.  Hope all is well.
This is a very astounding project, perhaps similar to the one at 3790 21st Street, but the transformation from stucco
walls to glass walls seems extreme.   I find the Demo Calcs as portrayed on Sheet A-0.2 confusing and I wondered if
they should have a further explanation at the hearing today?
Also is there any issue of tenant removal from this property at 1503 Francisco?  (The Housing Balance Report
which is also on the Agenda today, shows loss of 180 protected units in the Marina).
Thank you and have a nice day.
Sincerely,
Georgia

Sent from my iPad
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case #2013.0847DRP
Date: Thursday, May 24, 2018 9:30:17 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: Tanis Kelly [mailto:tanis.l.kelly@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2018 9:26 AM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Case #2013.0847DRP
 
Please see below as I am informed there was an error in a few of your email address. My
apologies for any inconvenience.  
 
Sincerely,
Conor
 
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Conor Kelly <conor.m.kelly@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, May 24, 2018 at 8:06 AM
Subject: Case #2013.0847DRP
To: myma.melgar@sfgov.org, planning@rodneyfong.com, milicent.johnson@sfgov.org,
richhillis@gmail.com, dennis.richards@sfgov.org, joel.koppel@sfgov.org,
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org

Members of the planning commission:
 
I am the owner of 1453-1455 Francisco Street.  I have been the owner for over 10 years. 

While I feel all property owners have the right to improve and update their investments, the
drawings and renderings for the proposed new structure at 1503 Francisco significantly depart
from existing design of buildings within the currently existing Marina neighborhood.  The
proposed changes for floor to ceiling windows facing the street are indicative of commercial
high rise style.  This style of building is not currently found on Francisco Street and I have
been informed that the planned design is also unseen in the Marina as a whole.  

The planning commission has the obligation to insure that all improvements fit within the
neighborhood.  In this instance the current proposed design should be rejected so that the
owner can formulate a proposed design which is consistent with current building structures in
this residential neighborhood.    
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Respectfully,
Conor M. Kelly

 



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); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW:
Date: Thursday, May 24, 2018 9:10:28 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: edmund marinucci [mailto:edmpch@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 8:26 PM
To: richhillssf@gmail.com
Cc: Mark Herrmann; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject:
 
Dear sir. 
 
I am the owner of 1473 Francisco street. 
 
I have been the owner for over 23 years. 
 
While I feel all property owners have the right to improve and update their investments I feel
they have an obligation to do so in a manner that fits with the existing community. 
 
The planning commission has the obligation to insure that all improvements fit within the
neighborhood. 
 
This new modern design does not. I feel that if you approve this development and allow it to
move forward you should remove all historical restrictions on the Marina.
 
It would be unfair to limit the type of windows /facade/ roof heights etc for me and allow a
new modern building to proceed. 
 
 
Respectfully 
 
Ed marinucci 
 
1473 Francisco street 
 
 
--
Please make note of my new email address:
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EDMPCH@gmail.com
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: richhillissf@gmail.com
Cc: Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1503 - 1507 Francisco Street, SF Case #2013.0847DRP
Date: Thursday, May 24, 2018 9:10:01 AM
Attachments: 1503 Eric Jacobs emails.pdf

1503 Francisco Earthquake example Marina.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: Christina McNair [mailto:c.mcnair@ggsir.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 6:32 PM
To: richhillis@gmail.com; planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Donna Santana (donnamaesantana@gmail.com); mike@garavaglia.com; Ken Cohen
Subject: 1503 - 1507 Francisco Street, SF Case #2013.0847DRP
 
 
 
 
May 23, 2018

President Rich Hillis
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 1503 Francisco Street
Brief in Opposition to the Project and in support of Discretionary Review
Planning Department Case No. 2013.0847DRP

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

My sister, Donna Santana and I are the owners of 1490 Francisco Street in SF.   We requested
a Discretionary Review for the 1503 – 1507 Francisco proposed project.  
 
To provide a bit of background about us, we are fourth generation Marina / San Franciscans.  
Our property has been in our family since the early 1940’s.  We were born, raised and have
lived in the Marina for a greater part of our lives.  I personally lived in the building for several
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years as well.  Our adult children currently live in the building.  We are not just random
landlords who own an apartment building in the Marina….1490 Francisco and the Marina
neighborhood is an intimate part of our family and our legacy.   Professionally, I am a 28+ year
residential top producing well respected Realtor and sell homes in Marin, San Francisco and
Sonoma counties.  
 
As stated in our DR application, our major concerns are over the overall design of the 1503-
1507 Francisco proposed project.    The design presented does not conform to the classic
Marina district architecture nor the community character.  For someone to state otherwise is
preposterous.   The excessive glazing as noted in the proposed design is such that it creates
major concern for immense glare, unwanted reflections, as well as major privacy issues that
will directly impact surrounding building’s residents.  This mass structure will impede our light
and air as it currently stands.   The use of a sterile concrete exterior vs the traditional stucco
found in the Marina, especially for a corner building is simply inappropriate. The underground
parking, with added car lifts, would require major underground excavation which will only
compromise the soil stability of surrounding properties.  The enormity of the structure

includes not only a 5th level roof deck but also an expansive 2nd deck off a lower floor, which
would be street facing.   It is our understanding that roof decks and most certainly street
facing ones are not something that the SF board approves in the Marina neighborhood.  As
that was certainly the case for us personally for our own building in 2011 and yet again just a
few years later.  We were denied our two roof deck applications, which were very similar to
the two roof decks being proposed for 1503 Francisco.    In the past 10 years or so, we did an
extensive remodel to our property, which included window upgrades.   It was mandatory from
the planning dept that we conform to the character of the neighborhood to include like-kind
wood sash classic Marina style windows.  There was no exception granted for this.  Period.  
We know this to be fact even with other neighbors who followed the permit procedures
necessary for similar improvements to their properties.  We feel that the City's interpretations
of codes and guidelines should be applied equally to all projects, it’s only fair.
 
After the 1989 earthquake, so many single family and multi-unit homes were demolished and
rebuilt from the ground up (See example photos attached).  Every property involved was
rebuilt with like-kind classic Marina architecture.   This is another proven example as to why
the 1503-07 Francisco design is not in line with the Marina neighborhood standards.  It is just
not appropriate for this area.
 

Contrary to Tom Tunny’s position in his letter to the commissioners dated May 10th, I very
much disagree with statements made.   On March 8th, my sister and I had a 45+ minute
detailed phone conversation with Eric Jacobs, the permit expeditor for the 1503 – 1507
Francisco property owner.  Donna and I ended the conversation with Eric friendly but clear
that we opposed the project as presented and with the understanding that he was going to
get back to us quickly with answers to a few questions we had about the project.   It was not



until about a week after our conference call and only after we submitted the DR application to
planning dept on March 12, 2018 is when we received a follow up email from Eric ( March 15,
2018/March 27, 2018).   In short, the email correspondence stated that the property owner
was only willing to accommodate the removal of the penthouse (aka rooftop staircase
bulkhead) of the proposed mass to satisfy our concerns with the project design.  (see attached
emails).    We clearly are not the ones unwilling to negotiate.
 
There is great concern among dozens of neighbors unanimously voicing very strong opposition
and additionally are in support of this discretionary review.  I know you have heard from
several.   Numerous residents have stated that they never received any notification from the
project applicant and/ or knew nothing about this proposed project.   Several mentioned that
it was only just a few days ago, when they first they had heard about the project, either by the
recent efforts from the 1503 Francisco team who was going door to door seeking signatures
from neighbors in hopes of their support; or from the poster placed on the building exterior
within the past 10 days.   With so much public outcry voicing such strong opposition, it is
impossible to not think that somehow the project applicant did not follow proper protocol
with the 311 notifications to the neighborhood as required.
   
In summary, the planning guidelines imposed need to be fair, equal and respectful to all
applicants and property owners or neighbors.  I hope that the board will work with us towards
the preservation of the classic Marina neighborhood, which includes keeping within the
conformity, the architectural design and imposing the guidelines equally for all to follow.    
The Marina district is a very special part of San Francisco’s history and culture, I ask that the
board do what is right and mandate discretionary review of this project.   
 
Thank you.
 
Christina McNair
 
 
Christina McNair
Team McNair
Golden Gate Sotheby's International Realty
Selling Marin - SF - Sonoma Counties
Christina.McNair@sir.com
415-613-5563
BRE# 01183576
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Vu, Doug (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter to the Planning commissioners of SF to reject the 429 Beale / 430 Main hazardous project
Date: Thursday, May 24, 2018 9:08:10 AM
Attachments: Extra arguments to reject the 429 Beale - 430 Main project for the SF Planning Commission.pptx

 
 
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: Julietta [mailto:juliettamihai@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 10:39 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
joel.koppel@sfgov.com; Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: loulalla@pacbell.net
Subject: Letter to the Planning commissioners of SF to reject the 429 Beale / 430 Main hazardous
project
 

Dear responsible commissioners,
 
We request the full rejection of the project for 429 Beale Street / 430 Main Street parcels,
based in the additional certitudes presented in the attached file.
 
Sincerely,
 
Julietta Mihai, eng. 
Nelu Mihai, PhD 
David  G. Mihai, eng. & anti-corruption activist 

_____________________________________________________________________

This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the
sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message.
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The 429 Beale / 430 Main project is a hazard to San Francisco citizens and should be rejected by the City of San Francisco



Stop the so called “affordable housing” projects that put lives in danger





Legal reasons to reject the proposed 429 Beale / 430 Main project

The project will destroy the underground resistance structure of the whole are Harrison and  Main, Main and Bryant, Beale and Bryant, including the leg of the Bay Bridge

There are chances to reach groundwater during the excavation and drilling for the underground garage in the proposed project. The groundwater would determine additional hazard issues for the security zone of the Bay Bridge and the surrounding buildings

No geotechnical and seismic report was presented for the proposed project, but the geotechnical parameters have a high level of importance 

The parcel is too small (15 yards width) and would create more hazard, and cannot be transformed in reasonable housing units (the units would be like prison cells, not having windows facing west or east or south east)

The whole project is a criminal attempt to destroy the security of the bridge, neighborhood, lives of the citizens, without any target but obtaining profits by any means. The responsibility in case of disasters and accidents belongs to the member of the Planning Commission who would approve such a non professional project, not only to Tidewater Capital.

The extra costs for health insurance, medical expenses, heating and restructuring the surrounding building if the project would be approved would be the responsibility of the City of San Francisco and Tidewater Capital. The extra cost would come from the certitude that the proposed project:

Is a barrier for the sunlight coming from east, 

decreases the temperatures in our apartments, 

increases the costs for utilities, 

destroys the LIVABILITY of multiple existing buildings, 

increases the pollution

Increases the noise level in the area,

7) The project does not follow the Civil Cide Division 2, Title 3, Chapter 3 section 801 article 8, 13, 14, and 18, and other sections 







The project will destroy the underground resistance structure of the whole are Harrison and  Main, Main and Bryant, Beale and Bryant, including the leg of the Bay Bridge

The underground structure would be destroyed by building an underground garage at 429 Beale  430 Main

The construction of an underground garage will weaken the structure of the Bay Crest building and of the surroundings buildings

At his moment, the soil under the two parcels, 429 Beale and 430 Main, constitutes a support, a sustaining structure for the above the ground structures of the surroundings buildings, like the Bay Crest building, the Beale buildings, the Main Street buildings, and, most important, for the leg of the Bay Bridge.

Any elimination or replacement of this mass of soil with an artificial structure with empty spaces will alter structurally the resistance parameters of the area. 

The Planning Commission should totally reject the 429 Beale / 430 Main, for destroying the resistance structure of the area and putting in danger the stability of the Bay Bridge leg and structure.





Pictures of the resistance structure of the surrounding area for the parcels 429 Beale and 430 Main









Extra pictures of the resistance structure of the surrounding area for the parcels 429 Beale and 430 Main









There are chances to reach groundwater during the excavation and drilling for the underground garage in the proposed project. The groundwater would determine additional hazard issues for the security zone of the Bay Bridge and the surrounding buildings















No geotechnical and seismic report was presented for the proposed project, but the geotechnical parameters have a high level of importance

No geologic and seismic hazard evaluations were presented ;  No engineering analyses for foundation design parameters were presented; 

Tidewater should prepare this Preliminary Geotechnical Report which includes: 

 Description of previous subsurface investigation programs including boring procedures and laboratory tests; 

 Discussion of site geology,  soil characterization, nature and extent of foundation materials, and groundwater conditions, including aspects of;

known and potentially active faults, geologic hazards, liquefaction potential, and seismically-induced settlement potential;

Evaluation of soil corrosivity, compressibility, and swell potential

Seismic Design Parameters as require d by the California Building Code; 

Allowable bearing pressures for shallow mat foundations; 

Estimate of short and long-term foundation settlements; 

Coefficients of resistance against sliding for foundations; 

Subgrade modulus values for equivalent soil springs for use in foundation design; 

Lateral earth pressures for temporary shoring and permanent basement wall. 

How to control groundwater and hydrostatic pressures, both during construction and for the completed project; 

The waterproofing systems and/or drainage for the subgrade construction; 

Earthwork, fill and compaction requirements; 

Side grading and compaction requirements including recommended backfill procedures.





The project parcel is extremely small and not suitable to build tall buildings

The parcel with is about 15 yards. 

There is no secure way to have three housing code compliant units on a 15 yards width building

A tall building, with a width of around 15 yards, placed close to Bay Bridge, at a distance lower that 30 yards, would be a hazard from many points of view:

Instability (a rotation, a moment of inertia could appear at every stronger vibration or ground movement like earthquake)

The length exposure to the Bay Bridge will create a REFLEXION SCREEN for the noise waves coming from the bridge, in this already Air Pollutants Exposure Area, as defined in the City maps.







The so called “buying from Caltrans” intentions cannot be considered, because the Caltrans area on Main Street is a BAY BRIDGE SECURITY AREA

Keeping a security area along a strategic and important bridge is a must; therefore, there is no way for Caltrans to sell that security area without serious legal consequences for those deciding such a sale

The Planning Commission would be also legally responsible  for encouraging or approving a building project in a bridge security area  







Pictures of the Bay Bridge security area and the width of the Tidewater small parcel









View of the project location from inside the Bay Crest hallway facing the pool







In addition, the Bay Crest owners and tenants have the legal right to direct sunlight, without any obstruction from a building criminally located in the bridge security area, according to at least the Civil Code, Division 2, Title 2, Chapter 3 Section 801 provision 8 and 13







The project would be a hazard and a source of pollutants, noise (from the reflection of the sound waves coming from the Bay Bridge), carbon dioxide, cold, shade, etc.





Bay Crest

 Building 

429 Beale

 parcel



Caltrans building

(red bricks)

429 Beale parcel

Bay Crest building and resistance structure

 – above the ground





Tidewater Capital have not presented a GEOTECHNICAL REPORT FOR THE TWO PARCELS

 Following California’s Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act of 1972, construction of structures for human occupancy in designated Earthquake Fault Zones is not permitted until a site-specific evaluation of surface fault rupture and fault creep has been performed. These zones are established by the CGS (California Geologic Survey) along faults or segments of faults that are judged to be sufficiently active and well-defined as to constitute a potential hazard to structures from surface faulting or fault creep. 

				STRONG GROUND SHAKING 

Based on the proximity of the proposed building site to the San Andreas, Hayward, and Calaveras faults, there is a high potential for the site to experience moderate to strong ground shaking during a major earthquake on one of these 

faults. The following Figure presents the major faults in the San Francisco Bay Area. The project was not analyzed under these criteria, in regards to the distance from the Hayward Fault and the San Andreas Fault. The intensity of earthquake ground motion in the site vicinity will depend on the characteristics of the generating fault, the distance to the earthquake epicenter, the magnitude and duration of the earthquake, and site geologic conditions. 











Tidewater has not presented a neutral geological expertise with a liquefaction evaluation

LIQUEFACTION EVALUATION 

Liquefaction is a phenomenon whereby soil deposits temporarily lose shear strength and collapse. 

This condition is caused by cyclic loading during earthquake shaking that generates high pore water pressures within the soil deposits. The soil type most susceptible to liquefaction is loose, cohesionless, granular soil below the water table.

Liquefaction can result in a loss of foundation support and settlement of overlying structures, ground subsidence and translation due to lateral spreading, lurch cracking, and differential settlement of affected deposits. Lateral spreading occurs when a soil layer liquefies at depth and causes horizontal movement or displacement of the overlying mass on sloping ground or towards a free face such as a stream bank or excavation. 



The columns loads have not been provided by Tidewater Capital

The corresponding contact stress is unknown at this time. Foundation settlements for the mat foundation cannot be evaluated, but there are chances to appear hazardous structural loading. It should be noted that since the proposed construction involves excavating soil (a deep basement), negative bearing pressure corresponding to the excavation volume will effectively reduce the net pressure acting at the base of the foundation. It should be noted that the basement excavation may cause an upward heave of the unloaded subgrade soils, thereby altering the existing conditions at the site.

It should be noted that the area has one leg of the Bay Bridge, that would be affected by the extra stress and the change of soil density and resistance.

It is anticipated that the basement walls will be restrained from movement by the basement and ground floor slabs and will not be free to deflect under soil pressures. As a result, soil pressures approaching the at-rest condition will act on the walls, including the walls of the Bay Crest building. 









The parcels at 429 Beale 

/ 430 Main have SOFT SOIL





Civil Code, Division 2, Title 2, Chapter 3

Section 801

The following land burdens, or servitudes upon land, may be attached to other land as incidents or appurtenances, and are then called easements:

1. The right of pasture;

2. The right of fishing;

3. The right of taking game;

4. The right-of-way;

5. The right of taking water, wood, minerals, and other things;

6. The right of transacting business upon land;

7. The right of conducting lawful sports upon land;

8. The right of receiving air, light, or heat from or over, or discharging the same upon or over land;

9. The right of receiving water from or discharging the same upon land;

10. The right of flooding land;

11. The right of having water flow without diminution or disturbance of any kind;

12. The right of using a wall as a party wall;

13. The right of receiving more than natural support from adjacent land or things affixed thereto;

14. The right of having the whole of a division fence maintained by a coterminous owner;

15. The right of having public conveyances stopped, or of stopping the same on land;

16. The right of a seat in church;

17. The right of burial;

18. The right of receiving sunlight upon or over land as specified in Section 801.5.

(Amended by Stats. 1978, Ch. 1154.)
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Housing Balance Report No. 6 (Case #2018-004047CWP-03)
Date: Thursday, May 24, 2018 9:07:50 AM
Attachments: SPUR"s comments on the Housing Balance Report May 2018.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: Kristy Wang [mailto:kwang@spur.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 11:36 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel
(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Ojeda, Teresa (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Switzky, Joshua
(CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: Housing Balance Report No. 6 (Case #2018-004047CWP-03)
 
Dear Planning Commissioners:
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Housing Balance Report No. 6. SPUR has been
tracking the housing balance conversation over the last few years, but I believe we have not
yet shared our thoughts on this report with you. The Housing Balance Report, as outlined by
the April 2015 legislation that followed up on Proposition K, collects useful information, but
SPUR believes it is missing some key parts of the story.  We believe the report would be
improved by adding some information to better support policy decisions. 
 
Please see attachment for full details but see below for a short summary of SPUR's
recommendations. 
 
1.         Elevate the full set of goals for Housing Balance reporting 
 
There are eight stated purposes for the Housing Balance reporting, but only one—informing
the approval process for new housing development—is highlighted in the cover documents.
Some of the other purposes – in particular, “ensure[ing] the availability of land and
encourag[ing] the deployment of resources to provide housing” affordable to a variety of
households and incomes – could be elevated to broaden the use of the Housing Balance report.
 
Further, we believe that more information is needed to inform decision makers of the
consequences of not approving market-rate housing, one of which includes higher average
housing costs overall. (See last section below.)
 
2.         Highlight calculations that appropriately measure progress toward policy goals
 
2014’s Proposition K set out a goal of constructing and rehabilitating housing that is 33

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



 


 


24 May 2018 
 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94131 
 
RE: Housing Balance Report No. 6 (Case #2018-004047CWP-03) 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Housing Balance Report No. 6. SPUR has been tracking the 
housing balance conversation over the last few years, but I believe we have not yet shared our thoughts on 
this report with you. The Housing Balance Report, as outlined by the April 2015 legislation that followed 
up on Proposition K, collects useful information, but SPUR believes it is missing some key parts of the 
story.  We believe the report would be improved by adding some information to better support policy 
decisions.  
 


1. Elevate the full set of goals for Housing Balance reporting  
 
There are eight stated purposes for the Housing Balance reporting, but only one—informing the approval 
process for new housing development—is highlighted in the cover documents. Some of the other purposes 
– in particular, “ensure[ing] the availability of land and encourag[ing] the deployment of resources to 
provide housing” affordable to a variety of households and incomes – could be elevated to broaden the use 
of the Housing Balance report. 
 
Further, we believe that more information is needed to inform decision makers of the consequences of not 
approving market-rate housing, one of which includes higher average housing costs overall. (See last 
section below.) 
 


2. Highlight calculations that appropriately measure progress toward policy goals 
 
2014’s Proposition K set out a goal of constructing and rehabilitating housing that is 33 percent affordable 
overall. The numbers calculated in the Housing Balance Report do not reflect this number; instead we see 
the Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation (which nets out units removed from protected 
status) and we see the New Housing Production by Affordability Calculation (which does not include 
rehabilitated units).  
 
While this report does not directly compare any numbers to Prop. K, the media and average person do, so 
we think it is important to publicly provide a number that most closely tracks with Prop. K’s intent. 
  







Comparison of Calculations 
 
What Prop. K says: 


 
New affordable units + rehabilitated units 


All units 
 


 
What the Housing Balance Report 
calculates:  
 


Expanded Cumulative Housing 
Balance calculation 
 
 
 
New Housing Production by 
Affordability calculation 


 


 
 
 
 


New affordable units + completed acq/rehab + 
completed HOPE SF + RAD + entitled & permitted 


affordable units – units removed from protected status 
Total new units + entitled & permitted units 


 
New affordable units  


Total new units 


 
What should also be calculated to compare 
more directly with Prop. K: 
 


 
New affordable units + completed acq/rehab + 


completed HOPE SF + RAD +  
entitled & permitted affordable units 


Total new units + entitled & permitted units  
 


OR 
 


New affordable units + completed acq/rehab + 
completed HOPE SF + RAD 


Total new units 
 


 
Using data from the Housing Balance Report, the number that would track most closely with Prop. K 
would be 35.6 percent if including the entitled & permitted units or 43.1 percent without them.  
 
I would like to emphasize that our aim is not to diminish the importance of tracking the number of units 
removed from protected status. The overall Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation and Expanded 
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation numbers are important to track over time, and this report does a 
good job of breaking down the various elements of the calculations.  However, it is also important to 
distinguish between the different problems that will need different policy solutions.  
 
For example, when considering the approvals process for new housing production, it is appropriate to 
consider the report’s New Housing Production by Affordability calculation (23.6 percent). Here it makes 
sense to both remove the units removed from protected status as well as the RAD and HOPE SF units 
from the numerator.  
 
Similarly, when looking at the number of units removed from protected status and the negative housing 
balances by district or neighborhood, the policy solutions should be different. If the primary reason why 







we aren’t reaching the city’s overall housing balance goals is the units being removed from rent control, 
we should then consider tools that specifically address owner move-ins, Ellis Act evictions, demolition 
and condo conversions.  While we appreciate that this data is broken out in the report already, to date the 
report has primarily been used to discuss controlling production of new market-rate housing rather than 
increasing funding for affordable units or new policies to protect existing rent-controlled units. 
 


3. Add new data: Amount of additional housing needed to keep housing costs from rising  
 
The city’s Chief Economist has already generated a graph reflecting the amount of housing supply (both 
market rate and affordable) that San Francisco would need to build in order to keep housing costs for low-
income households from rising. In the below chart, any combination of annual market rate and affordable 
production to the upper right of the line would make affordability for low-income households (<80% 
AMI) better.   


 
We recommend including this graph in the Housing Balance report in order to reflect that overall 
affordability is improved (albeit at different effectiveness and at different costs to the city) by the 
production of both affordable and market-rate housing. We also recommend generating the following 
variations on the above graph: 







 
• How much housing does San Francisco need to build in order to reduce housing costs for low-


income households by XX%? 
• How much housing does San Francisco need to build in order to keep housing costs for middle-


income households (80-120% AMI) from rising?   
• How much housing does the region need to build in order to keep housing costs for low-income 


and middle-income households from rising?   
 
 
The Housing Balance report is a key data resource for policymakers and the public, and we deeply 
appreciate the effort required to put this report together. There are findings in this document that are 
important to highlight. However, SPUR believes that our community could do a better job of matching our 
policy responses to the problems in front of us, and a few additional considerations and calculations could 
help shine a light on the appropriate solutions.  
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions about the points raised in this memo. We do plan to 
follow up with Planning staff for further discussion of these calculations and additional ways of parsing 
the data. Thank you for your attention.  
 
Best, 
 
 
 
Kristy Wang 
Community Planning Policy Director  
 







percent affordable overall. The numbers calculated in the Housing Balance Report do not
reflect this number; instead we see the Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation
(which nets out units removed from protected status) and we see the New Housing Production
by Affordability Calculation (which does not include rehabilitated units). 
 
While this report does not directly compare any numbers to Prop. K, the media and average
person do, so we think it is important to publicly provide a number that closely tracks with
Prop. K’s intent. Two suggestions are: 
           
(New affordable units + completed acq/rehab + completed HOPE SF + RAD + 
entitled & permitted affordable units) divided by (Total new units + entitled & permitted
units)
OR
(New affordable units + completed acq/rehab + completed HOPE SF + RAD) divided by 
(Total new units)
 
Using data from the Housing Balance Report, the number that would track most closely with
Prop. K would be 35.6 percent if including the entitled & permitted units or 43.1 percent
without them. 
 
I would like to emphasize that our aim is not to diminish the importance of tracking the
number of units removed from protected status. The overall Cumulative Housing Balance
Calculation and Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation numbers are important to
track over time, and this report does a good job of breaking down the various elements of the
calculations.  However, it is also important to distinguish between the different problems that
will need different policy solutions. 
 
If the primary reason why we aren’t reaching the city’s overall housing balance goals is the
units being removed from rent control, we should then consider tools that specifically address
owner move-ins, Ellis Act evictions, demolition and condo conversions. Instead, to date the
report has primarily been used to discuss controlling production of new market-rate housing
rather than increasing funding for affordable units or new policies to protect existing rent-
controlled units.
 
3.         Add new data: Amount of additional housing needed to keep housing costs from
rising 
 
The city’s Chief Economist has already generated a graph reflecting the amount of housing
supply (both market rate and affordable) that San Francisco would need to build in order to
keep housing costs for low-income households from rising. Multiple combinations of annual
market rate and affordable production could make affordability for low-income households
(<80% AMI) better. We recommend including this graph in the Housing Balance report in
order to reflect that overall affordability is improved (albeit at different effectiveness and at
different costs to the city) by the production of both affordable and market-rate housing. 
 
 
The Housing Balance report is a key data resource for policymakers and the public, and we
deeply appreciate the effort required to put this report together. There are findings in this
document that are important to highlight. However, SPUR believes that our community could
do a better job of matching our policy responses to the problems in front of us, and a few



additional considerations and calculations could help shine a light on the appropriate
solutions. 
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions about the points raised in this memo. We do
plan to follow up with Planning staff for further discussion of these calculations and additional
ways of parsing the data. Thank you for your attention. 
 
Best,
 
Kristy Wang
 
Kristy Wang, LEED AP
Community Planning Policy Director
SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
(415) 644-4884
(415) 425-8460 m
kwang@spur.org
 
SPUR | Facebook | Twitter | Join | Get Newsletters
 
Join us this summer for the SPUR Member Parties!
Reserve your spot today >>

mailto:kwang@spur.org
http://www.spur.org/
https://www.facebook.com/SPUR.Urbanist
https://twitter.com/SPUR_Urbanist
https://www.spur.org/join-renew-give/individual-membership
https://www.spur.org/join-renew-give/get-involved
https://www.spur.org/events/2018-05-17/2018-spur-member-parties


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case #2013.0847DRP
Date: Thursday, May 24, 2018 9:07:25 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: Tanis Kelly [mailto:tanis.l.kelly@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2018 8:43 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); c.mcnair@ggsir.com
Subject: Fwd: Case #2013.0847DRP
 
Dear Commission Secretary,
 
Please see the correspondence below regarding Case #2013.0847DRP which has a public
hearing this afternoon. 
 
Thank you in advance,
Conor Kelly
 
 
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Conor Kelly <conor.m.kelly@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, May 24, 2018 at 8:06 AM
Subject: Case #2013.0847DRP
To: myma.melgar@sfgov.org, planning@rodneyfong.com, milicent.johnson@sfgov.org,
richhillis@gmail.com, dennis.richards@sfgov.org, joel.koppel@sfgov.org,
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org

Members of the planning commission:
 
I am the owner of 1453-1455 Francisco Street.  I have been the owner for over 10 years. 

While I feel all property owners have the right to improve and update their investments, the
drawings and renderings for the proposed new structure at 1503 Francisco significantly depart
from existing design of buildings within the currently existing Marina neighborhood.  The
proposed changes for floor to ceiling windows facing the street are indicative of commercial
high rise style.  This style of building is not currently found on Francisco Street and I have
been informed that the planned design is also unseen in the Marina as a whole.  

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:brittany.bendix@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:conor.m.kelly@gmail.com
mailto:myma.melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillis@gmail.com
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:joel.koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
https://maps.google.com/?q=1453-1455+Francisco+Street&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=1503+Francisco&entry=gmail&source=g


The planning commission has the obligation to insure that all improvements fit within the
neighborhood.  In this instance the current proposed design should be rejected so that the
owner can formulate a proposed design which is consistent with current building structures in
this residential neighborhood.    

Respectfully,
Conor M. Kelly

 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Bintliff, Jacob (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: CSFN Letter on Process Improvements
Date: Thursday, May 24, 2018 9:07:12 AM
Attachments: CSFN - Process Improvements modified ver. 7-- 5-23.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: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net] 
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2018 8:54 AM
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); 'Rich Hillis'; 'Rodney Fong'
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); 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)
Subject: CSFN Letter on Process Improvements
 
President Hillis and Commissioners,
Please see attached letter from the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
(CSFN) re “Process Improvements,” Case No. 2018-004633PCA (Board File No.
180423).
Thank you very much.
Rose Hillson
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May 24, 2018 


Commission President Rich Hillis  


San Francisco Planning Commission 


1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 


San Francisco, CA  94103 


 


Re:  Mayor's Process Improvement Ordinance, scheduled for hearing on June 7, 2018 


 


President Hillis and Commissioners, 


 


The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods appreciates the goal to streamline the planning and approval 


process as embodied in the Mayor's Process Improvement Ordinance.  We are still reviewing the legislation, 


but certain sections of the legislation stand out as raising concerns for public participation in the planning 


process - in particular, the proposed changes to the notifications process, including the omission of 


notifications for the construction of pop-outs and certain other 136(c) items. 


 


• Notifications Process:  The changes to the notifications process include but are not limited to eliminating 


full written notifications, eliminating newspaper notifications, narrowing the radius for certain 


notifications, and shortening the timeline for residents to respond to notifications.  All of these have the 


potential to disenfranchise local residents, who as a result may not be able to respond on a timely 


manner.   The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods believes that the current notification process 


should not be pared down as outlined in this legislation, with the exception of adding the notification of 


occupants.  Notifying occupants will facilitate keeping tenants informed of changes to their surrounding 


buildings.   Notification of tenants is an important increase in transparency and should be instituted. 


 


• Pop-outs:  We are concerned about the proposal to eliminate the planning review and neighborhood 


notifications for pop-outs, in the interest of issuing over-the-counter permits for them.  Pop-outs can 


extend out into the yards up to 12 feet and go up to two stories.  This kind of building project could have 


a serious impact on neighbors' uses of and enjoyment of their property, in addition to having an impact 


from construction such as excavations and installing foundations for these additions.    The Coalition for 


San Francisco Neighborhoods asks that this change be eliminated. 


 


• Other Sec. 136(c) Items:  Bases of items such as for flagpoles (136(c)(11)), retaining walls (136(c)(13)), 


underground garages (136(c)(26)), e.g., can also involve excavation and impact foundations, especially in 


required side setback areas.  These potentially impactful items should be noticed. 


 


We are troubled by the lack of a true community outreach process in formulating this legislation and ask that, 


before proceeding with this legislation, the Planning Department reach out to the neighborhoods for their 


input. 


 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Sincerely,  


  
George Wooding 


President 


 


CC:   Board of Supervisors, Clerk of the Board 







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: 1503 Francisco
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 3:42:10 PM
Attachments: Notice of Opposition for 1503-1507 Francisco Street Project.msg

Notice of Opposition for 1503-1507 Francisco Street Project.msg
Case #2013.0847DRP.msg

 

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

Notice of Opposition for 1503-1507 Francisco Street Project

		From

		Farrell, Maria F

		To

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

		Cc

		Christina McNair; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; c.mcnair@ggsir.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Dear Commissioners, 





 





Please consider this letter my notice of opposition for the current project proposed for 1503-1507 Francisco Street.  





 





My family has owned and lived in a set of flats at 1459/1461 Francisco Street since 1951 and the current plans proposed for the rebuilding of the property at 1503-1507 Francisco Street are completely out of character for the Marina neighborhood.  We are not opposed to the owner adding onto the current building, it just needs to fit in with the rest of the area.  The building they proposed totally stands out like a sore thumb.  





 





The San Francisco General Plan, the Planning Code’s Priority Planning Policies and the Residential Design Guidelines each call for protecting and enhancing architectural character citywide.  Architectural details are used to establish and define a buildings character and unify a neighborhood.  In order for a building to be harmonious with surrounding buildings, the choice of architectural details are very important and should blend in with the area.  The proposed design reflects an architectural interpretation that is not all compatible with the existing character of this neighborhood.  The floor-to-ceiling glass building proposed is a beautiful building but is way more fit for the South of Market area….NOT the MARINA.   





 





I urge you to DENY the application to redevelop 1503-1507 Francisco Street.  Allowing this building to be built in our neighborhood will set a bad precedent for future development in the Marina.  





 





Thank you for your time and consideration.





 





Best regards, 





 





Maria Farrell





tel: 415-290-8436





maria.f.farrell@baml.com





 





  _____  



This message, and any attachments, is for the intended recipient(s) only, may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or proprietary and subject to important terms and conditions available at http://www.bankofamerica.com/emaildisclaimer. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this message.









Notice of Opposition for 1503-1507 Francisco Street Project

		From

		Farrell, Maria F

		To

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

		Cc

		Christina McNair; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; c.mcnair@ggsir.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Please see the attached letters collected from property owners on Francisco Street that oppose the 1503-1507 Francisco Street Project.  





 





Thank you, 





 





Maria Farrell





tel: 415-290-8436





 





  _____  



This message, and any attachments, is for the intended recipient(s) only, may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or proprietary and subject to important terms and conditions available at http://www.bankofamerica.com/emaildisclaimer. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this message.
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Case #2013.0847DRP

		From

		John Candido

		To

		richhillis@gmail.com; myma.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		lauriecandido@aol.com; candidoelectric@aol.com

		Recipients

		richhillis@gmail.com; myma.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; lauriecandido@aol.com; candidoelectric@aol.com



Members of The Planning Commission:





 





 





Please see the attached correspondence regarding the property located at 1503 Francisco St. I would appreciate any time you can offer reviewing it prior to tomorrow commission meeting.





 





 





 





Thank you for your time,





 





 





John J Candido Jr.





Rudolph Commercial Interiors





1125 67th St.





Oakland CA, 94608





Phone: (510) 601-9191 x 110





Fax: (510) 601-9199





Cell: (415) 999-0440
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Planning Comission - 5-23-18.pdf



















From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1503 - 1507 Francisco Street - Request to deny conversion
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 2:28:11 PM
Attachments: Proposed Renovation of 1503-1507 Francisco St.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: Mark McQueen [mailto:mcquema@comcast.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 1:49 PM
To: Hillis, Rich; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Fong, Rodney; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 1503 - 1507 Francisco Street - Request to deny conversion
 

Dear Commissioners,

 

I am a neighbor of this proposed renovation and am writing a letter of protest.  Please
see attached and enter it into your file regarding this property.

 

Regards,

 

D. Mark McQueen

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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D. Mark McQueen 
1442 Francisco Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
 
May 22, 2018 
 
Members of the Planning Commission  
City and County of San Francisco  
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400  
San Francisco, California 94103   
Re:  1503 - 1507 Francisco Street  
BPA 2013.0531.8402 
 
 
Dear Commissioners:  
 
I write to urge you to DENY the application to redevelop 1503 


- 1507 Francisco Street.  My wife and I purchased our flat 
in 1995.  We live a half-a-block from this proposed renovation.  
Actually my wife has lived in the neighborhood since 1980 and 
I have been a neighborhood resident since 1981 – both 
originally at the corner of Gough and Francisco, one block 
from the property in question.  In our almost four decades of 
residence in the area, we have not seen a proposed 
conversion that was this out-of-place with the surrounding 
structures.  Actually, this proposal is incompatible with the 
entire section of the Marina east of Laguna (or the rest of the 
Marina for that matter).   


 
Francisco Street, from Laguna to Van Ness, has a typical San 
Francisco mix of older properties, our building was built in 
1924, and some renovated properties that were designed to 
be compatible with the neighborhood.  The design of the 
proposed renovation at 1503 – 1507 Francisco makes no 
attempt to be compatible with the surrounding structures.  It 







seemingly intentionally completely ignores the design 
continuity of the neighborhood, and its prominent corner 
location only exacerbates it devastating incongruity. 
 
I have only been made aware of this proposed project in the 
last week.  It appears that in the early phase of this proposed 
project notifications were not widely circulated.  As I can see 
this property from my living-room window, I am confused as 
to why I and other neighbors were not made aware of this 
project.  I am also confused as to why approvals were granted 
to this project.  A brief on-site tour of the Francisco Street and 
its environs, would easily show that this proposed design is 
grossly misplaced and its construction would be a huge and 
tragic mistake. 
 
So please vote NO on the permit for 1503 - 1507 Francisco 
Street, and thank you for your consideration. 
 
 
Regards, 
 
D. Mark McQueen 
 
 
 
  
 







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Bintliff, Jacob (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 180423 - Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 2:27:14 PM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: zrants [mailto:zrants@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 1:42 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com
Cc: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Fong Rodney; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin 
(CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 180423 - Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance
 
May 23, 2018

Commissioners:

Re: 180423 - Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance

First, Commissioners I want to thank you for your openness and availability to the 
public through a proven process that allows members of the public to communicate 
with you as individuals and based on your interests and comments as well as ours. 

We value your time and attention to details. We also understand that you are limited 
in your ability to satisfy many of our concerns. 

Legal ordinances such as this, that reduce public information and response times do 
not help you or us in our efforts to arrive at better solutions, and when incrementally 
handed down, they feel like a thousand cuts into our rights to Due Process. 

Please share our concerns and reiterate what you already mentioned in your reports 
on this Ordinance. The public objects to any reductions in notice and response 
times. We are also concerned about altering the manner of notice and cuts to public 
involvement in the alterations of our neighborhoods. The only change we appreciate 
is the addition of notice to occupants, as well as property owners. We need to keep 
the 300-foot limit for the notice as well.

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


Some pertinent comments that we heard last week, were: 

Keep the 30 days to response to the notice. Removing 10 days of public notice has 
no effect on the entitlement process that takes months to complete on projects that 
may not be built for years once they receive their entitlement. Producing 
entitlements is not the goal.

Production is the goal. Faster production Keep the 30 days to response to the notice. 
can be more easily realized by placing a time limit on the entitled properties. This 
would assure faster production of the buildings once they are entitled and probably 
dampen the speculative aftermarket in entitlements that is escalating property 
values. This is the kind of legislation we need to consider.

As far as the process changes in noticing are concerned, there be no reduction is the 
manner or type of information that is currently being sent out. The postcard with 
internet links will not work for everyone, and as some of you noted, it is very 
difficult to look at plans on a screen, and not all computers are equally adept at 
accessing or displaying information.

We need transparency, not less. The process needs to remain as it is now. Changing 
it will only confuse people and lead to less trust in the system. The only change we 
like is the inclusion of occupants in addition to owners of properties within 300 feet 
of proposed projects.

There was also some discussion about putting larger 30” x 30” notices on the 
effected building in a bolder, more obvious graphics that could include a site map 
illustrating proposed alterations.

Sincerely,

Mari Eliza, concerned San Francisco resident
 
cc: the Board of Supervisors.



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1503-1507 Francisco St.
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 2:27:13 PM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Betty Aten [mailto:bettymaten@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 12:38 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); 
Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 1503-1507 Francisco St.
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
I have owned a unit at 1500 Francisco St. since 1985. During those years, there 
have been many changes to buildings in the Marina, most notably after the 1989 
Loma Prieta earthquake. In the majority of instances, the remodeled buildings 
respected the unique vernacular of Marina architecture. The proposed project does 
not. I strongly oppose the project at 1503-1507 Francisco St. for two major reasons; 
1) the scale of the proposed project is way out of line with other buildings in the 
neighborhood. Being on a corner draws even more attention to its out-of-proportion 
size, and 2) the amount of glazing. One issue with the glazing is the excessive glare 
it would cause, especially on the long west-facing side, which would have an 
adverse affect on neighbors across the street. Another issue is reduced privacy for 
surrounding neighbors.
 
I urge you to deny approval of the project as it is submitted.
 
Thank- you,
Betty Aten, Owner
1500 Francisco St. #4
 
 
 
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: 556 27th Street - continuance
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 1:47:05 PM

Commissioners,

Please be advised that 556 27th Av will need to be continued to a later date.
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); 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);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES FUNDING TO BACKFILL FEDERAL CUTS TO

HIV/AIDS SERVICES
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 11:46:53 AM
Attachments: 5.23.18 HIV AIDS Funding.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: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 11:35 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES FUNDING TO BACKFILL
FEDERAL CUTS TO HIV/AIDS SERVICES
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, May 23, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES FUNDING TO
BACKFILL FEDERAL CUTS TO HIV/AIDS SERVICES

Upcoming two-year budget will feature an additional $4.2 million to backfill critical needs
 
San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell today announced that his two-year budget will
include more than $4 million additional funding for HIV/AIDS prevention and health services
programs, helping to backfill local and federal funds for critical services. The Mayor’s
investment brings the amount of HIV/AIDS funding San Francisco has backfilled to $16.3
million since the 2013 fiscal year.
 
“We have made remarkable advances in reducing HIV infections and improving the lives of
people living with HIV, but we must continue to fight against this ongoing public health
threat,” said Mayor Farrell. “I am committed to fighting this disease, and am ensuring that our
local government maintains funding levels for critical programs.”
 
The City’s HIV/AIDS budget totals $59.5 million to cover prevention, health care services,
and outreach and engagement. While San Francisco has dramatically reduced its overall
HIV/AIDS disease burden, the city is redoubling efforts to reduce persistent disparities among
communities of color, trans communities and youth.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, May 23, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


 MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES FUNDING TO 


BACKFILL FEDERAL CUTS TO HIV/AIDS SERVICES 
Upcoming two-year budget will feature an additional $4.2 million to backfill critical needs 


 


San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell today announced that his two-year budget will 


include more than $4 million additional funding for HIV/AIDS prevention and health services 


programs, helping to backfill local and federal funds for critical services. The Mayor’s 


investment brings the amount of HIV/AIDS funding San Francisco has backfilled to $16.3 


million since the 2013 fiscal year. 


 


“We have made remarkable advances in reducing HIV infections and improving the lives of 


people living with HIV, but we must continue to fight against this ongoing public health threat,” 


said Mayor Farrell. “I am committed to fighting this disease, and am ensuring that our local 


government maintains funding levels for critical programs.” 


 


The City’s HIV/AIDS budget totals $59.5 million to cover prevention, health care services, and 


outreach and engagement. While San Francisco has dramatically reduced its overall HIV/AIDS 


disease burden, the city is redoubling efforts to reduce persistent disparities among communities 


of color, trans communities and youth.  


 


The Mayor’s budget includes $2.8 million over two years to backfill losses from federal 


spending cuts at the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). Those funds will pay for 


disease surveillance and prevention programs, HIV testing and coordination of syringe access 


and disposal programs, among other initiatives.  


 


Additionally, the Mayor’s budget will include $1.4 million over two years to backfill expiring 


funds for the City’s Getting to Zero initiative, a multi-sector collaborative involving community-


based organizations, the Department of Public Health, and UCSF, among others. The goal of 


Getting to Zero, which began in 2014, is for San Francisco to reach zero new HIV infections, 


zero HIV-associated deaths and zero stigma and discrimination by 2025. 


 


The $1.4 million will support outreach, prevention and treatment programs tailored to serve 


people experiencing the greatest HIV disparities -- African American and Latino men, youth and 


trans women. It will also fund employment and food security programs for people living with 


HIV.  


 


San Francisco has made great strides in reducing HIV diagnoses since the AIDS crisis first 


devastated the City in the 1980s. New HIV diagnoses fell to a record-low of 223 in 2016, down 


from a peak of 2,332 at the height of epidemic in 1992. There are more than 16,000 individuals 
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1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


living with HIV in the city, 26 percent of those individuals of whom are over the age of 60. 


Through the success of syringe access and disposal programs, new HIV infections among people 


who use injection drugs continue to drop, reaching a low of 38 in 2016. 


 


“San Francisco has pledged to Get to Zero in the battle against HIV/AIDS,” said Barbara Garcia, 


San Francisco Health Director. “Thanks to major accomplishments in care and medication, along 


with syringe access, community partnerships and world-class research, we are in a good position 


to reach that goal. But we won’t get there if we don’t fix the disparities that impact African 


American, Latino and homeless people in our city. This funding boosts our ability to reach these 


communities and tailor outreach, prevention and treatment to meet their needs.” 


 


Getting to Zero focuses on increasing access to PrEP (pre-exposure prophlaxis) for HIV negative 


people, immediately connecting people who test HIV positive to treatment, and retaining those 


already in care. Homeless individuals and injection drug users are at high risk for new infections, 


which is why syringe access and disposal remains a cornerstone of the City’s HIV/AIDS 


prevention strategy. 


 


“As co-founder of SF’s Getting to Zero Consortium, I am heartened by the funding to sustain 


existing efforts and continue our innovative GTZ initiatives so we can meet our ambitious targets 


for 2020, including getting below 50 new transmissions.  I applaud Mayor Farrell for continuing 


San Francisco’s historic commitment to lead in the fight to end the HIV/AIDS epidemic and ‘Get 


to Zero’,” said Supervisor Sheehy. 


 


Along with backfilling programs affected by federal cuts, Mayor Farrell’s budget will continue 


to support key initiatives, including measures to reduce HIV infections for individuals 


experiencing homelessness, outreach efforts to decrease disparities among African American and 


Latino men and new programs to provide health care for middle-aged and elderly individuals 


living with HIV/AIDS. 


 


“We are enormously grateful for this investment which is smart, strategic and reflects San 


Francisco’s commitment to the health of its community,” said Dr. Diane Havlir, chair of the 


UCSF division of HIV/AIDS at Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital, and a member of 


the Getting to Zero steering committee. “Without this funding, our momentum in Getting to Zero 


San Francisco would be lost. With it, our goals remain within reach.” 


 


“Mayor Farrell’s commitment to backfilling federal cuts to HIV services helps ensure the 


continuation of the safety net for people living with HIV in San Francisco. We are proud of San 


Francisco’s historic response to the AIDS epidemic. We will work hard with City leaders to 


advance the City’s goals of getting to zero new HIV infections, zero HIV-related deaths, and 


zero HIV stigma,” said Bill Hirsh, Co-Chair, HIV/AIDS Provider Network (HAPN). 


 


### 







 
The Mayor’s budget includes $2.8 million over two years to backfill losses from federal
spending cuts at the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). Those funds will pay
for disease surveillance and prevention programs, HIV testing and coordination of syringe
access and disposal programs, among other initiatives.
 
Additionally, the Mayor’s budget will include $1.4 million over two years to backfill expiring
funds for the City’s Getting to Zero initiative, a multi-sector collaborative involving
community-based organizations, the Department of Public Health, and UCSF, among others.
The goal of Getting to Zero, which began in 2014, is for San Francisco to reach zero new HIV
infections, zero HIV-associated deaths and zero stigma and discrimination by 2025.
 
The $1.4 million will support outreach, prevention and treatment programs tailored to serve
people experiencing the greatest HIV disparities -- African American and Latino men, youth
and trans women. It will also fund employment and food security programs for people living
with HIV.
 
San Francisco has made great strides in reducing HIV diagnoses since the AIDS crisis first
devastated the City in the 1980s. New HIV diagnoses fell to a record-low of 223 in 2016,
down from a peak of 2,332 at the height of epidemic in 1992. There are more than 16,000
individuals living with HIV in the city, 26 percent of those individuals of whom are over the
age of 60. Through the success of syringe access and disposal programs, new HIV infections
among people who use injection drugs continue to drop, reaching a low of 38 in 2016.
 
“San Francisco has pledged to Get to Zero in the battle against HIV/AIDS,” said Barbara
Garcia, San Francisco Health Director. “Thanks to major accomplishments in care and
medication, along with syringe access, community partnerships and world-class research, we
are in a good position to reach that goal. But we won’t get there if we don’t fix the disparities
that impact African American, Latino and homeless people in our city. This funding boosts
our ability to reach these communities and tailor outreach, prevention and treatment to meet
their needs.”
 
Getting to Zero focuses on increasing access to PrEP (pre-exposure prophlaxis) for HIV
negative people, immediately connecting people who test HIV positive to treatment, and
retaining those already in care. Homeless individuals and injection drug users are at high risk
for new infections, which is why syringe access and disposal remains a cornerstone of the
City’s HIV/AIDS prevention strategy.
 
“As co-founder of SF’s Getting to Zero Consortium, I am heartened by the funding to sustain
existing efforts and continue our innovative GTZ initiatives so we can meet our ambitious
targets for 2020, including getting below 50 new transmissions.  I applaud Mayor Farrell for
continuing San Francisco’s historic commitment to lead in the fight to end the HIV/AIDS
epidemic and ‘Get to Zero’,” said Supervisor Sheehy.
 
Along with backfilling programs affected by federal cuts, Mayor Farrell’s budget will
continue to support key initiatives, including measures to reduce HIV infections for
individuals experiencing homelessness, outreach efforts to decrease disparities among African
American and Latino men and new programs to provide health care for middle-aged and
elderly individuals living with HIV/AIDS.



“We are enormously grateful for this investment which is smart, strategic and reflects San
Francisco’s commitment to the health of its community,” said Dr. Diane Havlir, chair of the
UCSF division of HIV/AIDS at Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital, and a member of
the Getting to Zero steering committee. “Without this funding, our momentum in Getting to
Zero San Francisco would be lost. With it, our goals remain within reach.”
 
“Mayor Farrell’s commitment to backfilling federal cuts to HIV services helps ensure the
continuation of the safety net for people living with HIV in San Francisco. We are proud of
San Francisco’s historic response to the AIDS epidemic. We will work hard with City leaders
to advance the City’s goals of getting to zero new HIV infections, zero HIV-related deaths,
and zero HIV stigma,” said Bill Hirsh, Co-Chair, HIV/AIDS Provider Network (HAPN).
 

###
 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1503-1507 Francisco Street
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 10:29:12 AM
Attachments: Ltr-PC-signed 052218.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: Ken Cohen [mailto:kcohen@jralp.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 10:01 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 1503-1507 Francisco Street
 
Sir or Madam:
 
Attached please find a letter with exhibits, which I ask me included in the record of the Discretionary
Review hearing for the above-referenced project, scheduled for May 24, 2018.  Multiple hardcopies
of this letter were hand-delivered to the Planning Commission yesterday, and a copy was also
emailed to each Commissioner as a courtesy.
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
                                Ken Cohen  
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mailto:brittany.bendix@sfgov.org
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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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Tour of the new CPMC hospital at the Mission Bernal Campus
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:57:44 AM

Commissioners,
Let me know if you have any interest in attending one of these tours. We would have to limit your attendance
to no more than three per tour. Therefore, they should be coordinated through me.
 
Thanks,
 
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: Massehian, Vahram [mailto:MassehV@sutterhealth.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 3:51 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: White, Melissa
Subject: RE: Tour of the new CPMC hospital at the Mission Bernal Campus
 
Hi Jonas,
Can you extend this invitation to the Planning Commissioners?  I understand there are rules on how
many can attend but I wasn’t sure on how best to communicate the invitation to them directly.
Thanks and hope you can make it for one of the dates,
-Vahram
 

From: Massehian, Vahram 
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 3:36 PM
To: Maria.F.DeAlva@sfgov.org; Salvadori, Ilaria (CPC) <ilaria.salvadori@sfgov.org>;
Elizabeth.Gordon-Jonckheer@sfgov.org; Purl, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.purl@sfgov.org>; Elizabeth
Watty <Elizabeth.Watty@sfgov.org>; Devyani.Jain@sfgov.org; Lewis, Donald (CPC)
<don.lewis@sfgov.org>; David.Lindsay@sfgov.org; Joy.Navarrete@sfgov.org;
Edgar.Oropeza@sfgov.org; John.Rahaim@sfgov.org; Jessica.Range@sfgov.org;
Scott.Sanchez@sfgov.org; Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Corey.Teague@sfgov.org;
Sara.Vellve@sfgov.org; Delvin.Washington@sfgov.org; David.Winslow@sfgov.org;
Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org
Subject: Tour of the new CPMC hospital at the Mission Bernal Campus
 
Hi everyone,
 
If you’ve been by our new Mission Bernal (St. Luke’s) Campus recently you have probably noticed
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the hospital looks nearly finished. We are excited about the progress and want to offer you the
opportunity to tour the new hospital before its opening in August.  
 
We’ve set up three group hospital tours for community partners and will take sign-ups on a first
come first serve basis, as we have limited availability. The following  are the times available for sign
up:

 
Monday, July 30: 11am-12pm
Wednesday, August 1: 11am-12pm
Friday, August 3: 11am-12pm

 
Please email cpmc2020events@sutterhealth.org if you would like to sign up for a tour. We will
provide detailed information on logistics as we get closer to the dates.
 
Thank you for your continued partnership,
 
Vahram
 
Vahram Massehian
Senior Project Manager
Sutter Facilities Development
415.595.2898 Cell
510.450.7476 Land
 
 
 

mailto:cpmc2020events@sutterhealth.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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support Castro Animal Clinic #2018-006200CUA
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:56:24 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Andrea Aiello [mailto:andrea@castrocbd.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 2:07 PM
To: Shane OMara; Ionin, Jonas (CPC); richard.hillis@sfgov.org; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Fatooh, Martin
(BOS); matthew.chandler@sfgov.org
Subject: Letter of Support Castro Animal Clinic #2018-006200CUA
 
Hello President Hillis,
 
Attached please find the Castro CBD's letter of support for project: 2018-006200CUA.
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Thank you,
Andrea

 Andrea Aiello   Executive Director
 Castro/Upper Market CBD
 ph: 415-500-1181
 www.castrocbd.org
 facebook.com/castrocbd
 twitter.com/visitthecastro
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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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Process Improvements
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:42:54 AM
Attachments: Planning Comm. re Process Improvements.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: David Gast [mailto:dgast@gastarchitects.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 11:40 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Watty, Elizabeth (CPC); Bintliff, Jacob (CPC); Vivian Dwyer; Ross Levy; Jenn Jones; Ari Gessler;
Daniel Robinson
Subject: Support for Process Improvements
 
Dear Jonas,
 
Would you please distribute the attached letter to the Planning Commission Members.
 
Thank you.
 
Best,

DAVID
 
David S. Gast, AIA, LEED AP
Principal
 
GAST ARCHITECTS
355 11th Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, California 94103

Phone:     (415) 885-2946 

Mobile:    (415) 298-5051

Email:      dgast@gastarchitects.com

Website:  www.GastArchitects.com
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May 22, 2018


S. F. Planning Commissioners
c/o Jonas Ionin, Commission Secretary VIA EMAIL: Jonas.Ionin@SFGov.org
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103


Re: Process Improvements, 2018-004633PCA


Dear Commissioners:


I have lived in San Francisco for close to fifty years, raised my children here, and practiced architect with
my own firm in the City for four decades.  In that time, I have experienced an exponential growth in the
complexity, costliness and the time it takes to gain approval for the renovation or construction of the
single family homes and small multifamily units that we specialize in.  No other jurisdiction we have
worked in comes close to approaching S.F. in this regard.


Your policies espouse that it is important to keep families in the City, and to house a diversity of people
at all income levels. Yet, the uncertainties due to the complexities and contradictions of the codes and
guidelines you enforce, and the costs and the extraordinary length of time it takes to obtain even minor
changes to the exterior envelope of buildings, or obtain permission to build new buildings, defeat your
stated policy goals. A change to the envelope of a single family residence routinely takes from a year to
a year and a half to get through Zoning, the Residential Design Advisory Team, and CEQA review – and
that is often just Planning’s review, not the issuance of a permit. Then, if a Variance or Conditional Use
or Discretionary Review is required, add in another half year.


In the last few years, we’ve experienced all too many clients abandoning projects as the approvals take
too long, are capricious, and are overly costly – if you want to keep families, , workers, civil servants, and
a diverse population living in the City, you need to allow residents to modify and create new homes in a
timely and less costly manner.


I strongly support the following process changes, which daily impact my practice, and my clients’ lives:
 Modifications to the Notification Process to make them uniform across the different types of


approval, and make the process speedier.
 Making rear yard pop-outs in Section 136.c.25 approvable over-the-counter.
 Allowing minor changes to historic buildings under chapters 10 & 11 without obtaining a


Certificate of Appropriateness.


In meetings of the AIA SF Public Policy and Advocacy Committee, of which I am a member,
with Jeff Joslin and Elizabeth Watty’s Current Planning Division staff, significant progress has been made
in identifying procedures and regulations that are not working as intended, and modifying them. We
hope to be able to continue this process with your staff and you as Commission members.







S.F. Planning Commission 5/22/2018
Process Improvements Page 2 of 2.


The process changes before you, although small steps, help improve a system that mystify residents and
their consultants, and gobble up your own staffs’ time that would be better spent on more crucial
matters.  My compliments to the Mayor’s Office, and your staff for putting them forward. They deserve
your support.


Sincerely,


David S. Gast


David S. Gast, AIA, LEED AP
Founding Principal









From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1503-1507 Francisco - Public Hearing
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:41:37 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: Caroline Bremner [mailto:caroline.bremner@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:10 AM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
milicent.johnson@sfgov.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 1503-1507 Francisco - Public Hearing
 
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners
 
I am writing in regards to the Public Hearing on the proposed remodel of 1503-1507 Francisco. Due to
work requirements I am unable to attend the hearing in person.
 
I am a resident owner of 3254 Octavia Street. I live across the road from the property under review. I also
understand the same owners have purchased the adjacent property at 3255-57 Octavia Street which is
directly across from me. The view from my window is in the attached photo. 
 
One of the things that charmed me about owning in the neighborhood is that the character of the
buildings are very homogeneous. I love the colorful 1920s style facades which give San Francisco such a
unique and special feel. I often see tourists in the area enjoying sedge-way tours and taking in the
neighborhood's character on their way from the hotels on Lombard Street to Fort Mason. 
 
The proposed very modern glass facades seem very out of keeping with the rest of this section of Octavia
Street and  Francisco Street. The corner lot is very prominent with a larger street frontage than
neighboring building so will stick out like a sore thumb. 
 
I'm also very concerned that as the building next door recently sold to the same owner, that this will set a
precedent for 3255 Octavia to receive a similar treatment and that I will soon be faced with a view of glass
boxes and all of the glare and lack of privacy that comes with such buildings. 
 
The project doesn't add anything to the housing stock in the area and overall detracts from the
neighborhood's unique San Francisco look and feel. I grew up in a rather bland, modern suburb in a city
that was quick to "modernize" but ended up loosing any distinct character. San Francisco's commitment
to planning with it's history makes it a unique and special place to call home.
 
I have no objection to the additional story as it is consistent with the other corner lots nor to the parking lift
but while it may be a very lovely, modern glass box my hope is that the planning commission and
architects can modify the design to keep it more in keeping with the character of the neighborhood. 
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Thank you for your consideration.
 
Regards
 
Caroline Bremner
3254 Octavia Street



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition 1503-1507 Francisco Construction Project
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:41:35 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: Benna Wise [mailto:benna.wise@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:06 AM
To: Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.oef; Koppel,
Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Christina
McNair
Subject: Re: Opposition 1503-1507 Francisco Construction Project
 
+commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
 
I truly hope we can preserve this neighborhood. Thank you again for your consideration!
 
On Fri, May 18, 2018 at 9:10 PM, Benna Wise <benna.wise@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello!
 
I'm writing to you because when I received a notice from the building about construction
across the street from me (1500 Francisco Street), the infomation they provided made it seem
like they were only planning on doing construction on the roof. I just saw their entire plan
from a neighbor and - WOW. It's awful! Part of the reason I love SF and moved to this
neighborhood was the charm. I would expect this in SOMA, but it would be so sad to see old
SF start turning as well. 
 
I thought there were regulations protecting the old architecture here. Really hope we can stop
this construction. I feel bad that they went through the effort to do this, but I wish they had
been more forthcoming originally. This will really be an eyesore in the neighborhood and
devalue the neighborhood. 
 
Thank you for considering!
 
Benna Wise
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 429 Beale/430 Main housing should not prematurely kill me and my neighbors
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:17:40 AM
Attachments: 20180522_LetterToPlanning.pdf

image001.png

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Jamie Whitaker [mailto:jamiewhitaker@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 7:54 AM
To: MayorMarkFarrell (MYR); Kim, Jane (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy
(BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha
(BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Vu, Doug (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: 429 Beale/430 Main housing should not prematurely kill me and my neighbors
 
Dear Mayor Farrell and Supervisors,
 
I am writing as a San Francisco resident who utilized a City Second Loan from the Mayor's
Office of Housing to be able to buy a 432 square foot 2nd floor studio at the 1991 built
BayCrest Towers 288-unit condo building at 201 Harrison Street in 2006. The City Second
Loan program is similar to the downpayment assistance program from MOH, but was
available for specific condo developments. 
 
I am writing to ask that you recognize the political pressures that you place on John Rahaim
and the Planning Department to approve housing projects may result in the premature deaths
of myself and my 500 neighbors with little proof that a developer actually will start building a
project at 429 Beale Street/430 Main Street at this time.  As far as I know, Tidewater's already
entitled project on Market Street sits with no development activity.  The fact of the matter is
many entitled projects, such as 525 Harrison Street, 524 Howard Street, and 325 Fremont
Street - and the project at 429 Beale Street/430 Main Street - are unlikely to get built because
construction labor costs and scarcity are peaking, construction materials costs are going up,
and interest rates are finally normalizing, making money no longer free.  Some of those
projects I named were entitled 13 years ago originally. Developers do not build just because
the City entitles a project. The City entitlement increases the value of land and creates an
investment option that can be traded like other investments on the global markets.
 
My home sits in the San Francisco Health Code Article 38 Air Pollutant Exposure Zone
meaning that the extraordinary traffic that sits idling their fossil fuel and toxin emitting
engines in front of my home on Harrison Street and the 280,000 cars that pass by every day on
the Bay Bridge forces me to breathe PM 2.5 levels of cancer causing air pollution that will
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429 Beale/430 Main housing should not prematurely kill me and my neighbors 
 
May 22, 2018 
 
RE: Case No. 2014-002033DNX, 429 Beale Street/430 Main Street 
 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
With BayCrest Towers sitting in the midst of a cancer zone in Planning’s and Department of 
Public Health’s San Francisco Health Code Article 38’s Air Pollutant Exposure Map and 
Tidewater’s own expert’s report indicating an average Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 measure of 9 
without any new building to BayCrest’s southeast to block the winds from helping to clear out 
the toxic air from the extraordinary amount of traffic that sits in front of our building on 
Harrison Street, to the sides on Main and Beale Streets, and the 280,000 cars per day passing by 
on the Bay Bridge, I beg you to spare my life and those of my neighbors by insisting on a 
building that does not increase PM 2.5 air toxins any more. 
 
I believe that you do believe in science. I believe that you do understand that, like cigarette 
smoke, any amount of PM 2.5 added to the air by a building you approve at 429 Beale 
Street/430 Main Street will reduce the lifespans of those of us already forced to breathe PM 2.5 
levels that are shortening our lives, and there is no such thing as an “insignificant increase” in 
such air pollution – the World Health Organization has made it quite clear that this stuff kills 
millions of people per year. 
 
You are San Franciso’s Death Panel in this regard, and I know that makes many a snowflake 
cringe – but I’m from the Midwest and we don’t beat around the bush in the Midwest. We say 
it like it is bluntly so there’s no mistake. When your Planning Department or consultants say an 
increase in PM 2.5 is “less than significant,” I want you to ask yourself if you’d be alright with 
someone adding any amount of rat poison, gasoline, or other toxin to your drink that you opt to 
ingest that is known to decrease your lifespan.  Why would a City that has banned (and wants 
to re-affirm that ban on June 5th) flavored tobacco products from even being sold within the 
City Limits due to the scientific evidence that this stuff that people OPTIONALLY CHOOSE to 
breathe leads to premature deaths would FORCE BAYCREST residents to breathe ANY additional 
PM 2.5 toxins while at home in their bed. How can any economic outcome justify adding ANY 
additional poisons to the air breathed by our children and senior citizens among the ~500 
residents at BayCrest Towers? 
 
Please do not prematurely shorten my and my neighbors’ lives.  Please opt for the widest 
and deepest notch in the design for 429 Beale Street/430 Main Street to help 
preserve the wind pattern that helps to sweep out the toxic air from the 
courtyards that I must breathe as a 2nd floor courtyard-facing resident since 
2006.  











 








shorten my and my 500 neighbors lifespans as it is.  The design of BayCrest with two towers
helps to provide a wind tunnel to sweep some of that premature death causing air pollution out
of the central courtyard of my building that my window faces, but the Planning Department
may choose a building design that increases the PM 2.5 air pollution that I breathe while at
home sleeping and shorten my life further. I cringe when I hear Planning Staff say that the
increase in PM 2.5 toxins is not significant because I know that none of us would allow ANY
increase in lead paint, rat poison, gasoline, or other life shortening chemicals in the drinks we
or our children or our grandparents ingest.  How in the world can a public servant say that
ANY increase in PM 2.5, a substance the World Health Organization tells us kills millions of
people prematurely every year, is okay?  
 
There is an inconsistency in a City that bans the sale of flavored tobacco products - something
San Franciscans would have to CHOOSE to breathe into their lungs and shorten their own
lives while at the same time states that an increase in toxic air that I and my 500 neighbors
have no choice but to breathe is "less than significant."
 
My main reason for this email is that I want whomever is the next leadership of San Francisco
to resurrect the Healthy Development Measurement Tool developed by Dr. Rajiv
Bhatia and his staff at the Department of Public Health as professional epidemiologists to
measure the environmental health impacts of new developments within the air pollution hot
zone mapped out by DPH in the San Francisco Health Code Article 38 law of the City.
 
Learn about it here: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Healthy_development_measurement_tool
 
We cannot talk genuinely about the tragedy of school shootings, random shootings at the Pulse
Nightclub in Florida, at the outdoor concert in Las Vegas, and other awful happenings because
people should not prematurely die, but at the same time have a Planning Department and
Board of Supervisors and Mayor approving developments that science tells us will shorten the
lives of myself and my 500 neighbors by increasing PM 2.5 poisons in the air we breathe at
home.
 
Please do not murder me and other San Franciscans in the haste of political publicity and an
affordable housing crisis.  Please bring back the Healthy Development Measurement Tool as a
required check on the environmental health impacts on residents living in Health Code Article
38 zones. 
 
Thank you,
jamie whitaker
resident of San Francisco
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---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Jamie Whitaker <jamiewhitaker@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, May 22, 2018 at 7:08 AM
Subject: 429 Beale/430 Main housing should not prematurely kill me and my neighbors
To: jonas.ionin@sfgov.org, richhillissf@yahoo.com, milicent.johnson@sfgov.org, "Richards,
Dennis (CPC)" <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>, myrna.melgar@sfgov.org,
joel.koppel@sfgov.org, doug.vu@sfgov.org, planning@rodneyfong.com,
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org, john.rahaim@sfgov.org
Cc: jane.kim@sfgov.org, Barbara.Lopez@sfgov.org

 
May 22, 2018
 
RE: Case No. 2014-002033DNX, 429 Beale Street/430 Main Street
 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
With BayCrest Towers sitting in the midst of a cancer zone in Planning’s and
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Department of Public Health’s San Francisco Health Code Article 38’s Air Pollutant
Exposure Map (pasted in email and in PDF attachment of my letter) and Tidewater’s
own expert’s report indicating an average Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 measure of 9
without any new building to BayCrest’s southeast to block the winds from helping
to clear out the toxic air from the extraordinary amount of traffic that sits in front of
our building on Harrison Street, to the sides on Main and Beale Streets, and the
280,000 cars per day passing by on the Bay Bridge, I beg you to spare my life and
those of my neighbors by insisting on a building that does not increase PM 2.5 air
toxins any more.
 
I believe that you do believe in science. I believe that you do understand that, like
cigarette smoke, any amount of PM 2.5 added to the air by a building you approve
at 429 Beale Street/430 Main Street will reduce the lifespans of those of us already
forced to breathe PM 2.5 levels that are shortening our lives, and there is no such
thing as an “insignificant increase” in such air pollution – the World Health
Organization has made it quite clear that this stuff kills millions of people per year.
 
You are San Franciso’s Death Panel in this regard, and I know that makes many a
snowflake cringe – but I’m from the Midwest and we don’t beat around the bush in
the Midwest. We say it like it is bluntly so there’s no mistake. When your Planning
Department or consultants say an increase in PM 2.5 is “less than significant,” I
want you to ask yourself if you’d be alright with someone adding any amount of rat
poison, gasoline, or other toxin to your drink that you opt to ingest that is known to
decrease your lifespan.  Why would a City that has banned (and wants to re-affirm

that ban on June 5th) flavored tobacco products from even being sold within the
City Limits due to the scientific evidence that this stuff that people OPTIONALLY
CHOOSE to breathe leads to premature deaths would FORCE BAYCREST residents to
breathe ANY additional PM 2.5 toxins while at home in their bed? How can any
economic outcome justify adding ANY additional poisons to the air breathed by our
children and senior citizens among the ~500 residents at BayCrest Towers?
 
Please do not prematurely shorten my and my neighbors’ lives.  Please opt for the
widest and deepest notch in the design for 429 Beale Street/430 Main Street
to help preserve the wind pattern that helps to sweep out the toxic air from

nd



the courtyards that I must breathe as a 2 floor courtyard-facing resident
since 2006. 
The Planning Department told this developer to design a two tower building – 429
Beale Street and 430 Main Street are two distinct, separate lots of land and two
towers is the pattern developed in Rincon Hill over the past 27 years since the Loma
Prieta earthquake.
 
I don’t believe it is your job to prematurely kill 500 San Franciscans, more people
than killed by the shooters in Las Vegas and at Club Pulse in Florida, in order to
make the 429 Beale Street/430 Main Street project economically “viable.” I believe
it is your job to DO NO HARM, as my good friend Jim Meko used to say.  Please, do
no harm to me and my neighbors – approve a design that is as close to a 2-tower
design to mitigate any increase in PM 2.5 air that leads to premature deaths.
 
We all know that most of the 60,000 approved dwellings that we wait for private
developers to get building are not economically viable at this time due to
construction labor costs and scarcity along with increased costs for concrete, steel,
and other construction materials. I watched in 2011-12 when the original developer

of One Rincon Hill’s 2ndtower plot was foreclosed and sold to another developer –
that’s how it goes in America’s economic cycles. Please do not fall for the hyperbole
that a design close to a 2-tower design is infeasible economically when we know
there will be a recession, the unemployment rate will increase, and the costs for
construction will come down and some of the 60,000 units along with an
environmental health-minded 429 Beale Street/430 Main Street will pencil out and
get built.
 
Please, DO NO HARM – choose the design for 429 Beale Street/430 Main Street
that prematurely kills me and my ~500 neighbors the LEAST by picking the widest
and deepest notched design considered.
 
Thank you again to Planning Department staff for taking this extra meeting to show
that their original suggestion of a 2 tower design – or close to it – can be done.
Please, DO NO HARM to me and my neighbors’ respiratory health.
 
Thank you,



 
 
 
Jamie Whitaker
201 Harrison St. Unit 229
San Francisco, CA 94105
 
 
Enclosure: Article 38 Air Pollutant Exposure Map
 
 
 
 



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: Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: 1503 Francisco
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:02:21 AM
Attachments: Opposition to 1503-1507 Francisco St on calendar for this Thursday.msg

Fwd 1503-1507 Francisco - Public Hearing.msg
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Opposition to 1503-1507 Francisco St on calendar for this Thursday

		From

		Mark Herrmann

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org






RE: Permit # 2013.05.31.8402, 1503-1507 Francisco St., SF 94123






Dear Commissioner,






I am writing to express my strong objection to the proposed design plans for 1503-1507 Francisco Street in advance of the DR hearing this Thursday.   While I support the project sponsor's right and desire to improve his home, I, along with many neighbors, am opposed to the proposed glass and concrete design and ask you to deny the application and  support the DR so that the project sponsor can modify the building design prior to approval. 





For 12 years, I have been the owner/occupant of a two-family building directly across the street from, and within 100 ft. of the proposed project.  Unfortunately much of the 3200 block of Octavia St. was omitted from the DR filer's mailing list (pp 60-70 of your packet), hence the late timing of this letter vs. the deadline for inclusion into your packet.  The original neighborhood meeting for this permit was held in 2013 and the design has changed considerably since then.





Please consider these thoughts in your decision:





1. Design - The highly-contemporary building design is completely out of character and context with the east marina neighborhood for many blocks in any direction.   The proposed concrete and glass "brutalist" style is nowhere to be found in neighboring architecture. On page 107 of the Commission packet, the architect argues for "mixed visual character" by  cherry-picking images of buildings on different streets to create a misleading collage.  I believe views of entire neighboring blocks tell a different story of more traditional architecture, and I've attached full pictures of all 22 neighboring street views along with a map.   Furthermore, any structures in the area that could be considered "modern" architecture are built with more compatible materials, are lacking large windows, and are intra-block - i.e. they are limited to 25 ft. of visible façade vs. 135 total lineal ft. of street exposure for this proposed corner-lot project.  Photos of the 3 most prominent nearby "modern" buildings are also attached along with a map. 





The proposed design includes a parapet wall  and a roof deck that add unnecessary height beyond 40ft height.  The overhead imagery on page 6 of your packet shows a lack of many roof decks in the area - in fact there are only 2, a small one at 1500 Francisco and one at approximately 1535 Francisco.  I would ask you to require these design elements be removed.





On page 75 of your packet, the project sponsor argues "The additional floor will not impact the building’s only abutting neighbor to the south because neither of the existing structures provide any side setbacks, and the addition of the fourth floor will not block any property line windows.".  You should be aware that the "only abutting neighbor to the south" is the project sponsor himself who purchased (the abutting) 3255-3257 Octavia street in November, 2017 under an LLC, during a time when this project was likely going through review.  The same owner has also recently filed a building permit (# 201805159170) to add a new roof deck, rear façade, and windows to his abutting two-family structure.  






The existing plans do not show where the mechanical equipment will be located.  Given the heating/cooling that might be needed to offset the large amount of glazing, this could be a late  addition to the roof design.





2. Fenestration/Materials - The proposed design has over 50-60% of the larger exterior facade on Francisco Street in glazing vs. 15-20% average in typical for the neighborhood which will create privacy and glare problems.  Floor-to-ceiling windows are not used anywhere in surrounding buildings and this excessive use of glass will create a "fishbowl" effect with neighbors.  There will likely be light trespassing across two streets with interior lighting shining into surrounding neighbor's rooms at night. The sponsor's argument (pg.73 of packet) claiming " inconsequential, if any, privacy, light, or air impacts on the adjacent properties" should be called into question.  On pages 127-129 and 140 of your packet the architect has provided photos of facades that are cropped in some cases and don't show the full percentages of fenestration which are substantially less than that of this project.  These photos are misleading.





The use of ribbed concrete appears rough and uninviting, especially on the ground floor where the continuation of materials in the backyard fence creates a "fortress" appearance.  On pages 143-144 the sponsor's architect argues for compatible materials when, in fact, there is not a single example of vertical ribbed concrete in the area.  





3.  Impact of Location - The combination of contemporary design and prominent corner location is screaming for attention.  Again, this project has about 135 lineal ft of perimeter visible from the street and is one block from the upper entrance to Fort Mason Green. Octavia street is the main thoroughfare for pedestrians and cyclists entering Fort Mason Green for events and general recreation and is therefore in a highly visible corner.





4. Possible Demo - The original building is ostensibly being obliterated.  I would ask you to review the decisions made in determining whether this project is a demolition.  Within the demo calculations, the "front façade" of the building has been defined as the 25 foot side of the building fronting Octavia Street, rather than the true façade with front entrances, garages, and address of Francisco Street.  





5.  Strong Neighborhood Opposition - I believe there is strong neighborhood opposition to this project.  The one person writing in favor of the project (p. 71 of packet) is a real estate agent that lives over a half mile from this project.  





I strongly oppose the current design of this project and ask you to REJECT it on Thursday in favor of a resdesign.  Thank you and please feel free to contact me anytime.








Mark Herrmann


3250 Octavia Street


415-218-6116
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Fwd: 1503-1507 Francisco - Public Hearing

		From

		Caroline Bremner

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Hi there





A neighbor told me I should be sure to send this to this alias to make sure it becomes part of the public record.





Many thanks





Caroline Bremner





---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Caroline Bremner <caroline.bremner@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, May 22, 2018 at 4:01 PM
Subject: 1503-1507 Francisco - Public Hearing
To: brittany.bendix@sfgov.org





Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners





I am writing in regards to the Public Hearing on the proposed remodel of 1503-1507 Francisco. Due to work requirements I am unable to attend the hearing in person.





I am a resident owner of 3254 Octavia Street. I live across the road from the property under review. I also understand the same owners have purchased the adjacent property at 3255-57 Octavia Street which is directly across from me. The view from my window is in the attached photo. 





One of the things that charmed me about owning in the neighborhood is that the character of the buildings are very homogeneous. I love the colorful 1920s style facades which give San Francisco such a unique and special feel. I often see tourists in the area enjoying sedge-way tours and taking in the neighborhoods character on their way from the hotels on Lombard Street to Fort Mason. 





The proposed very modern glass facades seem very out of keeping with the rest of this section of Octavia Street and  Francisco Street. The corner lot is very prominent with a larger street frontage than neighboring building so will stick out like a sore thumb. 





I'm also very concerned that as the building next door recently sold to the same owner, that this will set a precedent for 3255 Octavia to receive a similar treatment and that I will soon be faced with a view of glass boxes and all of the glare and lack of privacy that comes with such buildings. 





The project doesn't add anything to the housing stock in the area and overall detracts from the neighborhoods unique San Francisco look and feel. I grew up in a rather bland, modern suburb in a city that was quick to "modernize" but ended up loosing any distinct character. San Francisco's commitment to planning with it's history makes it a unique and special place to call home.





I have no objection to the additional story as it is consistent with the other corner lots nor to the parking lift but while it may be a very lovely, modern glass box my hope is that the planning commission and architects can modify the design to keep it more in keeping with the character of the neighborhood. 





Thank you for your consideration.





Regards





Caroline Bremner
3254 Octavia Street
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case # 2013.0847DRP Discretion Review Hearing for 1503-1507 Francisco Street
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:02:11 AM
Attachments: 1503 Francisco DR 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: mike [mailto:mike@garavaglia.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 8:03 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Ken Cohen; Christina McNair; Donna Santana (donnamaesantana@gmail.com); Bendix, Brittany
(CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Re: Case # 2013.0847DRP Discretion Review Hearing for 1503-1507 Francisco Street
 
Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:
I am providing support for Christina McNair and Donna Santana, who requested Discretionary
Review of the building permit to redevelop 1503-1507 Francisco Street (Case #
2013.0847DRP), which is on your calendar for May 24, 2018.  Attached please find a letter
that I have prepared to support and supplement the Application for Discretionary Review.

Thank You,

Michael Garavaglia, A.I.A. LEED AP BD+C
President, Garavaglia Architecture, Inc.

582 Market Street, Suite 1800
San Francisco, CA 94104
P: 415.391.9633 F: 415.391.9647
www.garavaglia.com

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.garavaglia.com/
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22 May 2012 
 
President Rich Hillis 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 
Re: 1503 Francisco Street 
Brief in Opposition to the Project and in support of Discretionary Review 
Planning Department Case No. 2013.0847DRP 
 
 
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners: 
 
I have been asked by the DR Requestor, Christina McNair and Donna Santana (owner's of 1490 
Francisco located across the intersection from the project) to present my review of the design for 
1503-1507 Francisco Street. Clearly their views as the DR requestors are reflective of the broad 
community opinion - that this building does not belong in the Marina District in general and 
specifically at this intersection and intersections like it. I have identified a variety of issues that 
support this perspective. Most of the issues are a result of the design genre that expresses 
horizontal floor and roof plates in box-like fashion, uses excessive glazing in the design, and the 
uninviting concrete-like wall surfacing material. The overall result is a building that shows 
almost no connection (nor an understanding of) this neighborhood's visual character. 
 
According to the Residential Design Guidelines there are several relevant areas that are a 
concern for the neighbors for this design including: 


• Neighborhood Character (visual character, corner buildings) 
• Building Scale and Form (building scale at the street) 
• Architectural Features (proportions, building entrances, bay windows, garage door 


designs) 
• Building Details (architectural details, windows, exterior materials) 


 
The neighborhood's character is defined by a consistent use of flat roofed, three and four story, 
stucco clad single and multi-family residences. They often have an articulated base and 
projecting cornice. Most have bow or angled bay windows. Traditional style design is almost 
exclusive - and thus contrasting designs present as being very out of character. 
 
The proposed building design expresses a "concrete" frame with floor to ceiling glazing and 
concrete infill panels. The first floor walls have a vertical saw-toothed pattern in concrete, which 
presents a sharp and uninviting pedestrian experience (barely expressed in the reduced plans 
but evident in the perspective). Except for the entrance and a minimalist garage door, this wall 
is featureless. This coarse wall surface extends across the full width of the building front 
creating a compound like feeling to the property. As a corner building the massing has been  


582 MARKET ST. SUITE 1800  
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 
T: 415.391.9633 
F: 415.391.9647 
 
 www.garavaglia.com  







   1503 Francisco Street 
 Support of Discretionary Review 


 22 May 2018 
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provided by the design, but instead of establishing a "gateway" it seems to suggest otherwise - it 
is hardly inviting. 
 
The expanse of the floor to ceiling glass is much larger than conventional windows. The glazing 
area of the design averages approximately 50% on the exposed walls. The neighborhood 
averages 25%. This is completely out of character with the neighborhood pattern. In addition to 
these problems the level of privacy both looking out and viewing in is reduced.  
 
In addition, it should be noted that due to the excessive glazing there will be noticeable daytime 
glare and nighttime light trespass affecting nearby residences. This amount of glazing will also 
result in excessive cooling and heating loads requiring extensive mechanical equipment, 
creating difficulty with placement of mechanical units and their resultant noise and vibration. 
 
There is a complete lack of a pattern of roof deck installations in the area. Out of hundreds of 
buildings there are only a handful of roof decks. These decks can be a source of nighttime noise 
and create problems with privacy.  
 
Concerns also exist due to the amount of the building that will really be demolished by the 
complete transformation of the structure - the original building is ostensibly obliterated, 
possible problems with neighbor notification, creation and maintenance of housing units, and 
the bird-safe nature of the excess glazing. 
 
Requested changes include:  


• Find a contemporary (or traditional) approach to the overall design that is more in 
keeping with the feel of this Marina neighborhood instead of juxtaposing against it. 


• Major reduction of glass area - especially the floor to ceiling aspect. Provide window sills 
and window heads at typical heights to reduce glare and light trespass 


• Eliminate the coarse concrete wall cladding and replace with a more friendly material 
• More articulation of the ground floor wall surface 
• Introduce bay window forms to articulate the facade (actual form versus grid pattern) 
• Eliminate all roof decks - will improve privacy and reduce potential night-time noise 
• Eliminate the parapet - eliminate excess building height 
• Mount all mechanical equipment on the ground with proper noise reduction screening 


meeting Police Code Section 2909 
 
Due to these major issues we strongly support and recommend that the Commission take 
Discretionary Review of this project and help to minimize the precedent setting nature of a 
undesired development in an area that has a strong sense of community character and historical 
feel. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Michael Garavaglia, AIA, LEED AP BD+C 
President, Garavaglia Architecture, Inc. 







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Building Permit Application for 1503-1507
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:02:10 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: Krista Cosner [mailto:krista.cosner@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 1:20 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Building Permit Application for 1503-1507
 
 

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Krista Cosner <krista.cosner@gmail.com>
Date: May 22, 2018 at 9:14:02 PM EDT
To: richhillissf@gmail.com, Myrna.melgar@sfgov.org,
planning@rodneyfong.com, milicent.johnson@sfgov.org, joel.koppel@sfgov.org,
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org, dennis.richards@sfgov.org
Subject: Building Permit Application for 1503-1507

Dear Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors:
 
I urge the San Francisco Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors
to deny the building permit application for 1503-1507 Francisco Street
(Proposed Project).
 
I purchased property at 1500 Francisco Street last year and my unit is on
the fourth floor and faces South, directly across from the Proposed
Project.  Two of the primary reasons I purchased my property was the
charm and aesthetic of the neighborhood as well as the amount of light
that flooded my condominium.  I have lived in San Francisco for 20 years
and have always been drawn to the charming aesthetic of the Marina in
particular.  The Proposed Project will destroy the architectural character of
the surrounding area as it is a modern, floor-to-ceiling glass and concrete
structure on a prominent corner of the Marina.  Drawings of the Proposed
Project reveal a structure similar to a mid-rise office building more suitable

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:krista.cosner@gmail.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:joel.koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org


for a suburban office complex than the charming and quaint Marina
District of San Francisco. There is simply no other structure like the
Proposed Project--in terms of size, prominent location and materials--
anywhere in the Marina.  Furthermore, the additional fourth floor will
diminish the natural light currently enjoyed by my unit and replace it with
glare and reflection from the enormous amount of glass proposed on the
project's North-facing side.    
 
I urge you to preserve the historic aesthetic of this neighborhood and
reject this project.  
 
Sincerely,
 
Krista Cosner
 
-- 
Krista L. Cosner
1500 Francisco St. #11
San Francisco, CA 94115
 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1503-07 Francisco Street Construction Project / Discretionary Review Hearing
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:02:09 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: ANDREW FERRIER [mailto:apferrier@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 8:50 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Subject: 1503-07 Francisco Street Construction Project / Discretionary Review Hearing
 
 
It has come to my attention I should have copied you on correspondence recently sent to the
Commission in regards to the project referenced above in order for it to be entered into the the
public record.  The following is representative of an email I sent to all Planning Commission
members on Monday, May 21st.  
 
Thanks and regards,
 
-af
 
Andrew Ferrier
apferrier@yahoo.com
415.999.2354
 

Begin forwarded message:
 
I’m writing you to vehemently oppose the proposed construction project at 1503-07 Francisco Street. I live
at 3256 Octavia Street which is directly across the street from half of this building. I have grave concerns
about the appropriateness of the architectural design and the negative impact it would have on our
neighborhood.  I have had the opportunity to confer with many neighbors and while there has admittedly
been a little confusion about the process for filing a formal objection, the reactions I’ve heard have been
consistently opposed to this project.
 
I am planning to attend Thursday’s meeting to voice my opinion in person, but wanted to preview some of
my concerns:

Architectural design is more akin to an office building; not a residential neighborhood

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


Unique characteristics of our city’s districts help define San Francisco’s overall visual appeal
Stark industrial concept is drastically inconsistent with aesthetic of Marina district; the project is too
much of a departure from its surroundings
Excessive use of glass raises concerns about privacy, glare, and light trespass and appears to be
significantly beyond what is approved for remodels in this neighborhood
Project appears to circumvent spirt and ruling of planning commission process (a prior attempt to re-
design was denied in 2015 when it became apparent the intention was to reduce number of units)
True intent of this project appears to be to create a massive single family residence versus adhering
to how the property is zoned 

I am not the type of individual that is adverse to change and I wouldn’t take issue with a reasonable plan for
development. This project, however, is an egregious departure from the neighborhood aesthetic and
introduces no redeeming qualities that I can discern.  I strongly encourage the Planning Commission to
assess the impact this design would have on this neighborhood and whether its style is emblematic of this
particular area of our wonderful city. I can’t help but conclude this project detracts greatly from the its
surroundings and is potentially only a benefit for the individual who is trying to put it in motion.
 
I greatly appreciate your consideration and look forward to voicing my concerns on Thursday.
 
-af
 
Andrew Ferrier
3256 Octavia Street
apferrier@yahoo.com
415-999-2354
 

mailto:apferrier@yahoo.com


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Butkus, Audrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: May 24, 2018 Planning Commission - Item #12
Date: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 10:52:23 AM
Attachments: 180523 -Community Participation Plannning Com.pdf
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: Kathleen Courtney [mailto:kcourtney@rhcasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 10:32 AM
To: Commission President Rich Hillis 
Cc: Commissioner Rodney Fong; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Commissioner Kathrin Moore; Richards, Dennis
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Jamie Cherry RHCA ; Jeff Cheney ; Secretary,
Commissions (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Ozzie Rohm; Gary Weiss; George Wooding; Mike Buhler;
Courtney Damkroger; Robyn Tucker ; Chris Gembinski MPNA
Subject: May 24, 2018 Planning Commission - Item #12
Importance: High
 
Pasted below and attached is the RHCA comment on Item # 12 of the May 24, 2018 Planning
Commission
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Russian Hill Community Association
1166 Green St.   San Francisco, CA 94109   510-928-8243    rhcasf.com

 

May 23, 2018                                                 

 
President Rich Hillis and
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
 

Re: Planning Commission Agenda May 24, 2018 – Item #12 “OBSTRUCTIONS IN REQUIRED
SETBACKS, YARDS, AND USABLE OPEN SPACE”

 
Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners:

Item #12 on your May 24, 2018 Agenda is another example of the Planning Department’s
dogged determination to present piecemeal legislation to you without any meaningful participation
of the neighborhoods.

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:audrey.butkus@sfgov.org
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Russian Hill Community Association 
1166 Green St.   San Francisco, CA 94109   510-928-8243    rhcasf.com 


 


May 23, 2018     


 


President Rich Hillis and 


San Francisco Planning Commissioners 


Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org 


 


Re: Planning Commission Agenda May 24, 2018 – Item #12 “OBSTRUCTIONS IN REQUIRED 


SETBACKS, YARDS, AND USABLE OPEN SPACE” 


 


Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners: 


Item #12 on your May 24, 2018 Agenda is another example of the Planning Department’s dogged 


determination to present piecemeal legislation to you without any meaningful participation of the 


neighborhoods. 


As we have said before, “the total lack of community outreach, the unwillingness to elicit or listen to 


neighborhood concerns and questions and the inability to recognize and appreciate the contributions that those 


of us who reside in this City are able to make – this is a pattern that has been repeated over and over again. 


The net result of the Planning Department’s approach is to establish an adversarial relationship.   


While this may not have been the intent, it is the result.” 


 An informed, participatory approach would do much to identify areas of concern and resolve upfront 


questions that the community has.  In this instance the impact on century old structures and the residences 


surrounding them is of key import for District 3 and District 8 residents.  As the Planning Department is aware, 


we have many neighbors who are well versed on the subject of historic resources and issues surrounding 


fenestration. 


While this proposal may, in fact, be benign, the way that it has been presented, without community 


review and input is unfortunate. 


We respectfully request that the Planning Department be directed to initiate community outreach before 


this proposal is considered by the Planning Commission . 


 


Thank you for your consideration, 


 


Kathleen Courtney 


Kathleen Courtney 


Chair, Housing & Zoning 


kcourtney@rhcasf.com 


510-928-8243 


 


Cc: Commissioners Myrna Melgar, Rodney Fong, Milicent A. Johnson, Joel Koppel, Kathrin Moore, Dennis 


Richards; RHCA Jamie Cherry and Jeff Cheney; Supervisor Aaron Peskin; SFLUC Ozzie Rohm and Gary 


Weiss; CSFN George Wooding; SF Heritage Mike Buhler and Courtney Damkroger; PANA Robyn Tucker; 


MPNA Chris Gembinski  
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As we have said before, “the total lack of community outreach, the unwillingness to elicit or
listen to neighborhood concerns and questions and the inability to recognize and appreciate the
contributions that those of us who reside in this City are able to make – this is a pattern that has
been repeated over and over again.

The net result of the Planning Department’s approach is to establish an adversarial
relationship. 

While this may not have been the intent, it is the result.”
               An informed, participatory approach would do much to identify areas of concern and
resolve upfront questions that the community has.  In this instance the impact on century old
structures and the residences surrounding them is of key import for District 3 and District 8
residents.  As the Planning Department is aware, we have many neighbors who are well versed on
the subject of historic resources and issues surrounding fenestration.

While this proposal may, in fact, be benign, the way that it has been presented, without
community review and input is unfortunate.

We respectfully request that the Planning Department be directed to initiate community
outreach before this proposal is considered by the Planning Commission .

 
Thank you for your consideration,
 

Kathleen Courtney
Kathleen Courtney
Chair, Housing & Zoning
kcourtney@rhcasf.com
510-928-8243
 
Cc: Commissioners Myrna Melgar, Rodney Fong, Milicent A. Johnson, Joel Koppel, Kathrin Moore,
Dennis Richards; RHCA Jamie Cherry and Jeff Cheney; Supervisor Aaron Peskin; SFLUC Ozzie Rohm
and Gary Weiss; CSFN George Wooding; SF Heritage Mike Buhler and Courtney Damkroger; PANA
Robyn Tucker; MPNA Chris Gembinski
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Bintliff, Jacob (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: RHCA Response to Process Improvement Plan Presentation May 17, 2018
Date: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 10:23:36 AM
Attachments: 180522 -RHCA Process Impvt Plans.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: Kathleen Courtney [mailto:kcourtney@rhcasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 1:06 AM
To: Commission President Rich Hillis 
Cc: Commissioner Rodney Fong; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Commissioner Kathrin Moore; Richards, Dennis
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Jamie Cherry RHCA ; Jeff Cheney ; Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Subject: RHCA Response to Process Improvement Plan Presentation May 17, 2018
 
Pasted below and attached is the RHCA response to the Process Improvement Plans presentation of
May 17, 2018.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 

Russian Hill Community Association
1166 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109 510-928-8243 rhcasf.com

May 23, 2018
 
President Rich Hillis and
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
 

Re: Planning Department Process Improvement Plans – May 17, 2018 Presentation to
Commission

 
Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners:
 

While we can’t help but applaud the Planning Department’s objective of improving the
whole Planning Process, we are disheartened by their approach.
 

The total lack of community outreach, the unwillingness to elicit or listen to neighborhood
concerns and questions and the inability to recognize and appreciate the contributions that those of
us who reside in this City are able to make – this is a pattern that has been repeated over and over
again. The May 17th Presentation was another example of the Planning Department’s unwillingness
to encourage citizen participation.

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Jacob.Bintliff@sfgov.org
mailto:elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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Russian Hill Community Association 
1166 Green St.   San Francisco, CA 94109   510-928-8243    rhcasf.com 


 


May 23, 2018     


 


President Rich Hillis and 


San Francisco Planning Commissioners 


Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org 


 


 Re: Planning Department Process Improvement Plans – May 17, 2018 Presentation to Commission 


 


Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners: 


While we can’t help but applaud the Planning Department’s objective of improving the whole Planning 


Process, we are disheartened by their approach.   


The total lack of community outreach, the unwillingness to elicit or listen to neighborhood concerns and 


questions and the inability to recognize and appreciate the contributions that those of us who reside in this City 


are able to make – this is a pattern that has been repeated over and over again.  The May 17
th
 Presentation was 


another example of the Planning Department’s unwillingness to encourage citizen participation. 


The net result of the Planning Department’s approach is to establish an adversarial relationship.   


While this may not have been the intent, it is the result. 


 Neighborhoods have no other alternative but to go on the offense with the Board of Supervisors. 


And as unfortunate as the Planning Department’s approach is, several of the specific proposals reinforce 


the disregard Planning demonstrates with the community.   


 Reducing neighborhood Notification periods from 30 to 20 days is a significant hardship for 


neighborhood leaders who are responsible for outreach in their communities.   


 Over the counter pop-up approvals, with no notifications, can have a disruptive affect on a 


neighborhood.  (The anticipated 2 FTE savings will be more than overshadowed by the time 


spent handling complaints and appeals.) 


The Process Improvement Plan deserves more community review and input.   


We respectfully request that the Planning Department be directed to initiate community outreach before 


this proposal is referred to the Board of Supervisors. 


 


Thank you for your consideration, 


 


Kathleen Courtney 


Kathleen Courtney 


Chair, Housing & Zoning 


kcourtney@rhcasf.com 


510-928-8243 


 


Cc: Commissioners Myrna Melgar, Rodney Fong, Milicent A. Johnson, Joel Koppel, Kathrin Moore, Dennis 


Richards, Jamie Cherry and Jeff Cheney RHCA  
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The net result of the Planning Department’s approach is to establish an adversarial

relationship. While this may not have been the intent, it is the result.
 
Neighborhoods have no other alternative but to go on the offense with the Board of

Supervisors.
 
And as unfortunate as the Planning Department’s approach is, several of the specific

proposals reinforce the disregard Planning demonstrates with the community.
 

·      Reducing neighborhood Notification periods from 30 to 20 days is a significant hardship for
neighborhood leaders who are responsible for outreach in their communities.

         Over the counter pop-up approvals, with no notifications, can have a disruptive effect on a
neighborhood. (The anticipated 2 FTE savings will be more than overshadowed by the time
spent handling complaints and appeals.)

 
The Process Improvement Plan deserves more community review and input.
 

We respectfully request that the Planning Department be directed to initiate community outreach
before this proposal is referred to the Board of Supervisors.
 
Thank you for your consideration,
 
Kathleen Courtney
Kathleen Courtney
Chair, Housing & Zoning
kcourtney@rhcasf.com
510-928-8243
Cc: Commissioners Myrna Melgar, Rodney Fong, Milicent A. Johnson, Joel Koppel, Kathrin Moore,
Dennis Richards, Jamie Cherry and Jeff Cheney RHCA



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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** AS AFFORDABLE HOUSING COSTS SKYROCKET, MAYOR MARK FARRELL CREATES

WORKING GROUPS TO FIND SOLUTIONS
Date: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 10:03:40 AM
Attachments: 5.22.18 Affordable Housing Summit.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 9:05 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** AS AFFORDABLE HOUSING COSTS SKYROCKET, MAYOR MARK
FARRELL CREATES WORKING GROUPS TO FIND SOLUTIONS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, May 22, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
AS AFFORDABLE HOUSING COSTS SKYROCKET, MAYOR

MARK FARRELL CREATES WORKING GROUPS
TO FIND SOLUTIONS

Public and private groups assembled during affordable housing summit in City Hall
 
San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell announced the creation of three public-private
working groups that will provide recommendations by July 31 to reduce affordable housing
construction costs and increase the number of affordable homes in San Francisco.
 
“Our teachers, janitors, nurses and other working-class residents cannot wait forever for the
City to find ways to build homes quicker and cheaper,” said Mayor Mark Farrell. “I am
directing these working groups to find real, actionable solutions to the affordability problems
that are causing gridlock in our housing production. We cannot provide affordable homes for
our families if we cannot afford to build these homes to begin with.”
 
Due to a variety of factors, building affordable housing has become increasingly cost-
prohibitive in San Francisco. In the last year, the total development cost per affordable
housing unit surpassed $750,000 for many buildings – a price far too high to achieve the
affordable housing production San Francisco needs.
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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, May 22, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


AS AFFORDABLE HOUSING COSTS SKYROCKET, MAYOR 


MARK FARRELL CREATES WORKING GROUPS  


TO FIND SOLUTIONS 
Public and private groups assembled during affordable housing summit in City Hall 


 


San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell announced the creation of three public-private 


working groups that will provide recommendations by July 31 to reduce affordable housing 


construction costs and increase the number of affordable homes in San Francisco. 


 


“Our teachers, janitors, nurses and other working-class residents cannot wait forever for the City 


to find ways to build homes quicker and cheaper,” said Mayor Mark Farrell. “I am directing 


these working groups to find real, actionable solutions to the affordability problems that are 


causing gridlock in our housing production. We cannot provide affordable homes for our 


families if we cannot afford to build these homes to begin with.” 


 


Due to a variety of factors, building affordable housing has become increasingly cost-prohibitive 


in San Francisco. In the last year, the total development cost per affordable housing unit 


surpassed $750,000 for many buildings – a price far too high to achieve the affordable housing 


production San Francisco needs. 


 


To address the soaring costs of affordable housing, Mayor Farrell hosted an affordable housing 


summit at City Hall on Monday, attended by City agencies, contractors and sub-contractors, 


architects and labor representatives. As a result of the summit, Mayor Farrell created the three 


working groups, which will present their recommendations for lowering housing costs and 


speeding up production in July. The groups will have specific areas, with one focusing on 


regulatory action, one on design action and one on workforce action.  


 


“We’re grateful for the engagement of affordable housing stakeholders in San Francisco in an 


effort to collaboratively bring construction costs down,” said Kate Hartley, Director of the 


Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development.  “Every dollar we save will be 


reinvested into more affordable housing, which is so desperately needed in our communities. 


This work will also keep work flowing to construction workers, design professionals, and 


property management staff over the long term.” 


 


“This is a very challenging cost environment for construction in all sectors, and we understand 


that it feels particularly difficult when looking at affordable housing,” said Kathryn Cahill, Chief 


Executive Officer of Cahill Contractors LLC. “We need ideas and efforts from all sides to work 


towards reducing costs in this market. We look forward to the opportunity to brainstorm ideas 







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 


 


with stakeholders about how to bring down costs and enable the City to build more units of much 


needed affordable housing.” 


 


The convening of the three working groups is the latest effort by Mayor Farrell to tackle the 


ever-growing costs of building housing in San Francisco. Last month, he introduced legislation 


to streamline City permit processing in an effort to produce more housing faster, following up on 


an Executive Directive issued by former Mayor Edwin M. Lee in 2017.  


 


Mayor Farrell’s legislation will create consistent public notification requirements with improved 


clarity, consolidate multiple redundant hearing processes and streamline the approval of housing 


projects. The legislation will also eliminate the need for multiple hearings for most projects in 


the Downtown and eastern neighborhoods. 


 


 


### 


 


 







 
To address the soaring costs of affordable housing, Mayor Farrell hosted an affordable
housing summit at City Hall on Monday, attended by City agencies, contractors and sub-
contractors, architects and labor representatives. As a result of the summit, Mayor Farrell
created the three working groups, which will present their recommendations for lowering
housing costs and speeding up production in July. The groups will have specific areas, with
one focusing on regulatory action, one on design action and one on workforce action.
 
“We’re grateful for the engagement of affordable housing stakeholders in San Francisco in an
effort to collaboratively bring construction costs down,” said Kate Hartley, Director of the
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development.  “Every dollar we save will be
reinvested into more affordable housing, which is so desperately needed in our communities.
This work will also keep work flowing to construction workers, design professionals, and
property management staff over the long term.”
 
“This is a very challenging cost environment for construction in all sectors, and we understand
that it feels particularly difficult when looking at affordable housing,” said Kathryn Cahill,
Chief Executive Officer of Cahill Contractors LLC. “We need ideas and efforts from all sides
to work towards reducing costs in this market. We look forward to the opportunity to
brainstorm ideas with stakeholders about how to bring down costs and enable the City to build
more units of much needed affordable housing.”
 
The convening of the three working groups is the latest effort by Mayor Farrell to tackle the
ever-growing costs of building housing in San Francisco. Last month, he introduced
legislation to streamline City permit processing in an effort to produce more housing faster,
following up on an Executive Directive issued by former Mayor Edwin M. Lee in 2017.
 
Mayor Farrell’s legislation will create consistent public notification requirements with
improved clarity, consolidate multiple redundant hearing processes and streamline the
approval of housing projects. The legislation will also eliminate the need for multiple hearings
for most projects in the Downtown and eastern neighborhoods.
 
 

###
 



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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission Update for the Week of May 21, 2018
Date: Monday, May 21, 2018 10:41:11 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 5.21.18.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, May 21, 2018 9:58 AM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for the Week of May 21, 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: 

May 21, 2018

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of May 21, 2018

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of May 21, 2018. 


Civil Service (Monday, May 21, 2PM)


Action Items

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


· Airport Commission - $4,500,000 - The Ground Based Augmentation System (GBAS) project will provide satellite-based alternative to the current Instrument Landing System (ILS) supporting the full range of approach and landing operations at San Francisco International Airport (SFO).  This project will install new infrastructure allowing ground-based Global Positioning System (GPS) receivers to communicate with GBAS equipped aircraft.  The proposed work would include: (1) Installation of FAA certified GBAS system, (2) Site Assessment Analysis, (3) License to broadcast, (4) Maintenance Plan, (5) Flight Inspection, and (6) Site Acceptance Testing. Currently there is only one Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) certified GBAS navigational aid system produced by manufacturer, Honeywell International.  The GBAS equipment will be procured by the City and installation and maintenance will be performed by Honeywell employees.


· Municipal Transportation Agency- $194,000 - On March 21st, 2017, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) Board adopted the recommendations of the Managing Access to the Crooked Street District 2 Neighborhood Transportation Improvement Program report, including a recommendation to further study and develop a reservations and pricing system for managing automobile access to the Crooked Street (1000 block of Lombard Street).  The scope of this work is intended to advance this recommendation by identifying the physical and operational details of the system as well as by determining the expected outcomes on automobile and pedestrian circulation on the Crooked Street and the surrounding neighborhood.  Work to be performed by SFCTA staff and SFCTA consultant.

· Police - $5,000,000 - The Contractor will provide hardware and software maintenance and scheduled equipment replacement/upgrades for the San Francisco Police Department’s (SFPD) Automated Biometric Identification System (ABIS).  The ABIS includes investigative workstations, livescan machines, fingerprinting, palm print recognition and facial recognition systems.
 


· Port - $600,000 - The Port of San Francisco through the Office of Contract Administration seeks a vendor to provide janitorial services for buildings and facilities owned and leased by the Port of San Francisco on the Central Waterfront from Pier 50 north to the Ferry Building.  Work tasks will include emptying trash containers, vacuuming, mopping, dusting, sweeping, and polishing of facilities that include office buildings, restrooms, and Pier sheds on Port property. (Withdrawn)


· Port - $600,000 - The Port of San Francisco through the Office of Contract Administration seeks a vendor to provide janitorial services for buildings and facilities owned and leased by the Port of San Francisco on the Southern Waterfront from Pier 50 south to Heron’s Head Park.  Work tasks will include emptying trash containers, vacuuming, mopping, dusting, sweeping, and polishing of facilities that include office buildings, restrooms, and Pier sheds on Port property. (Withdrawn)

· Port - $600,000 - The Port of San Francisco through the Office of Contract Administration seeks a vendor to provide janitorial services for buildings and facilities owned and leased by the Port of San Francisco in the Northern Waterfront from the Ferry Building north to the Hyde Street Pier.  Work tasks will include emptying trash containers, vacuuming, mopping, dusting, sweeping, and polishing of facilities that include office buildings, restrooms, and Pier sheds on Port property. (Withdrawn)

· Public Utilities Commission - $300,000 - The consultant will provide support for development of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) Sustainability Program, and will be an essential part of an internal/external partnership that will drive the effective institutionalization of the Program within the agency.  Support will include project management, meeting facilitation, evaluation, individual coaching, communications planning, content development, and stakeholder engagement. Specific tasks to be performed by the consultant include: Reframing of Sustainability at the SFPUC: visioning, mission-statement development, and goal-setting. Stakeholder Engagement & Training Workshops: surveying, workshops, focus groups, presentations, web content development, etc. for employees, wholesale customers, other City departments, professional associations, etc. Program Implementation Framework & Action Plan Development: formulating strategic alignment with SFPUC’s approach to water management (“One Water”), climate change adaptation and mitigation, green infrastructure for stormwater management, and overall industry innovations, etc.  Framework shall include communication tools for buy-in, capacity building, and implementation status, recommendations for internal organizational structure to support implementation, and identification of partnership opportunities.

· Public Utilities Commission - $99,500 to $219,200 - To provide various services to enhance the SFPUC’s ability to work with the KISTERS products that SFPUC already have in use.  The work to be performed includes implementing enhancements to the KISTERS Data Acquisition Tool (KIDAT), performing system changes to the SFPUC WISKI time series management software installation, and providing advance WISKI and KiScriDt training to the SFPUC.  The is a sole sources procurement. Scope Change: Through Amendment 1, SFPUC will procure three additional years of training in Kisters’ WISKI software.  In addition, Kisters will provide additional services to continue the expansion of the WISKI software database. 


· Public Utilities Commission - $9,000,000 to $22,100,000 - Provide the back office services necessary to operate CleanPowerSF, the City’s Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) program.  In the context of CCA, back office services include comprehensive customer care, account management, billing, and data services for the program.  This allows for the tracking of participating customers, recording electric usage and billings via electronic data exchange with PG&E, and managing a customer care call center.  Services also include training and support for transitioning CleanPowerSF call center duties to the PUC’s Customer Service Bureau, which is anticipated to commence once CleanPowerSF has completed the citywide enrollment process.  The PUC anticipates completing the citywide enrollment process by the end of calendar year 2019.

· Public Health - $4,750,000 to $9,000,000 - Provide a series of 1-4 hour (dependent on category of employment) motivational lecture based Service Excellence-Patient Satisfaction training sessions to Four categories of Academic Medical Center Staff at San Francisco General Hospital and Trauma Center (SFGH): 1). Frontline/Non-Management Clinical and Non-Clinical staff; 2). Clinical and Non-Clinical Managers and Supervisors; 3). Academic Physicians in Clinical Practice and 4). Graduate Medical Resident Trainees.  The proposed work will include a Train The-Trainer Module in order to ensure a system for sustainability will be embedded within the hospital’s organizational culture at the end of the consultative engagement. Scope Change: This modification is for the inclusion of additional trainings in support of the service excellence projects currently underway within the Department of Public Health.  Additional trainings will focus on expanding the Kaizen and LEAN trainings (Toyota Production System) in support of the SFGH rebuild, roll out of the Affordable Care Act, and various service delivery integration initiatives underway within the Department.


· Public Health - $150,000 to $300,000 - The Contractor will provide on-site at LHH approximately two hundred eighty-eight (288) hours per year of professional audiology services.  The Contractor will also provide a minimum of one (1) seven-hour (7 hour) audiology clinic weekly in the Rehabilitation Department at Laguna Honda Hospital, with the hours 8:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m., excluding Saturdays and Sundays.  Services shall include: audiology evaluation, including speech reception testing, threshold and discrimination testing, pure tone audiometry with complete audiogram, audiometry screening, hearing aid evaluation, dispensing and repair of hearing aids, and hearing therapy.



· Appeal by Todd Senigar of the Rejection of his Application for the 0931 Manager III, Permit Manager, BSM (PBT-0931-075914) Examination. Recommendation: Approve appellant’s request to postpone to the meeting of June 18, 2018.

· Status Report on San Francisco Unified School District Civil Service Classified Workforce.

· Appeal by Vivian Chow of the Director of Transportation’s Determination to Administratively Close Her Complaint of Discrimination and Harassment. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny Ms. Chow’s appeal.

· Request for Authority to Override Civil Service Rules to Effectuate a Discrimination Remedy per Rule 403.4. Recommendation: Adopt the report and grant the authority to effectuate the remedy. (Closed Session) 

Small Business (Monday, May 21, 2PM) - SPECIAL

Action Items

· Recognition of Todd Rufo as Director of the Office of Economic of Workforce Development.

· Approval of Legacy Business Registry Application and Resolution:


· Knights’ Catering

· Presentation and possible action to support pet related businesses regarding their efforts to maintain their businesses.  Businesses in the Noe Valley, Castro neighborhood corridors, primarily business of smaller, locally owned independent pet stores and groomers and pet related businesses are working to prevent their businesses from possible closure.


Youth (Monday, May 21, 515PM)


Discussion Only


· Presentation on the San Francisco Public Library’s youth programming for Summer 2018


Action Items

· Legislation Referred from the Board of Supervisors

· Fatalities, and Targeted Implementation of Vision Zero Improvements. Sponsor: Supervisor Yee


· Charter Amendment - Hearing on Work Group to Re-Envision the Jail Project - Annual Report. Sponsor: Supervisor Breed

· Youth Commission Business 


· Leave of Absence Request for May 3 - June 3, 2018 for Commissioner Bahlam Vigil

Environment (Tuesday, May 22, 5PM) – CANCELLED

Film (Tuesday, May 22, 2PM) – CANCELLED

Port (Tuesday, May 22, 2PM)


Discussion Only

· Informational Presentation on Fiscal Year (FY) 2018-19 through FY 2022-23 Capital Improvement Program.

· Informational Presentation on Trends and Implications of the Port’s Audited Financial Statements and Future Financial Projections.

· Commendation for Port Commissioner Leslie Katz


· Bayview Gateway Community Art Celebration – May 25, 2018 at 11:30 a.m. at Islais Creek


· Celebration of San Francisco-Haifa Sister City Sculpture Installation – May 31, 2018 at 11 a.m. at Pier 27


Action Items

· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL REGARDING EXISTING LITIGATION MATTER AND POSSIBLE SETTLEMENT - City and County Of San Francisco by and through its Port Commission, Plaintiff, vs. Affordable Self Storage, Inc., Defendant.  (San Francisco Superior Court Case Nos. CUD-18-661315 and CUD-18-661318) (Filed March 12, 2018) Proposed Action: Approve the negotiated Settlement Agreement with Affordable Self Storage, Inc. (“Affordable Self Storage”), under which Affordable Self Storage will:  (i) pay all amounts due in delinquent rent; (ii) surrender the premises by August 15, 2018; (iii) until that date, comply with all terms and conditions of the Leases and the Settlement Agreement; and (iv) indemnify, release and hold Port harmless for defaults of the Settlement Agreement and claims by Affordable Self Storage or any of its customers.  In exchange, Port will: (i) forgive June rent; (ii) pay Affordable Self Storage $250,000; (iii) provide an additional incentive payment of $174,374.86 if Affordable Self Storage surrenders before the deadline; and (iv) not pursue the unlawful detainer actions.  The Settlement Agreement includes other terms as set forth in the Settlement Agreement on file with the Port Commission Secretary. (Closed Session)

· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL AND REAL PROPERTYNEGOTIATOR - Property: Railyard an approximately 455,416 square feet of land which comprises the Port’s Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) including approximately 2,500 square feet of land for an office trailer, bounded by Cargo Way and Amador Street. An executive session has been calendared to give direction to staff regarding real estate negotiations for a proposed lease amendment to Lease No L-14397 and transfer for Port property located at the Port’s Intermodal Container Transfer Facility bounded by Cargo Way and Amador Street. In this Executive Session, the Port's negotiators will seek direction from the Port Commission regarding price and terms of payment, rent structure, improvements, rent credits and other factors affecting the form, manner and timing of payment of the consideration for the lease amendment in order to enhance the capacity of the Port Commission during its public deliberations and actions to set the price and payment terms that are most likely to maximize the benefits to the Port, the City and the People of the State of California. (Closed Session)


· Request approval of the Schematic Design for the parks in Phase 1 of Pier 70 Mixed-Use project at the 28-Acre Site (the southeast portion of SWL 349) as consistent with the requirements of the Disposition and Development Agreement with FC Pier 70, LLC, and the Pier 70 SUD Design for Development.

· Request authorization to execute a modification to Construction Contract No. 2740, Crane Cove Park Surcharge and Site Preparation Project, to increase the contract scope and amount by the sum of $272,277 and to extend the substantial completion date.

· Request approval of First Amendment  to Lease L-13550 with Boudin Properties, Inc., located at 160 Jefferson Street, to provide for two (2) extension options of ten (10) years each, for an aggregate term until June 30, 2065, subject to Board of Supervisors’ approval.


PUC (Tuesday, May 22, 130PM)


Discussion Only


· CleanPowerSF Update

· Hetch Hetchy Capital Improvement Program Quarterly Report

· Quarterly Audit and Performance Review Report

· City & County of San Francisco Basic Financial Statements and Single Audit Report, FY 2016-17


· NERC CIP Compliance Monitoring, Self-Certification


· Sewer System Improvement Program Planning & Pre-construction Activities Audit


· Wholesale Revenue Requirement: Statement of Changes in Balancing Account, FY 2016-17


· Quarterly Budget Status Report

· New Employee Orientation Procedures

· Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency Update

Action Items

· Approve the terms and conditions and authorize the General Manager to execute a no-fee five-year revocable license to Pangea Environmental Services, Inc., to use approximately 2,000 square feet of SFPUC Parcel No. 29 at 1000 El Camino Real in Millbrae, California to: (a) install four groundwater monitoring wells; (b) drill eight geotechnical borings for soil sample collection; and (c) operate and maintain five existing groundwater monitoring wells to assess potential residual contamination from a former leaking underground storage tank located at a gas station at 1009 El Camino Real, Millbrae, California.

· Approve the plans and specifications, and award Contract No. WD-2692, 16-Inch and 8-Inch Ductile Iron Water Main Installation, Sewer Replacement on Geary Boulevard From 32nd to 48th Avenues, in the amount of $9,245,821, to the lowest, qualified, responsible and responsive bidder, M Squared Construction, Inc. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of California Environmental Quality Act, pursuant to Section 31.04 (h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.


· Accept work performed by Azul Works, Inc., for Contract No. WD-2747, Auxiliary Water Supply System - New Cisterns F; and approve Modification No. 4 (Final), decreasing the contract amount by $215,323 and increasing the contract duration by 180 consecutive calendar days (approximately six months), to reconcile final payment items to reflect actual quantities used under unit price and allowance bid items and to reflect actual contract time, for a total contract amount of $3,487,382, and a total contract duration of 610 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year and eight months); and authorize final payment to the contractor.

· Approve an increase to the existing construction contract duration contingency in the amount of 60 consecutive calendar days (approximately two months) for Contract No. WW-622, Haight-Ashbury/Tenderloin/ Diamond Heights Districts Sewer Replacement and Pavement Renovation; and authorize the General Manager to approve future modifications to the contract duration of up to a total of 745 consecutive calendar days (approximately two years), with no change to contract amount.

· Approve an increase to the construction contract duration contingency of 150 consecutive calendar days (approximately five months) to Contract No. WW-653, Marin Street Sewer Replacement; and authorize the General Manager to approve future modifications to the contract, for a total revised  contract duration up to 491 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year and four months), with no change to the contract amount.

· Approve Amendment No. 1 to Agreement No. CS-247[R], Customer and Administrative Services for Community Choice Aggregation Program with Calpine Energy Solutions LLC, for continued support of the CleanPowerSF program; and authorize the General Manager to execute this amendment, increasing the agreement amount by $14,030,000, for a total not-to-exceed agreement amount of $19,630,000, and extending the term of the agreement by three years, for a total agreement duration of six years, subject to the Board of Supervisors approval pursuant to Charter Section 9.118.

· Approve correction of an error in Schedule B of Wastewater Service Rates for FYE 2019 through FYE 2022, adopted by the Commission on April 10, 2018 by Resolution No. 18-0054, to include a monthly service charge for nonresidential customers of the Wastewater Enterprise. The Approval Action of Wastewater Service Rates for FYE 2019 through FYE 2022 for the purposes of California Environmental Quality Act, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code, occurred on April 10, 2018. 


· Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation: David Alfaro, et al v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court Case No.: CGC-15-547492, Date Filed: August 20, 2017 - Proposed partial settlement of action as to the property damage claim of Malcolm Davis, one of numerous plaintiffs; several co-plaintiffs remaining in litigation. Proposed Settlement amount: $28,000 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation: John H. Aspelin, et al v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court Case No.: CGC-16-556207, Date Filed: December 29, 2016. Proposed Settlement of action with plaintiff’s release of all claims and the City to pay plaintiff amount: $199,353 (Closed Session) 

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Tariff Withdrawal per 35.15: Notice of Termination of the 1987 CCSF Interconnection Agreement – PG&E Rate Schedule FERC No. 114 to be effective 6/30/15. Case No.: ER15-702-000/Date Filed: December 23, 2014 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Tariff Withdrawal per 35.15: Notice of Termination of The CCSF Facilities Charge Agreement for Moscone to be effective 6/30/15. Case No.: ER15-703-000/Date Filed December 23, 2014 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, §205(d) rate filing per 35.13 (a)(2)(iii): City and County of San Francisco Transmission Owner Tariff Replacement Agreements to be effective 7/1/15 Case No.: ER15-705-000/Date Filed: December 23, 2014 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, §205(d) rate filing per 35.13 (a)(2)(iii): City and County of San Francisco Wholesale Distribution Tariff Replacement Agreements to be effective 7/1/15, Case No.: ER15-704-000/Date Filed: December 23, 2014 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Notice of Termination of Facilities Charge Agreements between PG&E and the City and County of San Francisco, Case No.: ER15-735-000/Date Filed: December 23, 2014 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: City and County of San Francisco v. Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Complaint under Sections 206 and 306 of the Federal Power Act. Case No.: EL15-3-000/Date Filed: October 9, 2014 (Closed Session)

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, May 23, 5PM)

Action Items

· REHEARING REQUEST - Subject property at 330 Presidio Avenue. John Paxton, appellant, is requesting a rehearing of Appeal No. 18-010, Paxton vs. DBI, PDA, decided April 25, 2018. At that time, the Board voted 5-0 to grant the appeal and issue the permit on the condition that the revised plans dated March 28, 2018 be adopted, and thereafter the permit would be properly issued. Permit Holder: 330 Presidio Avenue LLC. Project: 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. Application No. 2016/01/11/6829.

· APPEAL - SF FREELON HOLDINGS LLC vs. ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, Re: 9 Freelon Street. Appealing the ISSUANCE on March 23, 2018, to SF Freelon Holdings LLC, of a Notice of Violation & Penalty Decision (alleging violation of Planning Code Sections 171 and 817.51 for the unpermitted office use at the ground level of the subject property in the SLI Zoning District).

· APPEAL - CLAYTON STREET NEIGHBORS vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS BUREAU OF STREET USE AND MAPPING, Re: 1599 Haight Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on March 30, 2018, to Verizon Wireless, of a Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit (construction of a personal wireless service facility in a Zoning Protected Location).

· APPEAL - LISA & PATRICE GAUTIER vs. ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, Re: 99 Saint Germain Avenue. Appealing the ISSUANCE on January 30, 2018, of a Request for Revocation of a Building Permit Application (asking that the Department of Building Inspection revoke BPA No. 2017/02/16/9531 to allow the Planning Department to perform the required BBN notification and to review and process BPA No. 2017/04/07/3422 to address the correct scope of work).

· APPEAL - PACIFIC HEIGHTS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Re: 1973 Broadway Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on March 22, 2018, to Chris Porter, of an Alteration Permit (revision to structural design for BPA No. 2015/04/15/3728 due to existing site conditions).


Fire (Wednesday, May 23, 5PM)


Discussion Only


· REPORT FROM ADMINISTRATION, DEPUTY CHIEF JEANINE NICHOLSON - Report on the Administrative Divisions, Fleet and Facility status, Finance, Support Services, Homeland Security and Training within the Department.

Police (Wednesday, May 23, 5PM) - CANCELLED

Retirement (Wednesday, May 23, 1PM)


Discussion Only


· Chief Investment Officer Report

· SFERS’s investment of $100 million in BFAM Asian Opportunities Fund, LP closed on April 1, 2018


· SFERS’ investment of AUD$45 million in BGH Capital Offshore I, LP closed on May 4, 2018


· SFERS’ investment of $25 million in SBCVC Fund VI, L.P. closed on May 11, 2018

· Education Presentation on California Government Code Section 1090


Action Items

· Possible Recommendation and/or Action on Sale and Purchase of Particular, Specific Pension Fund (Closed Session)

· Review and Approval of Staff’s Recommendation to Engage Bartel Associates to Perform Actuarial Audit

· Approval of President’s Appointments to Committees


Southeast Community Facilities (Wednesday, May 23, 6PM)

Discussion Only


· SECFC Resolution for former Commissioner Louise Jones 


· Futures Fair 2018 


· Assign Committee Chairs 


· 1550 Evans Update

· Planning Commission Response to 1550 Evans 


· Department of Public Health - Hunters Point Shipyard: Ensuring Safety, Making Ready For Development 


· Legacy Council Brunch 


· 1800 Oakdale Update 


· Interim Greenhouse Grant Program 


Housing Authority (Thursday, May 24, 4PM)

Action Items

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO A TWO YEAR SOLE SOURCE CONTRACTS EXTENSION WITH WATCHTOWER SECURITY TO PROVIDE SECURITY CAMERAS AND SERVICES AT ALICE GRIFFITH, POTRERO TERRACE, POTRERO ANNEX AND SUNNYDALE FOR AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED FIVE HUNDRED SIXTY THOUSAND THREE HUNDRED THIRTY NINE DOLLARS ($560,339) PENDING APPROVAL FROM UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPENT (HUD)

· RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AND APPROVING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO A THREE YEAR CONTRACT WITH OPTIONS TO EXTEND UP TO TWO ADDITIONAL ONE YEAR PERIODS FOR A CUMULATIVE FIVE YEAR MAXIMUM WITH KELLY MOORE PAINT COMPANY, INC. TO PROVIDE PAINTING SUPPLIES FOR AN AMOUNT NOT-TO-EXCEED ONE HUNDRED FORTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($140,000) IN YEAR ONE AND ADDITIONAL BUDGET AUTHORITY WILL BE REQUIRED FOR YEAR TWO, YEAR THREE AND ANY EXTENSION YEARS

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO AMEND THE AGREEMENT WITH QBIX LLC TO INCREASE THE CONTRACT IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($150,000) FOR ADDITIONAL SUPPORTING SERVICES FOR THE MICROSOFT DYNAMICS GP ENVIRONMENT


· RESOLUTION REVISING THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO’S (AUTHORITY) SEPTEMBER 26, 2013 WRITE-OFF POLICY OF TENANT ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLES

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO WRITE-OFF VACATED TENANT ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLES IN THE AMOUNT OF $84,472 FOR THE PERIOD OF JANUARY 1, 2018 TO MARCH 31, 2018]

· Labor negotiations update (Closed Session), pursuant to Government Code Section 54957.6 with Jon Holtzman, Renne Public Law Group, as labor negotiators on behalf of the Housing Authority of the City and County of San Francisco, pertaining to the following bargaining units:


· MEA - Municipal Executives' Association


· SEIU Local 1021


· Carpenters Union Local 22


· Electrical Workers Local 6


· Glaziers Union Local 718


· Labors Union Local 261


· Lino Layers Union Local 12


· Painters Union Local 1176


· Plumbers Union Local 38

Human Rights (Thursday, May 24, 530PM)

Discussion Only


· MBSK Speaker/Mentor Series


· Review Staff Recommend Policy for Letters of Support and Concerns (for the Commission body)


· Update on Community Conversations


· Legislation of SHARP (Sexual Harassment and Assault Response and Prevention)


· Proposed changes to AC’s (Advisory Committees)


Action Items

· Follow up on Data Collection Hearing 

Human Services (Thursday, May 24, 930AM)

Action Items

· Requesting ratification of actions taken by the Executive Director since the April 26, 2018 Regular Meeting in accordance with Commission authorization of May 24, 2018:


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


· Submission of 0 temporary position(s) for possible use in order to fill positions on a temporary basis;


· Submission of report of 62 temporary appointment(s) made during the period of 4.14.18 thru 5.11.18.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract agreement with FISCAL EXPERTS INC. to provide time study services; during the period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $337,500, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $371,250.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant with ARRIBA JUNTOS for the provision of Vocational Immersion and Transitional Employment for Workforce Participation; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021; in the amount of $10,431,906 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $11,475,097.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract with TODD WRIGHT to provide Ombudsman Services; during the period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2022; in the amount of $516,908 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $568,599.


· Requesting authorization to modify the existing contract with INTERNATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS CENTER for the provision of oral interpretation; during the period of July 1, 2017 to June 30, 2018; in the additional amount of $90,000, plus a 10% contingency for a new total amount not to exceed $1,254,000.


· Requesting authorization to modify the existing contract with AVANTPAGE TRANSLATION for the provision of written translation services; during the period of July 1, 2017 to June 30, 2018; in the additional amount of $21,384, plus a 10% contingency for a new total amount not to exceed $73,022.


· Requesting authorization to renew the contract with AVANTPAGE TRANSLATION for the provision of written translation services; during the period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $45,000, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $49,500.


· Requesting authorization to renew the contract with INTERNATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS CENTER for the provision of oral interpretation; during the period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $1,050,000, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,155,000.


· Requesting authorization to renew the contract with LANGUAGE LINE SOLUTIONS for the provision of oral interpretation, written translation services, and sign language services; during the period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $321,000, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $353,100.


· Requesting authorization to renew the contract with TRUSTFORTE LANGUAGE SERVICES for the provision of written translation services; during the period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $45,000, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $49,500.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract agreement with CITYSPAN TECHNOLOGIES, INC for the provision of the development, licensing, and maintenance of HSA’s Contracts Administration, Reporting, and Billing Online (CARBON) system; during the period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020; in the amount of $277,200, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $304,920.


· Requesting authorization to modify the contract with BINTI, INC. for the provision of web-based resource family recruitment and approval tools; during the period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020; for the additional amount of $187,600 plus a 10% contingency for a revised total amount not to exceed $299,860.


· Requesting authorization to renew the grant with HOMELESS PRENATAL PROGRAM to implement the Bringing Families Home Program; during the period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019; in the amount of $993,867 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,093,254.


· Requesting authorization to renew the grant with HAMILTON FAMILY CENTER to provide property management and residential services; during the period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019; in the amount of $350,431 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $385,474.


Oversight Board Successor Agency (Thursday, May 24, 1030AM, Room 408) - SPECIAL


Action Items

· Approving the Sixth Amendment to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement to remove a 0.3-acre portion of Seawall Lot 337 known as “P20”; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area

· Adopting findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; Authorizing a Seventh Amendment to the Disposition and Development Agreement (Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1) with HP Development Co., LP, and finding such action is in the best interests of the taxing entities; Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area

· Adopting findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; Authorizing a Third Amendment to the Disposition and Development Agreement (Candlestick Point and Phase 2 of the Hunters Point Shipyard) with CP Development Co., LLC to effectuate an updated program of development for the project, and confirming such action is in the best interests of the taxing entities; Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area and Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area


Planning (Thursday, May 24, 1PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance

· MAYOR’S PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS ORDINANCE [BOARD FILE NO. 180423] – Planning Code Amendment to streamline affordable housing project review by eliminating a Planning Commission Discretionary Review hearing for 100% affordable housing projects upon delegation by the Planning Commission; to provide for Planning Department review of large projects located in C-3 Districts and for certain minor alterations to Historical Landmarks and in Conservation Districts; to consolidate, standardize and streamline notification requirements and procedures, including required newspaper notice, in Residential, Commercial, and Mixed-Use Districts; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act, making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve (Proposed Continuance to June 7, 2018)

· 714 RHODE ISLAND STREET – west side of Rhode Island Street, between 19th and 20th Streets; lot 002A of Assessor’s Block 4073 (District 10) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1, 303, and 317, proposing to demolish the existing two-story, 1,040 square foot single-family home and construct a new five-story, 6,356 square foot (40 foot tall from grade) residential structure containing two dwelling units within a Residential-House, Two-Family (RH-2) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposed dwelling units are each three bedroom units and are 2,641 square feet and 2,309 square feet in size. 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 Continuance to July 19, 2018)

· 655 ALVARADO STREET – side of Alvarado Street between Diamond and Castro Streets, Lot 028C in Assessor’s Block 2803 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to legalize the tantamount to demolition of an existing 2,737 square foot, two-story-over-basement single-family home and the permit a new three-story-over-two-basement-levels single-family home. The project site is located within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications and Conditions (Proposed Continuance to July 26, 2018)

· 1713 YOSEMITE AVENUE – south side of Yosemite Avenue, at Lane Street; Lot 010 of Assessor’s Block 5418 (District 10) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 151.1, 207, 210.4 and 303, to allow residential use within a M-1 Zoning District at a density ratio of one dwelling unit per 800 square feet of lot area and to allow off-street parking at a ratio of three parking spaces per four dwelling units for the project involving the construction of a 58-foot tall, five-story residential structure containing six dwelling units and four automobile parking spaces within a M-1 Zoning District at the 65-J 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 WITHDRAWN

Discussion Only


· HOUSING BALANCE REPORT – Informational Presentation - On April 21, 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 53-15 amending the Planning Code to include a new Section 103 requiring the Planning Department to monitor and report on the “housing balance” between new market rate housing and new affordable housing production. The ordinance required that reports are to be submitted by April 1 and October 1 of each year. This will be the sixth report in the series. The Ordinance also mandated an annual public hearing before the Board of Supervisors on the progress towards meeting the City’s affordable housing goals. This Informational Presentation will highlight the Report’s findings to the Commission.

Action Items

· 3583 16TH STREET – north side between Pond, Market and Noe Streets; Lot 092 of Assessor’s Block 3564 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 764 to authorize ABC license Type 47 (On-Sale General liquor, beer, and wine for Bona Fide Public Eating Place) within an established Restaurant Use (D.B.A. STARBELLY) within the Upper Market NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit District) and 50‐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

· 228-230 CLAYTON STREET – east side of Clayton Street between Hayes and Fell Streets; Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 1210 (District 5) – Request for a Condominium Conversion Subdivision, pursuant to Subdivision Code Sections 1332 and 1381, to convert a four-story, five-unit building into residential condominiums. The subject property is located within a RH-3 (Residential – House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project was determined not to be a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment.


· 20 ELSIE STREET – west side of Elsie Street; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 5612 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application 2017.05.22.7242 within a RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. The proposal includes a two-story rear horizontal addition, and a roof deck. 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: Full Discretionary Review Preliminary Recommendation: Take DR and Approve with Modifications

· OBSTRUCTIONS IN REQUIRED SETBACKS, YARDS, AND USABLE OPEN SPACE – Planning Code Amendment Initiation to allow in required setbacks, yards, and usable open space all projections of an architectural nature if they meet the specified requirements and to allow bay windows that do not meet the specified requirements to apply for a Zoning Administrator waiver; adopting findings, including environmental findings, Planning Code Sections 302 findings, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate and Schedule for Adoption on or After June 13, 2018

· 984-988 JACKSON STREET – north side of Jackson Street, between Mason and Powell Streets, Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 0180 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1, 253 and 303 to permit a building to exceed 40 feet in height within a RH Zoning District. The proposed project would add a fourth floor (one-story) to the existing three-story-over-basement residential building containing 3 dwelling units, with a net addition of approximately 1,100 square feet of living space to the existing dwelling unit located on the third floor. The project does not add or remove any existing dwelling units, nor does the project add any off-street parking. With the addition of one floor, the building would reach a height of 44’-6”. Even though the underlying Bulk and Height District (65-A) for the subject property would allow for a taller structure, the Planning Code requires approval by the Planning Commission according to the procedures for conditional use approval. 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

984-988 JACKSON STREET – north side of Jackson Street, between Mason and Powell Streets, Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 0180 (District 3) – Request for Variance pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 (“Rear Yard”). The basic rear yard requirement for the subject property is 45 percent (or 33’-4”) which can be reduced down to the minimum rear yard depth of 25 percent or (18’-6”). In any case in which a rear yard requirement is thus reduced to the minimum rear yard depth, the last 10 feet of building depth thus permitted on the subject lot shall be limited to a height of 30 feet, pursuant to Section 134(c)(1). The Project proposes a vertical addition that exceeds 30 feet in height and the depth of the proposed addition would encroach into last 10 feet of building depth; therefore a variance is required. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).


· 2390 BUSH STREET – southwest corner of Pine and Steiner Streets, Lots 001, 003 and 004 in Assessor’s Block 0658 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 209.1 for the expansion of a religious institution in an RH district, and pursuant to Planning Code Section 304 for Planned Unit Developments on lots not less than 1/2 acre in size. The project would demolish the existing 3-story school building fronting Pine Street and construct a new 2-4 story pastoral center including a parish hall, church offices, and child care facilities above a below-grade parking garage. Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove

· 429 BEALE STREET (ALSO 430 MAIN STREET) – midblock between Harrison and Bryant Streets, Lots 305 & 306 in Assessor’s Block 3767 (District 6) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 309.1, with an exception from the dwelling unit exposure requirement of Planning Code Section 140, to demolish an existing 35,625 sq. ft. commercial building, merge both parcels, and construct a new 140,280 sq. ft., nine- to ten-story and 84 ft. tall residential building containing 144 dwelling units, 10,800 sq. ft. of open space, 111 indoor bicycle parking spaces, and a 17,720 sq. ft. underground garage with 72 accessory automobile parking spaces. The subject property is located within a RH-DTR (Rincon Hill – Downtown Residential) Zoning District and 84-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions (Continued from Regular hearing on March 29, 2018) Note: On March 29, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment; a motion to Approve with Conditions failed +3 -2 (Koppel, Richards against; Melgar, Moore absent); Continued to May 10, 2018 by a vote of +5 -0 (Melgar, Moore absent). On May 10, 2018, after hearing and closing public comment; a motion to Continue to May 24, 2018 failed +3 -4 (Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore against) and a motion to Approved with Conditions as amended including a 45’ separation for top four floors failed +3 -4 (Moore, Richards, Melgar, Hillis against); Continued to May 24, 2018 by a vote of +5 -2 (Koppel, Moore against).


· 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

· 1776 VALLEJO STREET – north side of Vallejo Street between Gough Street and Franklin Street; Lot 031 in Assessor’s Block 0552 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application 2016.01.27.8103 within a RH-2 (Residential House, TwoFamily) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal is to construct a two-story single-family dwelling that fronts onto Vallejo Street. No changes are proposed to the existing two-story single-family dwelling at 2514 Gough Street. As proposed, the project requires a rear yard variance because it is within the required rear yard area. The variance was heard at a public hearing on December 7, 2016, under case 2016-001466VAR. 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: Full Discretionary Review Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take DR and Approve as Proposed

· 1503 FRANCISCO STREET – southwest corner of Francisco and Octavia Streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 0482 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application 2013.05.31.8402 within a RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal includes excavation below the existing three-family dwelling, a fourth floor vertical addition, a new exterior façade, and interior renovations. 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 DR and Approve as Revised

· 556 27TH STREET – north side of 27th Street between Castro Street and Noe Street; Lot 080 in Assessor’s Block 6581 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of building permit application No. 2016.1028.1418 within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal includes the construction of a 4-story (above two-level basement), up to 40-foot tall residential building containing seven dwelling units upon a vacant 5,700 square foot lot. The building would contain approximately 17,137 gross square feet and include seven off-street parking spaces accessed via a new 12-foot wide curb cut, seven Class 1 and one Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, rear balconies and an approximately 1,200 square foot roof deck. 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: Full Discretionary Review Preliminary Recommendation: Take DR and Approve with Modifications

Misc. 

· Market and Octavia Area Plan CAC (Monday, May 21, 7PM)


· Eastern Neighborhoods Plan CAC (Monday, May 21, 6PM)


· Zoning Variance Hearing (Wednesday, May 23, 930AM)

· Urban Forestry Council (Friday, May 25, 830AM)



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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2390 Bush Street - Project Sponsor submittal
Date: Friday, May 18, 2018 11:26:18 AM
Attachments: Project Sponsor Submittal reduced.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: May, Christopher (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, May 18, 2018 11:20 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Lindsay, David (CPC)
Subject: 2390 Bush Street - Project Sponsor submittal
 
Hi Jonas,
 
As we discussed earlier this morning, please find the attached digital version of the Project Sponsor’s
submittal for the project at 2390 Bush Street, which arrived after the packets were published.  I’ve
sent hard copies via snail mail to all the Commissioners except Commissioner Melgar, who prefers to
receive only digital versions, as well as the City Attorney’s office.  Please distribute these digital
versions to the Commissioners at your earliest convenience.
 
Thanks,
 
Christopher May, Senior Planner
Northwest Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9087 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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Jody Knight 
jknight@reubenlaw.com 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
May 14, 2018 


 
Delivered By E-mail (christopher.may@sfgov.org) 
 
President Rich Hillis and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA  94107 
 
 
 Re: St. Dominic’s Church Pastoral Center 
  Block/Lot: 0658/001, 002, 002A, 003, and 004 
  Planning Case Number: 2013.0152 
  Hearing Date: May 24, 2018 


Our File: 7941.01 
 
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners: 
 
This office represents Saint Dominic’s Catholic Church (“Saint Dominic’s”), which seeks to 
develop a modern Pastoral Center to house a large community space with kitchen, pre-school, 
and church offices on its property bounded by Pine, Bush, Pierce and Steiner Streets (the 
“Project”). Saint Dominic’s has been at its present location since 1873, and is now the largest 
parish in the San Francisco Diocese, serving over 4,000 families. The parish performs numerous 
ministries, from prison outreach to serving the homeless. While Saint Dominic’s would like to 
also develop housing at Pierce and Pine Streets, and was previously encouraged to do so by the 
Planning Department, the City’s application fees have made that currently infeasible.  
 


A. Procedural Background 
 
We come before you for hearing because, more than five years after the Environmental 
Evaluation Application was filed, and after years of discussion with the Planning Department, 
the Department has now refused to conduct a CEQA analysis for the Project. The Project, which 
proposes demolition of a vacant former school building on the property, began the expensive and 
time-consuming process of preparing an Environmental Impact Report, including submitting a 
draft Alternatives Memo on August 15, 2017. The analysis was undertaken based on direction in 
the PPA letter that an EIR would be required. The Alternatives Memo explained that the 
structure of the vacant building could not be adaptively reused to meet the needs of the Pastoral 
Center. After waiting nearly six months for a response to the Alternatives Memo, Saint 
Dominic’s was informed by email on February 5, 2018 that the Department would not be issuing 
any design feedback for the Project as proposed. On March 15, 2018, the Department then issued 
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a Notice of Planning Department Requirements #2, attached as Exhibit A, which, while 
conceding that Saint Dominic’s had been directed to prepare an EIR, stated that “no further 
CEQA review is required at this time.” The Department then set the Project for hearing, 
explaining simply that it would recommend disapproval. 
 
As far as we know, this decision to refuse to process an application is unprecedented. It is 
particularly baffling in light of the nature of the Project, which proposes a community-serving 
gathering space, pre-school, and outdoor space to serve the parishioners of the historic church on 
the property. Saint Dominic’s seeks to serve the City and its parish, as it has done for 150 years, 
and the Planning Department refuses to process the Project. 
 
In addition to being bad policy to reject out of hand a project that would provide significant 
benefit to the City, the Department’s refusal to process the application is contrary to City, State 
and Federal law. City regulations, including San Francisco Administrative Code, Section 31.05 
and Campaign and Government Conduct Code, Section 3.400, state that: “the Environmental 
Review Officer shall process applications for environmental review.” California Government 
Code Section 25373 allows “religiously affiliated associations or corporations not organized for 
private profit” to exempt non-commercial property from municipal preservation and landmark 
ordinances. Finally, the Federal Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act 
(“RLUIPA”), protects churches and religious associations from local zoning ordinances. Saint 
Dominic’s simply seeks the CEQA analysis to which it is entitled under the law. 
 


B. Project Summary 
 
The proposed Pastoral Center would include three connected buildings to house community 
space and kitchen, a pre-school, and church offices. A 15,000-square-foot landscaped courtyard 
proposed for the interior of the site would serve both the pastoral center and the existing church, 
which will not be modified. Underground parking would eliminate unsightly surface parking, 
remove existing pedestrian hazards, and insure that large Parish events will not impact area street 
parking. 
 
Currently, the only community meeting space is a small area in the Church basement that is cold, 
floods regularly, has poor lighting, and can seat no more than 100 people. The Church offices are 
operating out of the Priory, which displaces and disrupts the intended residential use by clergy. 
Congregants must navigate an unsightly surface parking lot between the Church and vacant 
school building to enter the Church, and the only space for outdoor gatherings is the parking lot. 
The largest parish in San Francisco, with the greatest number of programs to serve the people of 
San Francisco, has no space in which to gather and no pre-school for young families. Many 
parishioners require a vehicle to reach the parish, and attendance at services and events is 
directly related to the parking available. All current parking is above ground, and nearly all 
outdoor space that is not occupied by a building is used for parking.  
 
On November 2, 2017, Saint Dominic’s submitted the letter attached as Exhibit B to the 
Planning Department, explaining the need for demolition of the unused former school building 
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on the property in order to build a functional Pastoral Center. You will see from the attached 
letter that the Project has been underway since 2012, and has carefully analyzed all options for 
the Parish Hall. Ultimately, the vacant school building cannot be incorporated into a functional 
Parish Hall sufficient to serve the congregation. The Planning Department did not provide any 
substantive feedback to the November 2 letter or the Alternatives Memo explaining the need to 
demolish the building before refusing to further process the Project.  
 


C. Conclusion 
 
The Project proposes to transform an underutilized lot to provide a Parish Hall that will serve 
over 4,000 parish families and the City at large. Despite the clear benefits of the Parish Hall, pre-
school and new open space, the Planning Department has inexplicably refused to fully review the 
Project. We look forward to presenting the Project to you on May 24, 2018. Please let me know 
if you have any questions. 
  


Very truly yours, 
 
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 
 
 
 
Jody Knight 
 


Attachments 
 
cc: Myrna Melgar, Commission Vice-President 


Rodney Fong, Commissioner 
 Milicent A. Johnson, Commissioner 


Joel Koppel, Commissioner 
Kathrin Moore, Commissioner 
Dennis Richards, Commissioner 
Christopher May, Project Planner 
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Notice of Planning Department Requirements #2 
 
March 15, 2018 
 
Jody Knight 
Reuben, Junius & Rose 
1 Bush St, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
RE: 2390 Bush St     (Project Address) 
 0658/001, 003 & 004   (Block/Lot No.) 


2013.0152CUA    (Case No.) 
 
The Planning Department has received your Environmental Evaluation application (2013.0152ENV), 
Conditional Use Authorization application (2013.0152CUA) and your Transportation Demand 
Management application (2013.0152TDM).   
 
This Notice is intended to summarize the current status of the project, identify opportunities for and 
responsibilities of the project sponsor, and provide a path forward. 
 
In response to your Preliminary Project Assessment application (2013.0152PPA) dated March 31, 2016, 
Planning staff advised that “The project proposes to demolish St. Dominic's School building, a category 
'A' (known historic resource) located at Lot 001 in Assessor's Block 0658. This would cause a significant 
adverse impact to the existing historic resource that cannot be fully mitigated. The environmental impact 
of demolition of the St. Dominic's School building will require preparation of an EIR. The EIR is required 
to identify alternatives to the project that would avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental 
effects; thus is it likely the EIR will need to analyze alternatives that seek to preserve the St. Dominic's 
School building.” 
 
The PPA letter went on to recommend that “the project sponsor retain the existing building and find a 
suitable adaptive reuse solution that provides an expansion with high-quality materials compatible with 
the context and meets the scale, urban pattern, and architectural character of the neighborhood.” 
 
In response to the project sponsor’s formal CUA application, the project was reviewed by the 
Department’s Urban Design Advisory Team (UDAT). On July 12, 2017, UDAT sent comments to the 
project sponsor stating that “Since the proposed expansion of a Religious Institutional use requires 
Conditional Use Authorization in an RH-3 zoning district, the Department must find that the project is 
consistent with the goals and objectives of the General Plan. One of the City’s eight Priority Policies 
includes the preservation of landmarks and historic buildings. Therefore the Planning Department does 
not support the proposed demolition of the former school building, as it is an individually significant 
historic resource.” 
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On December 19, 2017, a revised project was submitted no longer proposing a residential building on the 
vacant portion of the lot, and solely proposing the demolition of the school building.  In response to this, 
Planning staff emailed the project sponsor on February 5, 2018, stating that the Department “would not 
be issuing any design feedback comments in response to the project as it’s currently proposed.  We will 
be recommending that the project be disapproved, although if the Planning Commission indicates that 
they are inclined to support the demolition of the school building, we’ll recommend that they continue 
the item to allow Planning staff an opportunity to work with your architect on refining the design.” 
 
To reiterate the Department’s July 12, 2017 comments, because the proposed expansion of a Religious 
Institutional use requires Conditional Use Authorization, the Planning Code stipulates that the project be 
consistent with the goals and objectives of the General Plan. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) sets forth the 
City’s eight General Plan Priority Policies, which include the preservation of landmarks and historic 
buildings. The existing school building proposed for demolition has been determined to be an 
individually significant historic resource. Additionally, the 2½ acre subject property could accommodate 
the project sponsor’s development goals in a fashion that would involve fewer, if any, impacts to this 
historic resource. As such, the Planning Department cannot recommend that the Planning Commission 
approve the project as currently proposed. 


 
The Planning Department strongly supports the retention and adaptive reuse of the existing building, 
and encourages the project sponsor to consider full or partial preservation alternatives to achieve their 
desired programming on the site, while maintaining the school building.     
 
Department staff regrets that after two years of discussion we have not been able to reach consensus with 
the sponsorship team. Applicable requirements – particularly with respect to historic preservation – have 
not, and will not, change and further progress is unlikely without action by the Planning Commission. As 
such, and in keeping with our previous communications, we intend to advance the project to the 
Planning Commission with a recommendation for disapproval. 
 


Please be aware that the environmental review (ENV) case for the project is currently on hold. As stated 
in Section 21080 (b)(5) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), “projects which a public 
agency rejects or disapproves” are not subject to CEQA review.  Therefore, no further CEQA review is 
required at this time.   


In the alternate, should you choose to revise your proposal to be responsive to the above, please note that 
further comment may follow and the ENV case will be reactivated once the revised proposal has been 
reviewed by Current Planning staff and the Urban Design Advisory Team.  If a responsive revised 
proposal is not submitted, the Environmental Evaluation application will be cancelled prior to the 
Planning Commission hearing at which your project will be recommended for disapproval. 
 
Should you choose to revise your proposal, please note that all plans submitted must be to an appropriate 
scale:  site plan 1/8" = 1'; floor plans 1/4" = 1'. Plans should be clearly labeled. 
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- All building permit plan revisions must be filed at the Department of Building Inspection (DBI), 
Permit Processing Center, 1660 Mission Street, 2nd Floor.  To officially submit a change to the 
building permit plans, do not submit building permit plans directly to the Planning Department.  
Per DBI requirements, these plan revisions will not be accepted by mail or messenger, and all 
plans must be signed by preparer, architect or engineer. 


 
- All planning entitlement case revisions must be submitted to the Planning Department, 1650 


Mission Street, 4th floor, to the Planner’s attention. To officially submit a change to an active 
planning entitlement case, submit these directly to the Planning Department. Note this is a 
separate submittal from DBI.  


 
We will refrain from scheduling a Planning Commission hearing for 60 days from the date of this 
letter. It remains our hope that the project sponsor chooses to submit a revised, responsive proposal 
during this time. If the Department has not received such a revised proposal, your project will be 
promptly scheduled for a public hearing at the Planning Commission with a Department 
recommendation for disapproval.   
 
Please direct any questions concerning this notice to the assigned planner, Chris May at (415) 575-9087 or 
christopher.may@sfgov.org.  Contact the assigned planner to set up any meeting, should one be 
necessary.  Please do not come to the Planning Department to discuss this notice without an 
appointment.  Thank you for your attention to this notice.  An early and complete response on your part 
will help expedite our review of your permit application. 
 
 
 
Planning Department Applications and Publications are available at the Planning Information Center, 
1660 Mission Street, 1st floor or via the Department website:  www.sfplanning.org. 
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PARCEL INFORMATION:
•	 Block no.  0658
•	 Block area             113,424  sq. ft. 
•	 Lots in block                   1, 2, 2A, 3 & 4
•	 Lot 1 area*           32,609 sq. ft.
•	 Lot 2 area*           33,976 sq. ft.
•	 Lot 2A area*  11,308 sq. ft.
•	 Lot 3 area*          12,959 sq. ft.
•	 Lot 4 area*          22,572 sq. ft.
•	 Zoning   RH-3
•	 Height / Bulk District           40-X


(*) Areas as listed in San Francisco 
Property Information Map


There are no bus stops within 150 feet 
of the site.


EXISTING PARKING:
•	 STANDARD         126 STALLS
•	 TANDEM     29 STALLS
•	 ACCESSIBLE     4 STALLS
•	 TOTAL      159  STALLS
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CONSOLIDATED LOT AREA GROSS BUILDING AREA PARKING TABULATION
Lot 1 32,609 sf Building A - L1 3,800 sf STD TANDEM ADA TOTAL
Lot 2 33,976 sf Building A - L2 4,900 sf Surface 126 29 4 159
Lot 2A 11,308 sf Building A - L3 4,900 sf Existing 159
Lot 3 12,959 sf PARISH OFFICE / MULTI-USE 13,600 sf
Lot 4 22,572 sf Surface 83 0 4 87
TOTAL 113,424 sf Level B1 54 0 5 59


Building B 6,200 sf PHASE 1 146
PARISH HALL 6,200 sf


Building C - L1 4,700 sf
Building C - L2 5,300 sf
PRESCHOOL / MULTI-USE 10,000 sf


Below Grade Parking 30,000 sf
BELOW GRADE PARKING 30,000 sf


GRAND TOTAL 59,800 sf
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW 1 FROM STEINER & PINE
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UDAT MEETING NOTES  
 
Project:  2390 Bush St 
 
Planner:   Chris May 
 
Date:    7.12.2017 
 
Attendees:  Marcelle Boudreaux, Glenn Cabreros, David Winslow, Christy 


Alexander 
 
The project site is located in the Western Addition and contains an existing structure considered to be a 
known historic resource; therefore, the proposed project is subject to further design review by the 
Department’s Historic Preservation staff. Please refer to the Environmental Planning Review – Historic 
Resources section of the Preliminary Project Assessment for further instruction. 
 
Since the proposed expansion of a Religious Institutional use requires Conditional Use Authorization in an 
RH-3 zoning district, the Department must find that the project is consistent with the goals and objectives 
of the General Plan.  One of the City’s eight Priority Policies includes the preservation of landmarks and 
historic buildings.  Therefore the Planning Department does not support the proposed demolition of the 
former school building, as it is an individually significant historic resource.   


 


Site Design, Massing and Open Space 


The Department strongly supports retention and adaptive reuse of the existing resource, removal of street 
fronting surface parking, and inclusion of residential and to meet city’s policies and goals.  


Should the adaptive re-use of the existing resource and the program of the new use prove to be infeasible, 
the Department strongly urges project sponsor to explore siting a new building on the Pierce frontage 
where there is ample site area to accommodate such a building. 


As an entire block site located in a residential district, the Department continues to support housing on this 
site that enhances and is compatible with the neighborhood scale, urban pattern, and architectural 
character along Pine and Pierce Streets.  


In deference to the main church building, staff recommends setting back any new structure fronting Steiner 
Street to the align with the church’s main façade.  


Please reduce the width, relocate or eliminate the garage ramp opening on Steiner Street to similarly 
increase the space adjacent to the church. 


If childcare is a proposed function, show any required area for a playground.  
 


 







 2 


Street Frontage 


As the building is internally focused around the courtyard it somewhat disengages from the street.   UDAT 
recommends providing more windows and doors along the street frontages. Similarly the passages should 
be accessible, open, and invitational. UDAT recommends more effort to program and locate active uses 
along Steiner Street.  


Where the new building is set back from the street consider lowering the retaining wall and landscaping to 
sidewalk grade to enhance the relation to street frontage.  


 


Architecture 


The Department anticipates resolution of several outstanding issues related to the site design that will 
significantly affect the design and defers comments on the architecture until that time. 


 


 
 







EXHIBIT C 







Exhibit C - Saint Dominic’s Parish Hall Timeline 
 
1/20/12 – Engage architect 
3/16/12 – Banquet hall study, requiring columns to be removed 
5/30/12 – Version w/ wings filled in on the north 
6/18/12 – First submittal, with complete fill-in of the north façade 
7/23/12 – Project review meeting w/planning – need historic evaluation 
9/24/12 – Draft of historic evaluation by Page and Turnbull 
1/29/13 – Environmental Evaluation submitted with drawings and P&T report 
2/28/13 – Historic planner assigned 
7/13/13 – Planning requests follow-up analysis from P&T 
11/19/13 – Meeting with SPDC regarding expanding building to the south 


Joslin discussion of courtyard in Portland 
3/13/14 – Project team begins to looks at new building alternative, and expanded scope 
7/11/14 – Concepts for new schema produced by architect 
1/27/15 – Presentation of new concept to Planning – three buildings on podium + residential 
  Project team hears positive feedback 
3/11/15 – Submit revised proposal to Planning 
5/6/15 – Final HRE submitted to Planning 
8/25/15 – Receive HRER memo from Planning 
  Although will impact the historic resource, will not impact the context or district 
3/31/16 – Preliminary Project Assessment letter received from Planning 
  States the need for an EIR which identifies alternatives 
6/6/16 – TRC engaged for CEQA services 
7/25/16 – Meeting with Planning  


 It was suggested that the location for the pre-school and offices be swapped 
10/13/16 – EIR Kickoff Meeting 
3/20/17 – Alternatives historic architect selected 
4/5/17 – Neighborhood Meeting  
5/8/17 – Transportation Consultant list received from Planning 
5/30/17 – Conditional Use application submitted 
6/21/17 – Meeting with Planning to discuss alternative options direction 
7/18/17 – Preliminary alternatives submitted to historic planner for comment 
7/28/17 – UDAT comments received stating that Planning Department would not support CU 
8/15/17 – Alternatives memorandum submitted 
 







EXHIBIT D 
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Memorandum 
 
To: Jorgen Cleemann/Tina Tam, San Francisco Planning Department 


 


Date: 15 August 2017 
 


Via: Email 
 


From: Architectural Resources Group 
 


Re: Alternatives Evaluation – 2390 Bush Street (former St. Dominic’s School building) 
 
 
I. INTRODUCTION  
 
Architectural Resources Group, Inc. (ARG) has prepared this Alternatives Evaluation memo for 
the proposed project at 2390 Bush Street at the request of the San Francisco Planning 
Department and St. Dominic’s Church. The existing 19,000-square-foot (sf) former school 
building is proposed for demolition and replacement with a 29,800 SF, two- and three-story 
pastoral center on the site. The pastoral center would serve community and parish activities 
with meeting rooms, a pre-school, and various other support services. A more detailed project 
description is provided in Section 3 below. Supporting graphics for the preservation alternatives 
are appended to this memorandum. 
 
Page & Turnbull prepared a Part 1 Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) for the former school 
building at 2390 Bush Street in May 2015 and found that the property appears to qualify for 
individual listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). The property is 
significant under Criterion 3 as an example of a Late Gothic-style building designed by Arnold 
Constable of the Beezer Brothers architectural firm; it also retains architectural integrity. As 
such, the property is considered an historic resource for the purposes of environmental review 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).   
 
The demolition of the subject building would result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of this historical resource. The environmental impact of demolition requires 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). In addition to addressing other 
environmental aspects of a proposed project, an EIR is required to identify alternatives to a 
project that would avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects to historic 
resource. ARG has prepared this memorandum in support of the alternatives analysis portion of 
the EIR. 
 
At the request of the Planning Department, this memorandum presents three preservation 
alternatives to the proposed project: 1) Full Preservation Alternative, 2) Partial Preservation – 
Option A, and 3) Partial Preservation Option B. This memorandum provides a description of each 
alternative followed by an evaluation of impacts to the historic resource.
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II. HISTORICAL SUMMARY 
 
The information in this section is summarized from the St. Dominic’s School Historic Resource 
Evaluation completed by Page & Turnbull in May 2015. A brief architectural description follows: 
 


St. Dominic’s School is located on an L-shaped parcel on the southwest corner of the 
intersection of Pine and Steiner streets. Constructed in 1929, the school is a two-story-
over-raised-basement, reinforced concrete building designed in a Gothic-Revival 
architectural style and T-shaped in plan. The building is clad in smooth stucco and 
includes a Gothic-arched entry, traceries, and niches with statues. The building rests on 
a concrete foundation and is capped by a flat composite roof. The primary entrance 
projects onto the sidewalk on Pine Street and the bays flanking the entry are set back 
approximately eight feet from the sidewalk.1 


 
The School is located on a block that includes St. Dominic’s Church (constructed in 
1923), located at the southeast corner of the block at Steiner and Bush streets, and St. 
Dominic’s Priory (constructed in 1911), located at the southwest corner of the block at 
Bush and Pierce Streets.2 


 
The Page and Turnbull report concluded that the school building was individually eligible for the 
California Register of Historical Resources under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as an example of Late 
Gothic architecture in San Francisco. The evaluation found that the property retained historical 
integrity and identified the following character-defining features: 
 


• Rectangular two-story-over-raised-basement massing with a projecting entry on Pine 
Street 


• Defined water table 
• Gothic arched building entries 
• Engaged buttresses on the south (rear) building façade 
• Grouped, tripartite multi-light windows 
• Smooth stucco cladding 
• Gothic arched stained glass windows with traceries on the north (primary) façade 
• Sculptural shields above the primary and secondary entries 
• Allegorical biblical detailing on cornice 
• Flat roof with shaped parapet3 


 
 
 
 
 
  


                                                                                 
1 Page & Turnbull, St. Dominic’s School Historic Resource Evaluation (May 2015), 5. 
2 Ibid, 6. 
3 Ibid. 28. 
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III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The following project description was provided by Field Paoli Architects of the project sponsor 
team: 
 


The Pastoral Center is proposed for what is now lot 001, which currently houses a building 
previously used for a parish school that has now relocated and merged with another 
school due to low enrollment. The existing 40-feet tall school building is proposed for 
demolition. The existing Church and Priory Building will not be modified. 
 
The Pastoral Center comprises of three connected buildings that includes a two-story 
volume Parish Hall for community gathering, a two-story multi-use building with a 
preschool on the ground level, and a three-story building that houses the Parish Office, 
additional multi-use rooms and administrative offices. The three buildings combined will 
be 29,800-square-feet.  
 
The Parish Hall building has a butterfly roof that opens to the landscaped courtyard and 
towards Pine Street. Varying in height, the top of roof will be 35 feet. The multi-use / 
preschool building is 38 feet, with architectural features to 40 feet. This two-story 
building will include outdoor space designated for preschool. Its primarily orientation is in 
the north-south direction and sits on the interior of the lot. The multi-use / administrative 
building, primarily fronting Steiner Street, will be 40 feet in height with setbacks along 
Pine and Steiner Streets. These three structures sit on a podium, where a 15,000-square-
feet landscaped courtyard on the interior of the site creates an outdoor gathering space 
that connects the existing church entrances with the Pastoral Center in a pedestrian-
friendly manner. The podium, in which provides underground parking, is 30,000-square-
feet and will extend towards the Church building to the south and to property lines on 
Pine and Steiner Streets. Two vehicular garage access points are provided, one on the 
east from Steiner Street and one on the west from the Church’s internal surface parking 
lot. 
 
Exterior materials include stone-like finishes for all three structures with selective use of 
plaster on the two multi-use buildings. Use of glazing on the Parish Hall building will take 
a contemporary interpretation of the existing Church’s late Gothic-Revival architectural 
features with consecutive large vertical windows providing views onto Pine Street to the 
north and a view of the existing Church building to the south. The butterfly roof will be a 
metal material. The multi-use buildings have clean, simple parapet and cornice 
treatments. Horizontal architectural features on the facades offset the verticality of the 
Parish Hall building similar to the relationship of the existing Priory and Church buildings. 
Openings on the multi-use preschool building, which face surface parking on the west, will 
have punched openings similar in scale to the nearby Priory building. Horizontal 
projections provide shade and shadow interest on these building facades and provide 
shade for building fenestration. 
 
Together with the existing Church building, the Pastoral Center aims to create a campus 
feel currently lacking on the site.4 


                                                                                 
4 Description provided to author via email, 10 August 2017. 
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IV. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 
 
This analysis examines the character-defining features that would be affected by each proposed 
alternative, and then determines whether the alternative would cause a significant impact to 
the historic resource per CEQA. To evaluate potential impacts of each alternative, this 
memorandum draws primarily on CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, “Determining the 
Significance of Impacts to Archaeological and Historical Resources.” Relevant sections are 
presented below: 
 


(b) A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment. 
 


(1) Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource 
means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource 
or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical 
resource would be materially impaired. 
 
(2) The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a 
project: 
 


(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California 
Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for 
purposes of CEQA. 
 


(3) Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary 
of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer, shall be considered as mitigated 
to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical resource.5 


  


                                                                                 
5 CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Article 5. Preliminary Review of 
Projects and Conduct of Initial Study. (Sections 15060-15065) 
http://www.pclfoundation.org/publications/ceqaguidelines/Article-5.html#sec150645 (accessed 2 June 2016). 
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TABLE 1. SUMMARY  PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVES 
 Preservation Alternatives 
 Proposed Project Full Preservation Partial Preservation 


Option A 
Partial Preservation  


Option B 
Treatment of Historic 
Resource 


Demolishes Resource Retains Resource 
Multi-Use Rooms & 
Storage  


Retains Resource 
Multi-Use Rooms & 
Storage  


Retains Resource 
Multi-Use Rooms & 
Storage  


New Construction Parish Hall: 6,200 SF 
Preschool/Multi-Use:  
10,000 SF 
Parish Offices/Multi-Use: 
13,600 
 


Parish Hall: within exist 
bldg. 
Preschool/Multi-Use: 
10,000 SF 
Parish Offices/Multi-Use: 0 
SF 
 


Parish Hall: within exist 
bldg. 
Preschool/Multi-Use: 
10,000 SF 
Parish Offices/Multi-Use: 0 
SF 
 


Parish Hall: within exist 
bldg. 
Preschool/Multi-Use: 
10,000 SF 
Parish Offices/Multi-Use: 0 
SF 
 


Setbacks 
From Pine St 


 
 
 


From Steiner 
 


 
Parish Hall: 0’0” 
Preschool:  9’6” 
Parish Offices: 9’6” 
 
Parish Offices: 13’6” 


Existing School Bldg. 
Remains & Rehabilitated 
Parish Hall: 40’0” 
Preschool/Parish Offices:  
40’0” 
 
Parish Hall: 12’0” 


Existing School Bldg. 
Remains & Rehabilitated 
Parish Hall: 28’0” 
Preschool/Parish Offices:  
28’0” 
 
Parish Hall: 12’0” 


Existing School Bldg. 
Remains & Rehabilitated 
Parish Hall: 40’0” 
Preschool/Parish Offices:  
40’0” 
 
Parish Hall: 12’0” 


Entry/ Access to Public 
Spaces 


Parish Hall @ ground floor 
Preschool/Multi-Use: @ 
ground floor 
Parish Offices/Multi-Use: 
@ ground floor 
 


Parish Hall @ second floor 
Requires elevator 
Additional exit stairs  


Parish Hall @ second floor 
Requires elevator 
Additional exit stairs 


Parish Hall @ second floor 
Requires elevator 
Additional exit stairs 
 


Parish Hall 
 


260 seats, divisible into 3 
spaces; 6,200 SF 


80 seats, non-divisible 
space; 2,700 SF 


180 seats, non-divisible 
space; 4,900 SF 


180 seats, non-divisible 
space; 4,400 SF 
 


Catering Kitchen 
 


Ground floor Ground floor Ground floor Ground floor 


Preschool Classrooms 
 


3 Classrooms 2 Classrooms 3 Classrooms 3 Classrooms 


Multi-Use  (MU) Facilities 
 


1 MU Room at ground 
level, 8 MU Rooms at 2nd 
level (11,900 SF) 


4 MU Rooms at level 1 of 
existing building, 4 MU 
Rooms at 2nd level 
(12,600 SF) 


1 MU Room at ground 
level, 4 MU Rooms at level 
1 of existing building, 4 
MU Rooms at 2nd level 
(13,400 SF) 
 


1 MU Room at ground 
level, 4 MU Rooms at level 
1 of existing building, 4 
MU Rooms at 2nd level 
(13,400 SF) 


Open Space 
 


10,400 SF 13,700 SF  9,100 SF  8,900 SF 


Build Heights 
 
 
 


Parish Hall: 35’0” 
West Wing: 38’0” 
East Wing: 40’0” 


Existing Building: 38’0”   
West Wing: 36’0” 
East Wing: 38’0” 


Existing Building: 38’0”   
West Wing: 36’0” 
East Wing: 38’0” 


Existing Building: 38’0”   
West Wing: 36’0” 
East Wing: 38’0” 


Project Area (Excludes 
Parking) 
 


29,800 SF  
 


21,400 SF 28,800 SF 26,800 SF 


Parking 
 
 


146 spaces 
30,000 SF  


109 spaces 
13,500 SF 


109 spaces 
13,500 SF 


109 spaces 
13,500 SF 


Project Area (Total) 
 


59,800 SF  
 


34,900 SF 42,300 SF 40,300 SF 
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Full Preservation Alternative 
 
Description of Alternative 
The Full Preservation Alternative would retain a majority of the former school located at Pine 
Street and Steiner Street. Additions housing the Parish Hall to the east and the preschool and 
parish offices to the west would be set back 40’0” from Pine Street; the east addition would be 
set back 12’0” from Steiner Street. The west addition would remove approximately 13’0”, or 
approximately 40% of the existing west elevation, and the east addition would remove 18’0”, or 
50% of the existing east elevation. The east addition would obscure or remove 3’0”, or 2% of the 
existing south elevation. The new additions would consist of two, two-story buildings measuring 
approximately 38’0” and 36’0” respectively. The existing school building has a parapet height of 
38’0”. Interior alterations would occur on the two (2) former classroom levels above existing 
basement storage to accommodate new uses, but the existing floor plates will remain in place. 
 
Under this Alternative, all of the character-defining features on the north elevation would be 
preserved, including the following: 
 


• Rectangular two-story-over-raised-basement massing with a projecting entry on Pine 
Street 


• Defined water table 
• Gothic arched building entries 
• Engaged buttresses on the south (rear) building façade 
• Grouped, tripartite multi-light windows 
• Smooth stucco cladding 
• Gothic arched stained glass windows with traceries on the north (primary) façade 
• Sculptural shields above the primary and secondary entries 
• Allegorical biblical detailing on cornice 
• Flat roof with shaped parapet 


 
Note that 50% or less of the defined water table, the stucco cladding, the cornice ornament, and 
the parapet on the east and west elevations will be demolished, and 2% of these features will be 
lost on the south elevation. Original interiors will be demolished to accommodate modern use, 
but floor plates will remain intact. 
 
Impacts Analysis 
The purpose of the Full Preservation Alternative is to consider a plan that would retain the 
historic resource at 2390 Bush Street and adapt it for use as a 21,400 SF parish hall, 
preschool/multi-use rooms, offices, and courtyard bounded to the south by St. Dominic’s 
Church.  
 
The Full Preservation Alternative would maintain the majority of the character-defining features 
of the existing historical resource. The scale and massing of the existing building, as perceived 
from Pine Street, would also be maintained. The proposed west and east additions would 
demolish or obscure portions of the west, east, and south elevations. However, the majority of 
the essential features that characterize the property and justify its eligibility for inclusion in the 
California Register would remain intact. As such, the project would not cause a substantial 
adverse change to the existing historic resource.   
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As shown in the Summary Preservation Alternatives table (Table 1) the Full Preservation 
Alternative partially meets some objectives of the project. However, this alternative falls 
significantly short of the project goals in Parish Hall seating capacity, total building area, and 
parking. 
 
The graphics package detailing this alternative is appended to this document. 
 
Partial Preservation Alternative – Option A 
 
Description of Alternative 
The Preservation Alternative-Option A would retain a majority of the former school located at 
Pine Street and Steiner Street.  The new construction would consist of two, two-story additions 
measuring approximately 36’0” (west addition) and 38’0” (east addition) in height. The existing 
school building has a parapet height of 38’0”. The additions housing the preschool / parish 
offices to the west and the parish hall to the east would be set back 28’0” from Pine Street. The 
eastern addition would be set back 12’0” from Steiner Street. The west and east additions would 
be set back from the north elevation of the existing building by 10’0” and 6’0”, respectively. The 
west addition would demolish 25’0” or slightly more than 70% of the west elevation. The east 
addition would demolish 29’0” or slightly more than 80% of the east elevation. The west and 
east additions taken together would remove 60’0” or 48% of the south elevation. Interior 
alterations would occur on the two (2) former classroom levels above existing basement storage 
to accommodate new uses, but the existing floor plates will remain in place. 
 
Under this Alternative, all of the character-defining features on the north elevation would be 
preserved, including the following: 
 


• Rectangular two-story-over-raised-basement massing with a projecting entry on Pine 
Street 


• Defined water table 
• Gothic arched building entries 
• Engaged buttresses on the south (rear) building façade 
• Grouped, tripartite multi-light windows 
• Smooth stucco cladding 
• Gothic arched stained glass windows with traceries on the north (primary) façade 
• Sculptural shields above the primary and secondary entries 
• Allegorical biblical detailing on cornice 
• Flat roof with shaped parapet 


 
Note that substantially more than half of the defined water table, the stucco cladding, the 
cornice ornament, and the shaped parapet will demolished on the east and west elevations and 
nearly half of these features will be demolished on the south elevation. Original interiors will be 
demolished to accommodate modern use, but floor plates will remain intact. 
 
Impacts Analysis 
The purpose of the Preservation Alternative-Option A is to consider a plan that would retain the 
historic resource at 2390 Bush Street and adapt it for use as a 28,800 SF parish hall, 
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preschool/multi-use rooms, offices, and courtyard bounded to the south by St. Dominic’s 
Church.  
 
The Preservation Alternative-Option A would maintain all the character-defining features of the 
existing north elevation and slightly more than 50% of the south elevation. The two additions 
would be minimally set back from the building’s principal north elevation. While the building’s 
scale would be retained, the majority of the west and east elevations and nearly half of the 
south elevation would be demolished by new construction. 
 
Interior alterations would occur on all three (3) levels of the existing building. While most 
exterior features that characterize the property would remain, the combined amount of interior 
and exterior change would result in a substantial reduction in physical integrity. Further, with 
minimal setback, the additions would have greater visual impact on the existing building. 
Though Preservation Alternative-Option A would not result in a substantial adverse change to 
the historic resource, the additions would notably diminish the historic integrity of the building 
interior and exterior. Visual impacts are also increased under this alternative. 
 
As shown in the Summary Preservation Alternatives table (Table 1) the Preservation Alternative-
Option A partially meets some objectives of the project. However, this alternative falls 
significantly short of the project goals in Parish Hall seating capacity, total building area, and 
parking. 
 
The graphics package detailing this alternative is appended to this document. 
 
Partial Preservation Alternative – Option B 
 
Description of Alternative 
The Preservation Alternative-Option B would retain a majority of the former school located at 
Pine Street and Steiner. The new construction would consist of two, two-story additions 
measuring approximately 36’0” (west addition) and 38’0” (east addition) in height. The existing 
school building has a parapet height of 38’0”. The additions housing the preschool / parish 
offices to the west and the parish hall to the east would be set back 40’0” from Pine Street. The 
eastern addition would be set back 12’0” from Steiner Street. The west and east additions would 
be set back from the north elevation approximately 22’0” and 18’0”, respectively. The west 
addition would demolish 13’0” or approximately 40% of the existing west elevation. The east 
addition would demolish 18’0”, or slightly more than 50% of the existing east elevation. The 
west and east additions, taken together, would remove 60’0” or 48% of the existing south 
elevation. Interior alterations would occur on the two (2) former classroom levels above existing 
basement storage to accommodate new uses, but the existing floor plates will remain in place. 
 
Under this Alternative, all of the character-defining features on the north elevation would be 
preserved, including the following: 
 


• Rectangular two-story-over-raised-basement massing with a projecting entry on Pine 
Street 


• Defined water table 
• Gothic arched building entries 
• Engaged buttresses on the south (rear) building façade 
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• Grouped, tripartite multi-light windows 
• Smooth stucco cladding 
• Gothic arched stained glass windows with traceries on the north (primary) façade 
• Sculptural shields above the primary and secondary entries 
• Allegorical biblical detailing on cornice 
• Flat roof with shaped parapet 


 
Note that about 50% or less of the defined water table, the stucco cladding, the cornice 
ornament, and the shaped parapet will demolished on the east and west elevations and nearly 
half of these features will be demolished on the south elevation. Original interiors will be 
demolished to accommodate modern use, but floor plates will remain intact. 
 
Impacts Analysis 
The purpose of the Preservation Alternative-Option B is to consider a plan that would retain the 
historic resource at 2390 Bush Street and adapt it for use as a 26,800 SF parish hall, 
preschool/multi-use rooms, offices, and courtyard bounded to the south by St. Dominic’s 
Church.  
 
The Preservation Alternative-Option B would maintain the character-defining features of the 
existing north elevation and slightly more than 50% of those on the south elevation. Roughly 
50% or less of the character-defining features will be lost on the east and west elevations. The 
two additions would be set back from the building’s principal north elevation, maintaining visual 
prominence of this elevation. The building’s scale would be retained and remain visible. 
 
Interior alterations would occur on all three (3) levels of the existing building. While most 
exterior features that characterize the property would remain, the combined amount of interior 
and exterior change would result in a reduction in physical integrity. However, the additions 
presented under this Option would have less physical and visual impact on the existing building 
than those shown in Option A. Preservation Alternative-Option B would not result in a 
substantial adverse change to the historic resource, though the additions would diminish the 
historic integrity of the building interior and exterior. 
 
As shown in the Summary Preservation Alternatives table (Table 1) the Preservation Alternative-
Option B partially meets some objectives of the project. However, this alternative falls 
significantly short of the project goals in Parish Hall seating capacity, open space, total building 
area, and parking. 
 
The graphics package detailing this alternative is appended to this document. 
 
V. CONCLUSION 
 
Constructed in 1929, the former St. Dominic’s School building is a good local example of the Late 
Gothic-Revival architectural style and qualifies for the California Register of Historical Resources 
under Criterion 3. The proposed 2390 Bush Street project would demolish the building, a change 
that would constitute a significant impact to this historic resource. 
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Three alternatives have been developed to the proposed project: a Full Preservation Alternative, 
a Partial Preservation Alternative – Option A, and a Partial Preservation Alternative – Option B.  
This analysis finds that the Full Preservation Alternative would maintain the majority of the 
character-defining features and spaces of the existing building, and would therefore result in a 
less-than-significant impact on the historic resource at 2390 Bush Street.   
 
The Partial Preservation Alternative – Option A would maintain the least amount of exterior 
character-defining features of all of the alternatives. Further, the proposed new construction 
under this alternative would have a greater visual impact on the resource overall. Although in 
contrast to the Proposed Project, the Partial Preservation Alternative – Option A would 
generally maintain the historic resource, it would result in a notable reduction of physical 
integrity. In addition, the Partial Preservation Alternative – Option A does not fully meet the 
project objectives. 
 
The Partial Preservation Alterative – Option B would maintain a greater amount of the exterior 
character-defining features of the historic resource than Partial Preservation Alternative – 
Option A by moving the north facades of the east and west additions further south. This also 
helps to minimize visual impacts to the existing resource. Although, in contrast to the Proposed 
Project, the Partial Preservation Alternative – Option B would reduce the impact to the historic 
resource to less-than-significant, it does not fully meet the project objectives. 
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APPENDIX 
 


Preservation Alternatives Drawing Set 
by Field Paoli Architects 
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1” = 30’ 0”
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Site Plan   |  1" = 30'


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE ONE


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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View  from Pine and Steiner


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE ONE


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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08.08.2017


S  D ’
 C VIEW FROM PINE AND STEINER


PARTIAL PRESERVATION OPTION A   |   PERSPECTIVE
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North Elevation | 1" = 30' 


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE ONE


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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8.3.2017
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West & East Elevations | 1" = 30' 


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE ONE
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8.3.2017


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
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Site Plan   |  1" = 30'


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE TWO


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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PARTIAL PRESERVATION OPTION B   |   SITE PLAN
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View  from Pine and Steiner


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE TWO


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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PARTIAL PRESERVATION OPTION B   |   PERSPECTIVE







11


North Elevation | 1" = 30' 


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE TWO


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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PARTIAL PRESERVATION OPTION B   |   NORTH ELEVATION
1” = 30’ 0”
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West & East Elevation | 1" = 30' 


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE TWO


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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Initial Concept Plans
May 11, 2012







St. Dominic’s Parish Center
May 14, 2012


BASEMENT LEVEL
SCALE 3/32” = 1’-0”







St. Dominic’s Parish Center
May 14, 2012


FIRST LEVEL
SCALE 3/32” = 1’-0”







St. Dominic’s Parish Center
May 14, 2012


SECOND LEVEL
SCALE 3/32” = 1’-0”







St. Dominic’s Parish Center
May 14, 2012


SECOND LEVEL
TABLE LAYOUT OPTION A


SCALE 3/32” = 1’-0”







St. Dominic’s Parish Center
May 14, 2012







Concept Plans
May 29, 2012















































  


 

































































St. Dominic’s Parish Center
May 29, 2012


CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN
SCALE 1” = 40’-0”


















































































































































































































St. Dominic’s Parish Center
May 29, 2012


BASEMENT LEVEL
SCALE 3/32” = 1’-0”


































































































































































































































































St. Dominic’s Parish Center
May 29, 2012


BASEMENT LEVEL (REVISED)
SCALE 3/32” = 1’-0”
















 









































































































































 












St. Dominic’s Parish Center
May 29, 2012


FIRST LEVEL
SCALE 3/32” = 1’-0”


















































































































































 












 












 





























St. Dominic’s Parish Center
May 29, 2012


FIRST LEVEL (REVISED)
SCALE 3/32” = 1’-0”






























































































































St. Dominic’s Parish Center
May 29, 2012


SECOND LEVEL
TABLES OF 10 (REVISED)


SCALE 3/32” = 1’-0”






























































































































St. Dominic’s Parish Center
May 29, 2012


SECOND LEVEL
TABLES OF 6 (REVISED)


SCALE 3/32” = 1’-0”







Proposed Project submitted to PPR
June 18, 2012
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2,880 SQ. FT.


EXISTING BUILDING
TO BE RENOVATED


6,334 SF PER FLOOR
19,0002 SQ. FT. TOTAL


PARCEL INFORMATION:
•	 Block no.  0658
•	 Lots   1, 2, 2A, 3 & 4
•	 Lot 1 area      32,609 sq. ft.
•	 Block area     113,713 sq. ft.
•	 Zoning   RH-3
•	 Height / Bulk District   40-X
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT PROJECT REVIEW 
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SCALE:  3/32” = 1’-0” 


BASEMENT LEVEL FLOOR PLAN
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT PROJECT REVIEW 
06.18.2012
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SCALE:  3/32” = 1’-0” 


LEVEL ONE FLOOR PLAN
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT PROJECT REVIEW 
06.18.2012
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SCALE:  3/32” = 1’-0” 


LEVEL TWO FLOOR PLAN


EXISTING  BUILDING









































  


 





















































































EXPANSION:
•	 Area of expansion / flr            1,600  sq. ft.
•	 Total building expansion        4,800 sq. ft.
•	 Total new building area       23,802 sq. ft.
•	 Area of Lot 1                 32,609 sq. ft.
•	 Floor Area Ratio       0.73 to 1
•	 Permited Floor Area Ratio for RH-3       1.8 to 1


DEMOLITION:
•	 Existing modular building              2,880 sq. ft.
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PASTORAL CENTER
PLANNING DEPARTMENT PROJECT REVIEW 
06.18.2012
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SCALE:  3/32” = 1’-0” 


BASEMENT LEVEL CONCEPT LAYOUT
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT PROJECT REVIEW 
06.18.2012
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SCALE:  3/32” = 1’-0” 


LEVEL ONE CONCEPT LAYOUT




















 








 


 




















PASTORAL CENTER
PLANNING DEPARTMENT PROJECT REVIEW 
06.18.2012
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SCALE:  3/32” = 1’-0” 


LEVEL TWO CONCEPT LAYOUT
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06.18.2012
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SCALE:  N/A


AERIAL FROM PINE & STEINER


AERIAL FROM PINE , MID-BLOCK


STREET VIEW FROM PINE & PIERCE


STREET VIEW FROM PINE & STEINER
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STREET VIEW FROM PINE & PIERCE


STREET VIEW FROM PINE & STEINER







Proposed Project
January 30, 2013
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CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION APPLICATION


PROJECT DRAWINGS


JANUARY 30, 2013
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EXISTING SCHOOL BUILDING
6,334 sq. ft. footprint


19,002 sq. ft. total (3 levels)
29 EXISTING PARKING SPACES


(within limit of work)


PARCEL INFORMATION:
•	 Block no.  0658
•	 Block area     113,713 sq. ft. 
•	 Lots in block   1, 2, 2A, 3 & 4
•	 Lot 1 area     32,609 sq. ft.
•	 Zoning   RH-3
•	 Height / Bulk District   40-X


There are no bus stops within 150 feet 
of the site.
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SITE PLAN AERIAL: EXISTING
SCALE:  1” = 40’-0” 
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EXPANSION:
•	 Area of expansion per floor               1,700  sq. ft.
•	 Building expansion                      5,100 sq. ft.
•	 Existing building area                         19,002 sq. ft.
•	 New Total building area (incl exp.)       24,102 sq. ft.
•	 Area of Lot 1                              32,609 sq. ft.
•	 Floor Area Ratio               0.74 to 1
•	 Permited Floor Area Ratio for RH-3          1.8 to 1
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SITE PLAN AERIAL: PROPOSED
SCALE:  1” = 40’-0” 
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SCALE:  1/16” = 1’-0” 
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LEVEL ONE FLOOR PLAN


EXISTING  BUILDING
SCALE:  1/16” = 1’-0” 
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EXISTING  BUILDING
SCALE:  1/16” = 1’-0” 
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PASTORAL CENTER
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION
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Study: South Expansion Overlay
November 19, 2013
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EXPANSION:
•	 Area of expansion per floor               1,700  sq. ft.
•	 Building expansion                      5,100 sq. ft.
•	 Existing building area                         19,002 sq. ft.
•	 New Total building area (incl exp.)       24,102 sq. ft.
•	 Area of Lot 1                              32,609 sq. ft.
•	 Floor Area Ratio               0.74 to 1
•	 Permited Floor Area Ratio for RH-3          1.8 to 1
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29 PARKING SPACES
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SITE PLAN AERIAL: PROPOSED
SCALE:  1” = 40’-0” 
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11.19.2013
DIAGONAL PARKING COUNT = 21 SPACES
LOSS OF 8 SPACES IN SOUTH EXPANSION SCHEME


[11.19.2013]  SOUTH EXPANSION WITH DIAGONAL PARKING OVERLAY
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Concept Presentation
September 26, 2014
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CLIENT MEETING
SEPTEMBER 26, 2014
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1 HC SPACE


EXISTING
PORTABLE


STRUCTURE


EXISTING SCHOOL BUILDING
6,334 sq. ft. footprint


19,002 sq. ft. total (3 levels)


PARCEL INFORMATION:
•	 Block no.  0658
•	 Block area     113,713 sq. ft. 
•	 Lots in block   1, 2, 2A, 3 & 4
•	 Lot 1 area     32,609 sq. ft.
•	 Zoning   RH-3
•	 Height / Bulk District   40-X


There are no bus stops within 150 feet 
of the site.


Existing site parking = 116 spaces
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SITE PLAN AERIAL: EXISTING
SCALE:  1” = 40’-0” 
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PROPOSED SITE PLAN:  SCHEME A1
SCALE:  1” = 50’-0” 
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW FROM STEINER & PINE 
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Conceptual Site Alternative Studies
October 10, 2014
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PROPOSED SITE PLAN:  SCHEME D
SCALE:  1” = 50’-0” 
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STREET VIEW FROM STEINER - PINE CORNER
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VIEW 1:  AERIAL FROM SOUTHEAST
SCALE  N.T.S.
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VIEW 2:  AERIAL FROM NORTHEAST
SCALE  N.T.S.
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VIEW 3:  AERIAL FROM SOUTHWEST
SCALE  N.T.S.
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VIEW 4:  STEINER STREET VIEW LOOKING NORTH
SCALE  N.T.S.
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VIEW 5:  PINE & STEINER STREET VIEW 
SCALE  N.T.S.
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SCALE  1/16” = 1’-0”







PAGE 11 


+40’
top of parapet


+2’
level 1


+16’
level 2


+28’
level 3


+0.0
datum (pine & steiner)


PASTORAL CENTER
CONCEPT PRESENTATION 4
11.21.2014


S  D ’
 C


CONCEPTUAL SOUTH ELEVATION
SCALE  1/16” = 1’-0”







Environmental Evaluation Application
January 27, 2014







PARISH PASTORAL CENTER
School Building Renovation


S  D ’
 C


CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION APPLICATION


PROJECT UPDATE DRAWINGS
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EXISTING SCHOOL BUILDING
6,334 sq. ft. footprint


19,002 sq. ft. total (3 levels)
29 EXISTING PARKING SPACES


(within limit of work)


PARCEL INFORMATION:
•	 Block no.  0658
•	 Block area     113,713 sq. ft. 
•	 Lots in block   1, 2, 2A, 3 & 4
•	 Lot 1 area     32,609 sq. ft.
•	 Zoning   RH-3
•	 Height / Bulk District   40-X


There are no bus stops within 150 feet 
of the site.
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EXISTING SITE PHOTOS
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PODIUM LEVEL
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PHASE 1
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NORTH ELEVATION - PINE ST.
SCALE:  3/64” = 1’- 0” 
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SOUTH ELEVATION  
SCALE:  3/64” = 1’- 0” 
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EAST ELEVATION - STEINER ST.
SCALE:  3/64” = 1’- 0” 
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WEST ELEVATION - PIERCE ST.
SCALE:  3/64” = 1’- 0” 
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NORTH EXTERIOR ELEVATION
SCALE:  1” = 30’-0” 
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW FROM STEINER STREET 
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW OF COURTYARD
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW 1 FROM STEINER & PINE
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW 2 FROM STEINER & PINE
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EXISTING
PORTABLE


STRUCTURE


EXISTING SCHOOL BUILDING
6,334 sq. ft. footprint per floor x 3


19,002 sq. ft. total


PARCEL INFORMATION:
•	 Block no.  0658
•	 Block area             113,713  sq. ft. 
•	 Lots in block                   1, 2, 2A, 3 & 4
•	 Lot 1 area*           32,609 sq. ft.
•	 Lot 2 area*           33,976 sq. ft.
•	 Lot 3 area*          12,959 sq. ft.
•	 Lot 4 area*          22,572 sq. ft.
•	 Zoning   RH-3
•	 Height / Bulk District           40-X


(*) Areas as listed in San Francisco 
Property Information Map


There are no bus stops within 150 feet 
of the site.


EXISTING PARKING:
•	 STANDARD         126 STALLS
•	 TANDEM     29 STALLS
•	 ACCESSIBLE     4 STALLS
•	 TOTAL      159  STALLS
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EXISTING SITE PLAN AERIAL
SCALE:  1” = 40’-0” 
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EXISTING SITE PHOTOS
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW FROM STEINER STREET 
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW OF COURTYARD
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW 1 FROM STEINER & PINE
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW 2 FROM STEINER & PINE
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW FROM PIERCE & PINE
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PARCEL INFORMATION:
•	 Block no.  0658
•	 Block area             113,424  sq. ft. 
•	 Lots in block                   1, 2, 2A, 3 & 4
•	 Lot 1 area*           32,609 sq. ft.
•	 Lot 2 area*           33,976 sq. ft.
•	 Lot 2A area*  11,308 sq. ft.
•	 Lot 3 area*          12,959 sq. ft.
•	 Lot 4 area*          22,572 sq. ft.
•	 Zoning   RH-3
•	 Height / Bulk District           40-X


(*) Areas as listed in San Francisco 
Property Information Map


There are no bus stops within 150 feet 
of the site.


EXISTING PARKING:
•	 STANDARD         126 STALLS
•	 TANDEM     29 STALLS
•	 ACCESSIBLE     4 STALLS
•	 TOTAL      159  STALLS
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CONSOLIDATED LOT AREA GROSS BUILDING AREA RESIDENTIAL UNITS
Lot 1 32,609 sf Pastoral L1 14,600 sf PUD allowable sf per unit 800 sf per unit
Lot 2 33,976 sf Pastoral L2 9,000 sf Total Allowable 141 units
Lot 2A 11,308 sf Pastoral L3 4,900 sf
Lot 3 12,959 sf PASTORAL CENTER 28,500 sf
Lot 4 22,572 sf
TOTAL 113,424 sf


Residential L1 18,500 sf PARKING TABULATION
Residential L2 18,500 sf STD TANDEM ADA TOTAL
Residential L3 18,500 sf Surface 126 29 4 159
Residential L4 18,500 sf Existing 159
RESIDENTIAL 74,000 sf


Surface 90 0 5 95
Level B1 46 0 5 51


Parking Level B1 64,000 sf PHASE 1 146
Parking Level B2 37,000 sf
PARKING 101,000 sf Surface 0 0 0 0


Level B1 128 0 10 138
Level B2 70 0 0 70


GRAND TOTAL 203,500 sf PHASE 2 208
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WEST EXTERIOR ELEVATION
SCALE:  1” = 30’-0” 
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW FROM STEINER STREET 
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW OF COURTYARD
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW 1 FROM STEINER & PINE
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW 2 FROM STEINER & PINE
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FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE
Site Plan   |  1" = 30'ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER AND RESIDENTIAL PROJECT


ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
6.21.2017


BLDG A
2,500 SF


PARISH HALL FOYER (L1)


4,000 SF
PARISH HALL (L2)


TOTAL GBA 6,500 SF


BLDG B
3,300 SF PER FLR
PRESCHOOL (L1)


PARISH OFFICES (L2)


TOTAL GBA 6,600 SF


FULL PRESERVATION
PROJECT GBA 25,800 SF


EXISTING SCHOOL BUILDING
6,300 SF PER FLR


MU ROOMS 
(2 OF 3 LEVELS AS USABLE SPACE)


TOTAL GBA 12,600 SF


ENTRY TO BELOW
GRADE PARKING


PROJECT AS PROPOSED:
BLDG A = 13,200 SF
BLDG B = 9,100 SF


PARISH HALL = 6,200 SF


TOTAL = 28,500 SF







FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE
View  from Pine and SteinerST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER AND RESIDENTIAL PROJECT


ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
6.21.2017







9


PASTORAL CENTER & RESIDENTIAL PROJECT
ENTITLEMENTS APPLICATION
5.30.2017


S  D ’
 C


phase 1  |  BELOW GRADE PARKING LEVEL B1
SCALE:  1” = 30’-0” 
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PHASE 1


FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE
EXISTING BASEMENT OVERLAY ON PROPOSED BELOW-GRADE PARKING


6.21.2017  |  scale 1" = 30'-0"


PARKING LOSS:
32 STALLS


PARKING ADD:
4 STALLS


NET:
LOSS OF 28 STALLS







PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE
Site Plan   |  1" = 30'ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER AND RESIDENTIAL PROJECT


ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
6.21.2017
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PROJECT GBA 20,800 SF


PROJECT AS PROPOSED:
BLDG A = 13,200 SF
BLDG B = 9,100 SF
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TOTAL = 28,500 SF


ENTRY TO BELOW
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EXISTING SCHOOL BUILDING
4,000 SF PER FLR


MU ROOMS 
(2 OF 3 LEVELS AS USABLE SPACE)


TOTAL GBA 8,000 SF







PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE
View  from Pine and SteinerST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER AND RESIDENTIAL PROJECT
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6.21.2017
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PHASE 1


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE
EXISTING BASEMENT OVERLAY ON PROPOSED BELOW-GRADE PARKING


6.21.2017  |  scale 1" = 30'-0"


PARKING LOSS:
30 STALLS


PARKING ADD:
4 STALLS


NET:
LOSS OF 26 STALLS
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PODIUM  / LEVEL ONE PLAN
SCALE:  1” = 30’-0” 
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FOR REFERENCE ONLY  |  ALTERNATIVES REVIEW PACKAGE
6.21.2017
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PASTORAL CENTER & RESIDENTIAL PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION DRAWINGS
8.31.2016
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW 2 FROM STEINER & PINE


FOR REFERENCE ONLY  |  ALTERNATIVES REVIEW PACKAGE
6.21.2017
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SCALE:  1” = 30’-0” 
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CONSOLIDATED LOT AREA GROSS BUILDING AREA RESIDENTIAL UNITS
Lot 1 32,609 sf Pastoral L1 14,600 sf PUD allowable sf per unit 800 sf per unit
Lot 2 33,976 sf Pastoral L2 9,000 sf Total Allowable 141 units
Lot 2A 11,308 sf Pastoral L3 4,900 sf
Lot 3 12,959 sf PASTORAL CENTER 28,500 sf
Lot 4 22,572 sf
TOTAL 113,424 sf


Residential L1 18,500 sf PARKING TABULATION
Residential L2 18,500 sf STD TANDEM ADA TOTAL
Residential L3 18,500 sf Surface 126 29 4 159
Residential L4 18,500 sf Existing 159
RESIDENTIAL 74,000 sf


Surface 90 0 5 95
Level B1 46 0 5 51


Parking Level B1 64,000 sf PHASE 1 146
Parking Level B2 37,000 sf
PARKING 101,000 sf Surface 0 0 0 0


Level B1 128 0 10 138
Level B2 70 0 0 70


GRAND TOTAL 203,500 sf PHASE 2 208
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1FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE
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View  from Pine and SteinerST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 


ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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North Elevation | 1" = 30'


FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
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8.3.2017
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8.3.2017
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FULL PRESERVATION   |   NORTH ELEVATION
1” = 30’ 0”
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West & East Elevations | 1" = 30'


FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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FULL PRESERVATION   |   EAST & WEST ELEVATIONS
1” = 30’ 0”
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Site Plan   |  1" = 30'


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE ONE


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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PARTIAL PRESERVATION OPTION A   |   SITE PLAN
SCALE:  1” = 30’-0” 
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View  from Pine and Steiner


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE ONE


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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North Elevation | 1" = 30' 


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE ONE


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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PARTIAL PRESERVATION OPTION A   |   NORTH ELEVATION
1” = 30’ 0”
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West & East Elevations | 1" = 30' 


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE ONE


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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PARTIAL PRESERVATION OPTION A   |   EAST & WEST ELEVATIONS
1” = 30’ 0”
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Site Plan   |  1" = 30'


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE TWO


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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PARTIAL PRESERVATION OPTION B   |   SITE PLAN
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View  from Pine and Steiner


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE TWO


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017


PASTORAL CENTER 
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North Elevation | 1" = 30' 


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE TWO


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
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PARTIAL PRESERVATION OPTION B   |   NORTH ELEVATION
1” = 30’ 0”







12


West & East Elevation | 1" = 30' 


PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE TWO


ST. DOMINIC'S PASTORAL CENTER 
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS
8.3.2017
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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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support TSF increase (Item #10 Case 2018-002230PCA)
Date: Friday, May 18, 2018 10:38:26 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: Jeremy Pollock [mailto:pollock.jeremy@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2018 10:33 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Myrna Melgar; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Subject: Support TSF increase (Item #10 Case 2018-002230PCA)
 
Commissioners,

I urge you to support ordinance #180117 to increase the TSF by $5/sq.ft. for non-residential
projects larger than 99,999 sq.ft. 

Instead of exempting the Central SOMA Plan Area, you should increase this fee beyond the
$5/sq.ft. for other areas, and you should create additional higher tiers for projects larger than
400,000 sq.ft. or 800,000 sq.ft, which are the subject of bidding wars by large tech firms. In
addition, I urge you to evaluate increasing the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee based on the current
economic climate. 

I greatly appreciate the Planning Department’s work analyzing the financial feasibility of the
TSF. As a legislative aide to Supervisor Avalos, I saw first hand their skill and dedication. But
recent press reports show that the assumptions their analysis is based on dramatically
underestimate the profitability of new, large office buildings.

Facebook just signed a lease for all 750,000 square feet of Park Tower, and the Business
Times reports the "asking rents in new buildings in San Francisco are upwards of $100 per
square foot." This is 35% higher than the $74/sq.ft. assumed in the fiscal feasibility analysis!

It also seems clear that the feasibility analysis overestimates the vacancy rate in office space in
our current economic climate. Virtually every new office building is fully leased while still
under construction.  

CBRE's recent report, "San Francisco Office Market View Q4 2017" states, "Looking ahead,
overall market conditions will likely strengthen in favor of landlords based on elevated
demand from large tech tenants. Limited relief is expected from 2018 construction deliveries
that are 84% pre-leased. These conditions are likely to put upward pressure on asking rents."

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:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:diego.sanchez@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2018/05/11/with-facebook-fb-park-tower-sf-leasing-office.html
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2018/05/11/with-facebook-fb-park-tower-sf-leasing-office.html


The 2015 Central SOMA Financial Analysis assumed a 10% vacancy rate in office space.
However the Controller’s website shows the office vacancy rate at 8% as of Q4 2017. And the
CBRE report shows the citywide vacancy rate at 5.8% for Q4 2017. For Class A office space,
CBRE says the vacancy rate is 5.1% citywide and 3.0% South of Market.

Taken together, it seems clear that the high demand for large, Class A office buildings ensures
that these projects will remain financially feasible even with significant increases in the TSF
beyond what Supervisor Peskin is proposed.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Jeremy Pollock



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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of support of proposed planning department streamlining.
Date: Friday, May 18, 2018 10:38:01 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: patrick@designpad.net [mailto:patrick@designpad.net] 
Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2018 12:58 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Letter of support of proposed planning department streamlining.
 
Hello,
 
Please accept this as my full support of the proposed planning department streamlining
improvements that are slated to be presented today by Deputy Director of Current Planning, Liz
Watty, specifically:
 

Allow approval of skylights, canopies and open rails for landmark and historical
district neighborhoods to be approvable over the counter.
Allow approval without notification for all CPC 136c rear yard exceptions including
pop outs.
Change notification process to 20 days for all notifications with an 11x17 poster,
and postcard mailing w/o plans.
 
I am a licensed architect with 20 years of experience working on projects in San Francisco and the
entitlement process has become lengthy and thus costly for my clients. This has deterred many from
seeking to do projects in the city for fear of lengthy delays and increased costs due to those delays.
 
I appreciate your review of this matter and hope that you can support its passage.
 
Thank you for your time,
 
Patrick
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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; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES INNOVATIVE PROGRAM TO FIGHT OPIOID

CRISIS ON SAN FRANCISCO STREETS
Date: Friday, May 18, 2018 10:33:18 AM
Attachments: 5.17.18 Drug Treatment Investments.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: Thursday, May 17, 2018 11:09 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES INNOVATIVE PROGRAM TO
FIGHT OPIOID CRISIS ON SAN FRANCISCO STREETS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, May 17, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES INNOVATIVE

PROGRAM TO FIGHT OPIOID CRISIS ON
SAN FRANCISCO STREETS

San Francisco’s first-in-the-nation program provides direct treatment to opioid users, helping
to reduce cravings and withdrawal symptoms

 
San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell announced today that he will invest $6 million to
create a dedicated drug addiction street team and bring opioid treatment directly to people
experiencing addiction on San Francisco streets. The program will be a first-in-the-nation
initiative to address the national drug and opioid crisis on our streets.
 
The investment will add 10 new clinicians to the Department of Public Health’s Street
Medicine Team, which provides the opioid treatment medicine buprenorphine directly to
people suffering on the streets from heroin addiction.
 
Buprenorphine is a daily pill, or strip that dissolves in the mouth that reduces the cravings for
opioids and the sickness that comes from withdrawal. It is effective in combatting addiction to
heroin and other opioids, and reduces risk of overdose.
 

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:aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:andrew@tefarch.com
mailto:kate.black@sfgov.org
mailto:dianematsuda@hotmail.com
mailto:ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com
mailto:jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:rsejohns@yahoo.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/



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: 


Thursday, May 17, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


 MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES INNOVATIVE 


PROGRAM TO FIGHT OPIOID CRISIS ON  


SAN FRANCISCO STREETS 
San Francisco’s first-in-the-nation program provides direct treatment to opioid users, helping to 


reduce cravings and withdrawal symptoms 


 


San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell announced today that he will invest $6 million to 


create a dedicated drug addiction street team and bring opioid treatment directly to people 


experiencing addiction on San Francisco streets. The program will be a first-in-the-nation 


initiative to address the national drug and opioid crisis on our streets.  


 


The investment will add 10 new clinicians to the Department of Public Health’s Street Medicine 


Team, which provides the opioid treatment medicine buprenorphine directly to people suffering 


on the streets from heroin addiction. 


 


Buprenorphine is a daily pill, or strip that dissolves in the mouth that reduces the cravings for 


opioids and the sickness that comes from withdrawal. It is effective in combatting addiction to 


heroin and other opioids, and reduces risk of overdose.  


 


“The opioid crisis plaguing our country is alive and visible on the streets of San Francisco,” said 


Mayor Farrell. “The status quo is simply unacceptable. I am creating this program to directly 


address drug addiction on our streets—to meet these individuals where they are and get them the 


help they need, and to ensure that our streets remain safe for all our residents.” 


 


With Mayor’s Farrell $6 million investment, more than 250 patients will have access to 


buprenorphine, which is offered through the Low Barrier to Medications for Addiction 


Treatment (LBMAT) Program. LBMAT completed a successful one-year pilot in November 


2017 of the distribution of buprenorphine.  


 


Through the buprenorphine pilot program, homeless patients with opioid use disorders were 


engaged by peer outreach workers and offered assessment, education and same-day prescription 


for buprenorphine by the medical team. The patients received these services in a variety of 


locations, including at syringe access sites, navigation centers, or in streets and parks. 


 


Mayor Farrell’s budget investments double the size of the Street Medicine Team, which provides 


outreach, assessment, care and connections to services to homeless people with medical, 


psychiatric and substance use conditions, who have difficulty accessing health care services. 
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1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


San Francisco has an estimated 22,500 active injection drug users, half of whom report using 


heroin. The Street Medicine LBMAT program is one part of the City’s comprehensive response 


to the opioid epidemic. San Francisco’s Health Department also provides methadone treatment 


on demand and citywide substance use services, including expanded access to buprenorphine for 


patients of the San Francisco Health Network. The LBMAT program’s innovation puts outreach 


first, instead of waiting for people with addiction to seek care.  


 


“The Street Medicine buprenorphine program is another important step to address the heroin, 


methamphetamine and fentanyl crisis afflicting drug users in our community,” said Barbara 


Garcia, San Francisco Health Director. “Homeless people who use drugs are especially 


vulnerable, and our system of care needs to adapt. By going directly to them with compassionate 


outreach and expertise, we are able to help a group that we were missing by relying on a more 


traditional structure of clinic visits that does not work for everyone.” 


 


In addition to treatment options, harm reduction has been a long-standing and successful strategy 


in San Francisco to improve health and save lives. The City provides syringe access to clean 


needles to prevent the spread of HIV and Hepatitis C, reducing new infections and transmissions. 


The naloxone (Narcan) program has kept overdose fatalities low for years by putting the power 


to reverse overdoses into the hands of people who use drugs and their friends and families, as 


well as first responders and physicians.  


 


“We need to meet people where they are and make it easier for them to get care,” said Dr. Barry 


Zevin, medical director of Street Medicine and Shelter Health. “These vulnerable and complex 


patients care about their health, but they have suffered from stigma that makes it difficult for 


them to access the health care system.”  


 


An important aspect of the LBMAT program is to involve patients in their own care. Once a 


patient is assessed and chooses to begin treatment, the provider works with the patient to develop 


a care plan that takes into account the patient’s previous barriers to care and treatment. In 


addition to starting buprenorphine, treatment options may include transitioning to a methadone 


program, entering residential treatment and addressing other health needs to help the patient 


stabilize and remain in care.  


 


The Street Medicine Team’s LBMAT program fits into an overall strategy to expand access to 


buprenorphine for heroin and opioid users in San Francisco. That medication can now be started 


in the emergency room or as an inpatient at Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital, or at a 


primary care clinic in the San Francisco Health Network, a system of top-rated clinics, hospitals 


and programs operated by the Health Department. 


 


### 


 







“The opioid crisis plaguing our country is alive and visible on the streets of San Francisco,”
said Mayor Farrell. “The status quo is simply unacceptable. I am creating this program to
directly address drug addiction on our streets—to meet these individuals where they are and
get them the help they need, and to ensure that our streets remain safe for all our residents.”
 
With Mayor’s Farrell $6 million investment, more than 250 patients will have access to
buprenorphine, which is offered through the Low Barrier to Medications for Addiction
Treatment (LBMAT) Program. LBMAT completed a successful one-year pilot in November
2017 of the distribution of buprenorphine. 
 
Through the buprenorphine pilot program, homeless patients with opioid use disorders were
engaged by peer outreach workers and offered assessment, education and same-day
prescription for buprenorphine by the medical team. The patients received these services in a
variety of locations, including at syringe access sites, navigation centers, or in streets and
parks.
 
Mayor Farrell’s budget investments double the size of the Street Medicine Team, which
provides outreach, assessment, care and connections to services to homeless people with
medical, psychiatric and substance use conditions, who have difficulty accessing health care
services.
 
San Francisco has an estimated 22,500 active injection drug users, half of whom report using
heroin. The Street Medicine LBMAT program is one part of the City’s comprehensive
response to the opioid epidemic. San Francisco’s Health Department also provides methadone
treatment on demand and citywide substance use services, including expanded access to
buprenorphine for patients of the San Francisco Health Network. The LBMAT program’s
innovation puts outreach first, instead of waiting for people with addiction to seek care.
 
“The Street Medicine buprenorphine program is another important step to address the heroin,
methamphetamine and fentanyl crisis afflicting drug users in our community,” said Barbara
Garcia, San Francisco Health Director. “Homeless people who use drugs are especially
vulnerable, and our system of care needs to adapt. By going directly to them with
compassionate outreach and expertise, we are able to help a group that we were missing by
relying on a more traditional structure of clinic visits that does not work for everyone.”
 
In addition to treatment options, harm reduction has been a long-standing and successful
strategy in San Francisco to improve health and save lives. The City provides syringe access to
clean needles to prevent the spread of HIV and Hepatitis C, reducing new infections and
transmissions. The naloxone (Narcan) program has kept overdose fatalities low for years by
putting the power to reverse overdoses into the hands of people who use drugs and their
friends and families, as well as first responders and physicians.
 
“We need to meet people where they are and make it easier for them to get care,” said Dr.
Barry Zevin, medical director of Street Medicine and Shelter Health. “These vulnerable and
complex patients care about their health, but they have suffered from stigma that makes it
difficult for them to access the health care system.”
 
An important aspect of the LBMAT program is to involve patients in their own care. Once a
patient is assessed and chooses to begin treatment, the provider works with the patient to
develop a care plan that takes into account the patient’s previous barriers to care and



treatment. In addition to starting buprenorphine, treatment options may include transitioning to
a methadone program, entering residential treatment and addressing other health needs to help
the patient stabilize and remain in care.
 
The Street Medicine Team’s LBMAT program fits into an overall strategy to expand access to
buprenorphine for heroin and opioid users in San Francisco. That medication can now be
started in the emergency room or as an inpatient at Zuckerberg San Francisco General
Hospital, or at a primary care clinic in the San Francisco Health Network, a system of top-
rated clinics, hospitals and programs operated by the Health Department.
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From: Starr, Aaron (CPC)
To: Planning@RodneyFong.com; richhillissf@gmail.com; mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel

(CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Board Report
Date: Thursday, May 17, 2018 12:08:52 PM
Attachments: 2018_05_17.pdf
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Commissioners,
 
Attached, please find this week’s Board Report.
 
Sincerely,
 
Aaron Starr, MA
Manager of Legislative Affairs
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6362 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: aaron.starr@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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Summary of Board Activities  
May 14-18, 2018 
Planning Commission Report: May 17, 2018 
 


            
LAND USE COMMITTEE: 


• 180243 Interim Zoning Controls - Conversion of Retail to Non-Retail Sales and Service 
Use in the C -3-R Zoning District. Sponsor: Peskin. Staff: Not Staffed  
 
At Monday’s land use hearing, the Committee considered Interim Zoning Controls, Sponsored by 


Supervisor Peskin, for the Conversion of Retail to Non-Retail Sales and Service Use in the C-3-R 


Zoning District, also known as Union Square. The interim controls would require applicants to 


provide, among other information, rental and vacancy rates, how many properties they own or 


manage in the C-3-R, and it would also add new findings for retail to non-retail conversion. As 


we presented some time back, the Department is currently working on permanent controls for 


the C-3-R District.  


 


During the hearing, Supervisor Aaron Peskin presented information and answered questions 


raised throughout the discussion. He also presented an amendment that would allow 


applications filed prior to May 18th to be exempt from the controls. There were several 


members of the public who spoke bring up various concerns about the controls. After public 


comment, Supervisor Safai moved that the resolution be amended as proposed, and that the 


resolution be recommended as amended. Both of these motions passed unanimously. 


 
FULL BOARD: 
 


• 180086 Planning Code - Legitimization and Reestablishment of Certain Self-Storage 
Uses. Sponsor: Kim. Staff Butkus. PASSED Second Read  
 
 


• 180403 Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - Proposed Project at 701 
Valencia Street. Staff: Starr, Sucre. 
 
Last on the Board agenda was the appeal for 701 Valencia Street. This project included the 


legalization of a Public Parking lot, which is also used by the appliance store next door, and then 


the use of that parking lot for food trucks. This Commission heard this item on March 15 and 


approved the conditional use authorization with the condition that the parking lot not be used 


for food trucks. The applicant then appealed the CU approval asking the Board to overturn this 


specific provision. 



http://links.govdelivery.com/track?type=click&enid=ZWFzPTEmbWFpbGluZ2lkPTIwMTgwNTExLjg5NjYzNjMxJm1lc3NhZ2VpZD1NREItUFJELUJVTC0yMDE4MDUxMS44OTY2MzYzMSZkYXRhYmFzZWlkPTEwMDEmc2VyaWFsPTE3NTE3Mzk0JmVtYWlsaWQ9YWFyb24uc3RhcnJAc2Znb3Yub3JnJnVzZXJpZD1hYXJvbi5zdGFyckBzZmdvdi5vcmcmZmw9JmV4dHJhPU11bHRpdmFyaWF0ZUlkPSYmJg==&&&100&&&https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3378385&GUID=EC170794-082A-4A49-A99C-7BD236F060D4
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At the Board hearing, there was a significant amount of public comment, with most speakers in 


support of the appellant. During her comments, Supervisor Ronen recognized the need that the 


existing food truck filled, which has been operating on the site since Jan 2017. She then made a 


motion to uphold the appeal and modify the CU approval to allow one mobile food facility 


through a Temporary Use Authorization. The Board also added additional conditions to the TUA 


to prohibit the sale of alcohol, prohibit congregate seating, prohibit amplified music, and require 


camouflaged port-o-potties. 


 
INTRODUCTIONS: 
 


• 180474 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Rezoning 1650-1680 Mission Street. Sponsor: Real Estate 
Division. 
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