
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 in support of the proposed project at 450 O"Farrell Street
Date: Thursday, June 14, 2018 12:00:44 PM
Attachments: 450 OFarrell.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: Stephen Sass [mailto:smsass@outlook.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2018 11:37 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Subject: Letter in support of the proposed project at 450 O'Farrell Street
 
Good morning. As much as I would like to attend the Planning Commission meeting on June
28 to voice my support of the proposed project at 450 O'Farrell Street in person, I will be out
of town that day and submit this letter instead. Thank you.
 
SMS
 
Stephen Sass   San Francisco CA
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street
Date: Thursday, June 14, 2018 9:02:16 AM
Attachments: 232 Clipper Street - NNC Letter Against CUA to PC.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Ozzie Rohm [mailto:ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 13, 2018 8:08 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rodney Fong; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Noeneighborhoodcouncil Info; Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street
 
President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:
 
Please see the attached letter from Noe Neighborhood Council in opposition to the
proposed project at 232 Clipper Street.
 
Sincerely,
 
Ozzie Rohm
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NOE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 
Fair Planning for Noe Valley 


 
 


 
June 13, 2018 


 


President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission: 


On behalf of Noe Neighborhood Council (NNC), I am writing to express our opposition regarding 


the Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street. Our reasons are simple: We agree with 


the requirements of the Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) as conveyed in the Notice of 


Planning Department Requirements #1, dated February 14, 2018. Specifically, we urge you to 


require the Project Sponsor to comply with the following requirements: 


• Limit the massing of the building to a maximum of 3 floors to ensure the scale is compatible 
with the surrounding buildings. 


• Limit the horizontal and vertical addition to extend no further into the rear yard than the 
primary rear wall of the adjacent building at 236 Clipper Street. 


• Reduce the quantity and scale of glazing on the front and rear façades to maintain 
neighbors’ privacy and reduce the light pollution for the neighboring properties in the back. 


• Remove the front roof deck.  
 


We further urge you to reject the Conditional Use Authorization for this project until the above 


modifications have been applied to the plans. 


Sincerely, 


Ozzie Rohm  


For the 300+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council 


 







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: Please OPPOSE Proposed Cannabis Commission Ballot Measure
Date: Wednesday, June 13, 2018 3:27:29 PM
Attachments: Opposition of Cannabis Commission from SFCRA.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: John Delaplane [mailto:johnny@access-sf.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 13, 2018 3:13 PM
To: Breed, London (BOS); Roxas, Samantha (BOS); Lloyd, Kayleigh (BOS); Howerton, Michael (BOS);
BreedStaffAB (BOS); Farrell, Mark (MYR); Karunaratne, Kanishka (ECN); Kelly, Margaux (MYR);
Montejano, Jess (MYR); catherin.stefani@sfgov.org; Miller Hall, Ellie (BOS); Chung, Sharon (BOS);
Gallagher, Jack (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Duong, Noelle (BOS); Lopez, Barbara (BOS); Ronen, Hillary;
Goossen, Carolyn (BOS); Morales, Carolina (BOS); Allbee, Nate; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS);
Justin.Jones@sfgov.org; Spero, David (BOS); Barnes, Bill (ADM); Yee, Norman (BOS); Maybaum, Erica
(BOS); Choy, Jarlene (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Chicuata, Brittni (BOS); Kittler, Sophia
(BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Boilard, Chelsea (BOS); Pagoulatos, Nick (BOS); Yu, Angelina (BOS);
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Angulo, Sunny (BOS); Hepner, Lee (BOS); Rubenstein, Beth (DPW); Safai, Ahsha
(BOS); Lee, Judy (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS);
Summers, Ashley (BOS); Law, Ray (ADM); Rahaim, John (CPC); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Ionin, Jonas
(CPC); DPH Cannabis Taskforce; Elliott, Nicole (ADM); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Tugbenyoh, Mawuli
(DPA); Cityattorney; Hillsman, Eugene (ADM)
Subject: Please OPPOSE Proposed Cannabis Commission Ballot Measure
 
Below and attached, the SFCRA's position on the proposed Cannabis Commission Ballot
Measure.  We welcome all opportunities to dialogue on the subject!  Thank you!
"
San Francisco Cannabis Retailers Alliance
530 Divisadero St., Ste. 226
San Francisco, CA 94117
SFCRA.org
 
June 12, 2018
Re: Proposed Cannabis Commission Ballot Measure
 
Dear Supervisors,
 
The San Francisco Cannabis Retailers Alliance requests that you OPPOSE the Charter
Amendment introduced by Supervisor Sandra Fewer on May 15th, 2018 (BOS File No. 180501)
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San	Francisco	Cannabis	Retailers	Alliance	
530	Divisadero	St.,	Ste.	226	
San	Francisco,	CA	94117	
SFCRA.org	
	
June	12,	2018	
Re:	Proposed	Cannabis	Commission	Ballot	Measure	
	
Dear	Supervisor,	
	
The	San	Francisco	Cannabis	Retailers	Alliance	requests	that	you	OPPOSE	the	Charter	
Amendment	introduced	by	Supervisor	Sandra	Fewer	on	May	15th,	2018	(BOS	File	No.	180501)	
to	create	a	nine-member	Cannabis	Commission	in	lieu	of	the	Office	of	Cannabis.		Below	are	
some	of	our	major	concerns	about	the	proposal.	
	


1. It	will	dramatically	weaken	the	City’s	social	Equity	goals	by	making	it	even	more	
difficult,	more	time	consuming,	more	expensive,	and	more	uncertain	for	individuals	
from	our	communities	to	find	a	foothold	in	the	cannabis	market.		
	


2. The	ballot	measure	would	upend	the	cannabis	system	that	the	Board	of	Supervisors	
just	carefully	created	only	a	few	months	ago.		That	system	is	working	as	the	Board	
intended	and	should	not	be	thrown	out	at	this	early	stage.		
	


3. By	exacerbating	all	of	the	cost,	scheduling,	and	uncertainty	challenges	that	prospective	
local	cannabis	businesses	face,	the	measure	would	only	bolster	the	unregulated	
cannabis	market,	which	already	has	numerous	competitive	advantages	over	those	who	
are	trying	to	play	by	the	rules.		And	those	patients	who	do	stay	in	the	regulated	market	
would	endure	higher	prices	for	their	medicines.	
	


4. The	measure	will	increase	bureaucracy	by	implementing	a	lethargic	oversight	system	at	
a	time	when	policy	is	rapidly	changing	at	both	State	and	local	level.		And	it	would	further	
politicize	an	already	highly	polarizing	issue,	and	potentially	force	the	Board	of	
Supervisors	to	continually	weigh	in	on	these	polarizing	staff-level	decisions.	
	


5. Social	equity	advocates,	social	equity	applicants,	local	business	owners,	those	who	want	
to	become	local	business	owners,	medical	cannabis	patients	and	their	advocates,	and	
almost	everyone	involved	with	the	cannabis	marketplace—and	who	understand	its	
enormous	challenges—OPPOSE	this	measure.	
	


A	more	complicated	process	will	be	a	serious	detriment	not	only	to	existing	businesses,	but	
more	importantly,	to	Equity	operators	and	applicants.		The	cannabis	marketplace	is	moving	
quickly,	driven	by	unrealistic	timelines	from	the	State’s	cannabis	licensing	authorities.		
Considering	that	San	Francisco	is	now	in	only	the	sixth	month	of	the	regulated	cannabis	market	







	
and	the	excellent	job	the	Office	of	Cannabis	has	done	helping	to	usher	Equity	operators	into	the	
regulated	market,	I	implore	the	Board	of	Supervisors	to	OPPOSE	this	Charter	Amendment.			
	
It	has	been	no	small	feat	for	Director	Elliot	and	the	OOC	to	navigate	this	dynamic	marketplace	
in	a	significantly	contracted	time	frame.		A	commission	would	not	have	been	able	to	accomplish	
this—and	our	local,	Equity	Applicants	would	have	paid	the	price.		Please	do	not	support	a	
creation	of	a	cannabis	commission.	
	
Sincerely,	
	


Johnny Delaplane 
	
Johnny	Delaplane	
Director,	SFCRA	
johnny@access-sf.org	
SFCRA.org	
	







to create a nine-member Cannabis Commission in lieu of the Office of Cannabis.  Below are
some of our major concerns about the proposal.
 

1.     It will dramatically weaken the City’s social Equity goals by making it even more
difficult, more time consuming, more expensive, and more uncertain for individuals
from our communities to find a foothold in the cannabis market.

2.     The ballot measure would upend the cannabis system that the Board of
Supervisors just carefully created only a few months ago.  That system is working as
the Board intended and should not be thrown out at this early stage.

3.     By exacerbating all of the cost, scheduling, and uncertainty challenges that
prospective local cannabis businesses face, the measure would only bolster the
unregulated cannabis market, which already has numerous competitive advantages
over those who are trying to play by the rules.  And those patients who do stay in the
regulated market would endure higher prices for their medicines.

4.     The measure will increase bureaucracy by implementing a lethargic oversight
system at a time when policy is rapidly changing at both State and local level.  And it
would further politicize an already highly polarizing issue, and potentially force the
Board of Supervisors to continually weigh in on these polarizing staff-level decisions.

5.     Social equity advocates, social equity applicants, local business owners, those who
want to become local business owners, medical cannabis patients and their advocates,
and almost everyone involved with the cannabis marketplace—and who
understand its enormous challenges—OPPOSE this measure.

A more complicated process will be a serious detriment not only to existing businesses, but
more importantly, to Equity operators and applicants.  The cannabis marketplace is moving
quickly, driven by unrealistic timelines from the State’s cannabis licensing authorities. 
Considering that San Francisco is now in only the sixth month of the regulated cannabis
market and the excellent job the Office of Cannabis has done helping to usher Equity
operators into the regulated market, I implore the Board of Supervisors to OPPOSE this
Charter Amendment. 
 
It has been no small feat for Director Elliot and the OOC to navigate this dynamic marketplace
in a significantly contracted time frame.  A commission would not have been able to
accomplish this—and our local, Equity Applicants would have paid the price.  Please do not
support a creation of a cannabis commission.
 
Sincerely,
 



Johnny Delaplane
 
Johnny Delaplane
Director, SFCRA
johnny@access-sf.org
SFCRA.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: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON MAYOR-ELECT LONDON BREED’S VICTORY
Date: Wednesday, June 13, 2018 1:49:47 PM
Attachments: DRAFT 6.13.18 Mayor-Elect Breed Victory.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, June 13, 2018 1:47 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON MAYOR-ELECT LONDON BREED’S VICTORY
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, June 13, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

 
*** STATEMENT ***

MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON MAYOR-ELECT
LONDON BREED’S VICTORY

 
“I want to offer my sincere congratulations to Mayor-Elect London Breed on her election
victory. I commit my full support, both personally, and through my staff, to make this
transition between our administrations as smooth as possible.
 
It was my great fortune to have been welcomed so quickly and graciously by everyone in the
Mayor’s Office, and I am committed to extending that same courtesy to Mayor-Elect Breed.”
 
 

###
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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: 


Wednesday, June 13, 2018 


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


 


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON MAYOR-ELECT  


LONDON BREED’S VICTORY 


 


“I want to offer my sincere congratulations to Mayor-Elect London Breed on her election 


victory. I commit my full support, both personally, and through my staff, to make this transition 


between our administrations as smooth as possible.  


 


It was my great fortune to have been welcomed so quickly and graciously by everyone in the 


Mayor’s Office, and I am committed to extending that same courtesy to Mayor-Elect Breed.” 


 


 


### 


 







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: 450 O"Farrell Street project
Date: Wednesday, June 13, 2018 11:25:13 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Pam Spitler [mailto:pamspitler@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 12, 2018 11:41 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: ourfifthchurch@gmail.com
Subject: 450 O'Farrell Street project
 
Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Department                                                                                                          1650
Mission St., Suite 400                                                                                                                          San
Francisco, CA  94103

RE: Support for 450 O’Farrell Street proposed project

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

When our children were very young, we loved driving into San Francisco for a weekend, staying
downtown for the vitality of the City and the noise of the cable cars. I have fond memories of the
Christian Science Church on O’Farrell as our go-to for Sunday mornings. It was a stately building
close to the action!

The update proposed is so appealing for its potential to benefit so many! The church and Christian
Science Reading Room can continue to cherish the location in the Tenderloin district by collaborating
with the developer in this way for needed housing. It allows the church to remain where it has been
serving the community for so long, managing to retain some of the beautiful features of the original
structure while meeting the area’s need also for rejuvenation. I am completely in favor of this mixed-
use project for refreshing that church and that neighborhood.

I am sorry to miss the meeting on Thursday, June 28. I will be working.

Sincerely,                                                                                                                                                         Pam
Spitler                                                                                                                                               

 445 Wawona Street                                                                                                                                 San
Francisco, CA  94116
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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: Regarding the 1782 Quesada DR on Thursday, May 14
Date: Wednesday, June 13, 2018 11:23:26 AM
Attachments: 1782_Quesada_project.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, June 13, 2018 6:19 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: FW: Regarding the 1782 Quesada DR on Thursday, May 14
 
Can you please forward to the Planning Commission?
 
Regards,
Linda
 
Linda Ajello Hoagland, AICP Senior Planner
Southeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.6823 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
 

From: mark [mailto:mark@idealworld.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 12, 2018 9:18 PM
To: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Cc: email@markmcnally.com
Subject: Regarding the 1782 Quesada DR on Thursday, May 14
 

TO:  Planning Commision

        San Francisco,  CA

 

I will be unable to attend the Discretionary Review, but as a neighboring home that will be
greatly affected by the project, I hope my viewpoint will be considered in modifications.
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1782 Quesada Avenue


from


1533 Newhall Street







Currently











Proposed







No roof deck.


Better.


For everyone.







I have attached a presentation that actually shows my viewpoint.  This illustrates what is
outside my windows currently, and with the proposed project.

I am in no way protesting a house being built on this empty lot, I hope for an exciting new
property that adds to the community, while still blending in.

As currently shown, I think the house would be out of scale with its neighbors, especially
given the steep topography, however it does add two new residences.  Although it would be
preferential to scale down the house, what I primarily want to protest is the roof deck.  It
allows the occupants to also see to the sides and down into other homes, and so is taking away
the current privacy.  There are no other roof decks that I can see.

I also do not expect the roof deck will get much use.  It is so elevated above its surroundings
with the topography that I cannot imagine anyone would feel comfortable up there.  If I were
going to contest anything, it would be the roof deck and metal parapet for it.  Its only purpose
will be to violate the current privacy of the surrounding homes.

I hope the architect will save the clients the expense of an expensive option that does not add
proximate value.

Thank you for your consideration.

 

Sincerely,

Mark McNally & Gordon Sanford

1533 Newhall St.

San Francisco, CA

760-409-7239



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1439 S Van Ness
Date: Tuesday, June 12, 2018 2:23:04 PM
Attachments: Discretionary Review App.SuppSubmission.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: Christensen, Michael (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 12, 2018 11:38 AM
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis;
Rodney Fong; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1439 S Van Ness
 
Hello all,
 
Please find attached additional correspondence from the DR requestor for 1439-1441 South Van Ness, scheduled for hearing this
Thursday, June 14, 2018.
 
Respectfully,

Michael Christensen, Planner
Southeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8742 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to Healthy Spot Application for Conditional Use Permit - June 21 2018 Agenda
Date: Tuesday, June 12, 2018 10:49:28 AM
Attachments: LETTER - to SFPlanCmssn re 62118 Agenda - Opp to Healthy Spot.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: Debra Sturmer [mailto:dsturmer@lerchsturmer.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2018 5:10 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to Healthy Spot Application for Conditional Use Permit - June 21 2018 Agenda
Importance: High
 
Dear Mr. Ionin,
 
My efforts to get this email to Millicent Johnson were unsuccessful.  The email sent to her
address “bounced back” as undeliverable.  Could I trouble you to forward this email to
Commissioner Johnson on my behalf?
 
Thank you for your courtesy in this regard.
 
Debra Sturmer
 
From: Debra Sturmer 
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2018 3:06 PM
To: 'Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org' <Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org>;
'jonas.ionin@sfgov.org' <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: 'myrna.melgar@sfgov.org' <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; 'planning@rodneyfong.com'
<planning@rodneyfong.com>; 'millicent.johnson@sfgov.org' <millicent.johnson@sfgov.org>;
'joel.koppel@sfgov.org' <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; 'kathrin.moore@sfgov.org'
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; 'dennis.richards@sfgov.org' <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>;
'jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org' <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Opposition to Healthy Spot Application for Conditional Use Permit - June 21 2018
Agenda
Importance: High
 
Dear Mr. Ionin,
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Please deliver a copy of this message to John Rahaim and Scott Sanchez in advance of the
June 21, 2018 hearing, as email addresses are not posted for these gentlemen on the website.
 
Thank you very much.
 
Regards,
Debra Sturmer
 
From: Debra Sturmer 
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2018 2:58 PM
To: 'richhillissf@gmail.com' <richhillissf@gmail.com>; 'jeffery.horn@sfgov.org'
<jeffery.horn@sfgov.org>; 'jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org' <jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org>
Cc: 'ellendfrench@gmail.com' <ellendfrench@gmail.com>
Subject: Opposition to Healthy Spot Application for Conditional Use Permit - June 21 2018 Agenda
Importance: High
 
Dear Gentlemen,
 
Please see the attached letter, which is being submitted in opposition to Healthy Spot’s
pending application for a conditional use permit to open a formula retail establishment in Noe
Valley in the old Radio Shack location on 24th Street.  It is this resident’s opinion that San
Francisco in general, and Noe Valley in particular, does not need or desire another chain pet
store.  I plan on attending the hearing to voice my opposition.
 
Thank you for your consideration of my submission.
 
Best regards,
Debra Sturmer
 
766 Joost Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94127
415-518-7358

mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
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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: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON GOLDEN STATE WARRIORS WINNING THE 2018 NBA

CHAMPIONSHIP
Date: Monday, June 11, 2018 10:22:43 AM
Attachments: 6.8.18 Warriors NBA Champions.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, June 08, 2018 9:02 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON GOLDEN STATE WARRIORS WINNING THE
2018 NBA CHAMPIONSHIP
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, June 8, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

 
*** STATEMENT ***

MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON GOLDEN STATE WARRIORS
WINNING THE 2018 NBA CHAMPIONSHIP

 
“It gives me great pride to congratulate the Golden State Warriors and the entire Dub Nation
once again on winning the NBA title. With three NBA titles in four years, the Warriors can
undeniably stake their claim as one of the best teams in history. As a lifelong Warriors fan,
nothing gives me more joy than to see this team at the top once again.
 
Throughout this season, the Warriors exemplified the importance of true team basketball. As
fans, we were incredibly fortunate to witness the brilliant passing and shooting of Steph Curry,
the defensive prowess of Draymond Green, the incredible scoring ability of Kevin Durant and
the all-around mastery of Klay Thompson.
 
Congratulations to the ownership group led by Joe Lacob, basketball operations led by
General Manager Bob Meyers and Head Coach Steve Kerr, and the entire Warriors
organization headed by the unparalleled Rick Welts.”
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WINNING THE 2018 NBA CHAMPIONSHIP 
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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: Commission Update for the Week of June 11, 2018
Date: Monday, June 11, 2018 10:17:49 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 6.11.18.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, June 11, 2018 9:22 AM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for the Week of June 11, 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
 
 

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/
mailto:francis.tsang@sfgov.org

To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

June 11, 2018

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of June 11, 2018

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of June 11, 2018. 

Small Business (Monday, June 11, 530PM) 

Discussion Only


· Board of Supervisors File No. 171140 -Administrative Code - Process for Establishment of Cultural Districts. Ordinance amending the Administrative Code to create a process for the establishment of cultural districts in the City to acknowledge and preserve neighborhoods with unique cultural heritage, and to require the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development to report to the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor regarding existing cultural districts previously established by resolution; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act.

Action Items

· Approval of Legacy Business Registry Applications and Resolutions. 

· The Animal Company.

· VIP Grooming SF Inc.

Port (Tuesday, June 12, 2PM)


Discussion Only


· Informational Presentation on Waterfront Plan Working Group Transportation Recommendations produced in Part 2 of the Waterfront Plan Update public planning process.


· Informational Presentation on the status of the Downtown Ferry Terminal and Mission Bay Ferry Landing projects and the Port and WETA’s water transportation planning.


· Informational Presentation on the Fiscal Year 2018-19 Monthly Rental Rate Schedule, Monthly Parking Stall Rates and Special Events.


· Informational presentation on the proposed transaction documents related to Seawall Lot 322-1 (the “Site”) located at Broadway and Front Streets: (1) an Option to Lease Agreement between the Port and 88 Broadway Family LP (the “Developer”); (2) a form ground lease with an initial 57-year term and an 18-year extension option (the “Ground Lease”) with the Developer to develop up to 125 affordable housing units and ancillary ground level uses on the Site (the “Project” or the “Family Project”); and (3) a new Memorandum of Understanding (the “Development MOU”) between the Port and the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (the “Housing Office”) with a term that is coterminous with the Ground Lease.


Action Items

· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL AND REAL PROPERTYNEGOTIATOR (Closed Session)

· Property: Seawall Lot 322-1, an approximately 37,810 square foot rectangular land parcel bounded by Broadway, Front and Vallejo Streets; Assessor Block 0140, Lot 7, located at the corner of Front and Broadway Streets. Pursuant to Resolution 14-16, the Port entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with MOHCD for development of an affordable housing project on SWL 322-1 under a proposed Port lease with MOHCD’s selected developer.  In this executive session, the Port’s negotiator seeks direction from the Port Commission on factors affecting the price and terms of lease payment to include in a new MOU with MOHCD that will serve as the basis for the proposed lease with MOHCD-selected developer including price structure and financing mechanisms, as well as rent to be paid by the developer under the proposed lease. The executive session discussion will 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.


· Property : Java House LLC. Located at Pier 40 ½ , under Lease L-1400. Port staff has been approached with a proposal to extend Lease No. L-14100 with Java House, LLC in connection with a potential sale transaction.  Port staff are evaluating the proposed terms including the proposed price and terms of payment for such an extension and the executive session discussion will be an opportunity for the Port Commission to provide negotiation direction regarding price and terms of payment, improvements, rental rate resets, participation in sale proceeds and other factors affecting the form, manner and payment of consideration for a possible extension, and which in turn will 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.


· Request authorization to award Construction Contract No. 2786, Pier 94 Backlands Improvement Project to Hoseley Corporation in the amount of $6,969,003 and authorize a contract contingency fund of 10% for a total authorization of $7,665,903.


· Request authorization to advertise for competitive bids for Construction Contract No. 2806, Pier 31 Shed Window & Wall Repair Project.

· Request adoption of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project (2017-000188ENV) located at Piers 31-33 on The Embarcadero at Bay Street (Site) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; and


Request approval of three transaction documents: (1) a General Agreement between the Port and the National Park Service (NPS) for a thirty-year term with two ten-year options for use of the Site primarily as the embarkation to Alcatraz Island including: (2) a form lease with an initial ferry concessioner to be selected by NPS for site improvements and ferry services including from the Site to Alcatraz Island coterminous with the ferry concession contract; and (3) a lease with the Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy for site improvements and to operate visitor amenities including a visitor-contact station and café for a thirty-year term with two ten-year options coterminous with the General Agreement.


· Discussion and possible action on Port Executive Director Salary pursuant to Charter Section B3.581(h) 

PUC (Tuesday, June 12, 130PM)


Discussion Only


· CleanPowerSF Update

· Sewer System Improvement Program Quarterly Update

· Wastewater Capital Improvement Program Quarterly Report

· Green Infrastructure Early Implementation Projects: Monitoring and Lessons Learned 


· Update on federal legislation and appropriations relevant to SFPUC operations including the Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program, State Revolving Funds, Ocean Beach Replenishment, Workforce Development, and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Proceedings

Action Items

· Approve Modification No. 1 to Job Order Contract (JOC), JOC- 51, Heating Ventilation Air Conditioning (HVAC) Energy Efficiency (C-20 License) for San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties with EMCOR/Mesa Energy Systems, Inc., to perform HVAC and energy efficiency mechanical upgrades in City-owned municipal facilities, increasing the contract by $2,500,000 for a total contract amount of $7,500,000, and increasing the duration by one year for a total contract duration of five years, as allowed for contracts executed under San Francisco Administrative Code Ch. 6.62. Job Order Contracts (f) and (g).


· Accept work performed by D’Arcy & Harty Construction for Contract No. WW-603, As-Needed Main Sewer Replacement, for a total contract amount of $3,843,339 and a total duration of 760 consecutive calendar days (approximately two years, one month), and authorize final payment to the contractor. 


· Approve an increase to the existing construction contract duration contingency of 90 consecutive calendar days (three months) to Contract No. WW-625, Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant Flare Control and Stack Upgrade; and authorize the General Manager to approve future modifications to the contract duration up to a total of 750 consecutive calendar days (approximately two years, one month), with no change to the contract amount.

· Approve an increase to the existing construction contract duration contingency of 134 consecutive calendar days (approximately four months) to Contract No. WW-633, Various Locations Sewer Replacement No. 2; and authorize the General Manager to approve future modifications to the contract duration for a total revised contract duration up to 640 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year, eight months), with no change to contract amount.

· Authorize the General Manager to execute a Conditional Land Disposition and Acquisition Agreement by and between the City and County of San Francisco (City), acting through its Public Utilities Commission and 2000 Marin Property, L.P. (Developer), providing for the City’s future transfer of real property at 639 Bryant Street (Block 3777, Lot 052) in exchange for acquiring 2000 Marin Street (Block 4346, Lot 002), and including the Developer reimbursing the SFPUC for certain costs, with closing conditioned on several factors including  the City’s discretionary approval after completion of environmental review, subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors; adopt a finding declaring 639 Bryant Street surplus to SFPUC’s utility needs, conditioned upon and effective upon the date of close of escrow on the proposed land exchange transaction.


· Approve Amendment No. 1 to CS-1048(G), Grant Agreement with the San Francisco Unified School District to fund the construction of a pilot Stormwater Schoolyard at Robert Louis Stevenson Elementary School; and authorize the General Manager to execute this amendment, increasing the grant amount by $180,000 for a total amount of $708,000, with no change in the agreement duration.

· Approve the selection of and award Grant Agreement No. PRO.0075 to Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC) to implement the Sustainable Chinatown Initiative Pilot Project to coordinate outreach with City agencies and community stakeholders on development and implementation of green infrastructure, non-potable reuse, and energy efficiency projects in Chinatown; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a grant agreement with CCDC for an amount not-to-exceed $180,000, and with a total duration of two years.

· Approve the plans and specifications, and award Contract No. WW-656, As Needed Spot Sewer Replacement No. 37, for a total contract amount not-to-exceed $8,198,256, and with a duration of 400 consecutive calendar days (approximately one year, one month), to J. Flores Construction Company, Inc., to replace sections of existing sewer piping, on an as-needed basis, at locations to be determined throughout the City of San Francisco; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a contract for an amount not-to-exceed $8,198,256 with the sole qualified, responsible and responsive bidder, J. Flores Construction Company, Inc., or, if negotiations are unsuccessful, with another qualified contractor, as permitted under San Francisco Administrative Code Section 6.23(c)(2).

· Approve Amendment No. 1 to Agreement No. 1000000172, As-Needed Technical Services Agreement with Aclara Technologies LLC, to procure proprietary hardware consisting of Meter Transmission and Data Collector Units; and authorize the General Manager to execute this amendment, increasing the agreement by $2,349,857 for a total contract not-to-exceed amount of $2,915,857, and with a time extension of three additional years, through December 31, 2023, for a total contract duration of eight years.

· Approve three Resource Adequacy (RA) contracts for CleanPowerSF executed by the General Manager between the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Pacific Gas & Electric Company, with a combined term of two years and five months, and total costs of $13.7 million; and authorize the General Manager to seek retroactive approval from the Board of Supervisors for the three RA contracts.

· Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation: Pacific Bell Tel. Col, et al v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court Case No.: CGC-16-554661, Date Filed: October 4, 2016, Proposed Settlement of action with plaintiff’s release of all claims and the city to pay plaintiff in the amount of: $852,057.22 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation: Charleen Maghzi, individually and as trustee of the Maghzi Family Marital Trust v. The City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court Case No.: CGC-18-563778, Date Filed: January 26, 2018, Proposed settlement of action with plaintiff’s release of all claims and the City to pay plaintiff $1,427,637.59 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation: Isabel Rodriguez-Alba v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court Case No.: CGC-15-548917, Date Filed: October 10, 2015, Proposed settlement of action with plaintiff’s release of all claims and the City to pay plaintiff $55,000 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Restore Hetch Hetchy v City and County of San Francisco, California Court of Appeal, Fifth Appellate District Court, Case No.: F074107, City Law No.: 151139 / Date Filed July 12, 2016 (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 - Existing Litigation: Pacific Gas & Electric, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, §205(d) rate filing per 35.13 (a)(2)(iii): City and County of San Francisco Transmission Owner Tariff Replacement Agreements to be effective 7/1/15. 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)

Rent (Tuesday, June 12, 6PM)


Discussion Only


· Public Meetings Rules

Action Items

· Consideration of Appeals: 

· 756 Page Street AL180039 - The landlord appeals the dismissal of his petition for an operating and maintenance expense passthrough.


· 1800 Franklin Street #402 AL180038 - The master tenant appeals the remand decision denying her hardship appeal.


· 1053 Portola Drive #Garage Unit AT180036 - The tenant appeals the decision denying her petition for unlawful rent increase.


· 777 Rhode Island Street AL180037 - The landlord appeals the decision partially granting the landlord’s petition for a capital improvement passthrough.


· 142 Alpine Terrace AT180035 - The tenant appeals the remand decision partially granting the tenant’s claim of decreased housing services and unlawful rent increase.


· 2173-2175 Grove Street AT180022 (continued from 5/8/18) - The tenants appeal the decision granting in part the landlord’s petition for an operating and maintenance expense passthrough.


Veterans Affairs (Tuesday, June 12, 6PM)


Discussion Only


· Follow-up discussion on “SFVAC Candidates Forum”


· Presentation by Bobie Hare regarding the June Stand Down


· Report on communications with the County Veterans Service Office

Action Items

· Nominations and Election of new SFVAC Secretary

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, June 13, 5PM)

Action Items

· APPEAL – MONTHIYA MIRKOVIC & NENAD LENNY MIRKOVIC dba “ROYAL THAI SPA,” Appellant(s) vs. DEPT. OF PUBLIC HEALTH, Re: 685 Northpoint Street. Appealing the 15-day SUSPENSION on March 30, 2018, of a Massage Establishment Permit.


· APPEAL – ESIDARAP TRUST, Appellant(s) vs. ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, Re: 1600 Lake Street. Appealing the ISSUANCE on April 02, 2018, of a Notice of Violation & Penalty Decision (alleging violation of Planning Code Sections 136, 188 and 174 for the reconstruction of a noncomplying solid, 6-foot fence located within the front yard setback of the subject property).


· APPEAL – THEA SELBY & ROBERT JOHNSTONE, Appellant(s) vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS BUREAU OF STREET USE AND MAPPING, Re: 443 Haight Street. Appealing the ISSUANCE on April 09, 2018, to Verizon Wireless, of a Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit (construction of a personal wireless service facility in a Zoning Protected Location).


· REHEARING REQUEST - Subject property at Fulton Street Right-of-Way. San Francisco Arts Commission, determination holder, is requesting a rehearing of Appeal No. 18-035, Schmid vs Historical Preservation Commission, decided April 18, 2018. At that time, the Board voted 5-0 to grant the appeal of the issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness on the basis that the Historical Preservation Commission acted incorrectly because their review was inconsistent with the typical review of historic pieces, and the Historic Preservation Commission did not satisfy Standard 2 of the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Determination Holder: San Francisco Arts Commission. Appellant: Frear Stephen Schmid. Project: Remove to storage the bronze “Early Days” sculptural group from the James Lick Pioneer Monument consistent with the purposes and standards of San Francisco Planning Code Article 10 and to meet the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation at the property located between Assessor’s Block 0353 and Block 0354. Case No.: 2017-015491COA.


REHEARING REQUEST - Subject property at Fulton Street Right-of-Way. San Francisco Historical Preservation Commission, respondent department, is requesting a rehearing of Appeal No. 18-035, Schmid vs Historical Preservation Commission, decided April 18, 2018. At that time, the Board voted 5-0 to grant the appeal of the issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness on the basis that the Historical Preservation Commission acted incorrectly because their review was inconsistent with the typical review of historic pieces, and the Historic Preservation Commission did not satisfy Standard 2 of the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Determination Holder: San Francisco Arts Commission. Appellant: Frear Stephen Schmid. Project: Remove to storage the bronze “Early Days” sculptural group from the James Lick Pioneer Monument consistent with the purposes and standards of San Francisco Planning Code Article 10 and to meet the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation at the property located between Assessor’s Block 0353 and Block 0354. Case No.: 2017-015491COA.


Fire (Wednesday, June 13, 9AM)

Discussion Only


· PRESENTATION FROM THE DEPARTMENT’S AIRPORT DIVISION – Assistant Deputy Chief Khairul Ali to present an overview on the Department’s Airport Division.

· OVERVIEW OF FIRE DEPARTMENT BUDGET – Update and overview from Director Mark Corso on the current budget.


Juvenile Probation (Wednesday, June 13, 530PM)


Discussion Only


· Presentation on SFUSD by Vincent Matthews, Superintendent

· Presentation on Woodside Learning Center and Log Cabin Ranch Schools by Chris Lanier, Principal, SFUSD

· Presentation on the Office of Cannabis by Ray Law, Associate Director of Enforcement and Outreach, and Nicole Wheaton, Director


· Juvenile Hall and Log Cabin Ranch Census Report 


· SFJPD Budget Update 


· Use of Mechanical Restraints – WIC 210.6 


· Case Management System launch update 


Police (Wednesday, June 13, 530PM)

Action Items

· DPA/SFPD Document Protocol Report, 1st Quarter 2018

· Presentation of DPA’s 1st Quarter 2018 Statistical Report


· Presentation of Statistical Reports:  Summary of Cases Received, Mediation of Complaints, Adjudication of Sustained Complaints for March, April, & May 2018 and Companion Reports


· Discussion and possible action to approve the Addendum to the California Department of Justice and the San Francisco Police Department MOU

· CONFERENCE WITH NEGOTIATOR-COLLECTIVE BARGAINING. Anticipated Issues Under Negotiation:  DGO 2.04, “Complaints Against Officers,” DGO 3.01, “Written Communications System,” DGO 5.02, “Use of Electronic Control Weapons,” DGO. 5.15, “Enforcement of Immigration Laws,” and DGO 10.11, “Body Worn Cameras” (Closed Session) 


· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION:  Chief of Police. Review of findings and Chief’s decision to return or not return officers to duty following an officer-involved shooting (OIS 18-004) (Closed Session)


· PERSONNEL EXCEPTION. Discussion and possible action to take the following disciplinary cases off calendar: (Closed Session)

· OCC 0167-15 (Withdrawal of the Appeals of the Chief’s Suspension)


· DPA 0656-15 (Withdrawal of the Appeal of the Chief’s Suspension)


· DPA 0543-15 (Withdrawal of the Appeal of the Chief’s Suspension; member retired effective 05/20/2018)


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

Retirement (Wednesday, June 13, 1PM)

Discussion Only


· Private Equity Portfolio Update

· Real Assets Portfolio Update

· Private Markets Performance Reports

· Private Credit Portfolio Update

· Report on Investment Performance of the Retirement Fund for the Quarter Ended March 31, 2018

· Report on Managers Under Review

· Chief Investment Officer Report

· SFDCP Manager Report

· Executive Director's Report

· 2018 Proxy Voting Season Status Report on I NCR-sponsored Resolutions through May 2018


· SFERS is signatory on 2018 Global Investor Statement to Governments on Climate Change


· Daugherty et. al. v. University of Chicago ERISA Plan Case Summary


· 2018 Performance Evaluation Surveys for Executive Director and Actuarial Services


· Coordinator will be emailed to Board members on June 15th by Ashley Dunning, Nossa man


· Retirement Party for Norm Nickens

Action Items

· Election of Board President

· Election of Board Vice President


· Possible Recommendation and/or Action on Sale and Purchase of Particular, Specific Pension Fund Investment under California Government Code Section 54956.81 (8 investments). (Closed Session)


· Review and Approval of Guidelines for Generation Investment Management's Global Equity Strategy

· Resolution of Commendation for Retiring Board Secretary Norm Nickens


Treasure Island (Wednesday, June 13, 130PM)

Discussion Only


· Street Naming Convention 

· THRR Resident Consultation Update 

Action Items

· Resolution Approving and Authorizing the Execution of a Professional Services Agreement between the Treasure Island Development Authority and Toolworks, Inc., to Provide Janitorial Services For a Month to Month Term, Commencing July 1, 2018 and Ending June 30, 2019 in an Amount not to Exceed $255,000.00

· Resolution Approving and Authorizing the Execution of a Professional Services Agreement between the Treasure Island Development Authority and One Treasure Island for Fiscal Year 2018-2019 

· Resolution Approving and Authorizing the Execution of a Professional Services Agreement between the Treasure Island Development Authority and Rubicon Enterprises, Inc., a California nonprofit public benefit corporation, commencing July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019, for an amount not to exceed $1,450,000.00

· Resolution Authorizing the Treasure Island Director to Execute a Grant Agreement with the Boys and Girls Clubs of San Francisco, a California Non-Profit Organization, for the purpose of funding Boys and Girls Clubs of San Francisco’s Camp Mendocino tuition for all on-Island youth residents for summer of 2018

· Resolution Authorizing the Treasure Island Director (“Director”) to  Exercise Options to Extend the Agreement (“Agreement”) between the Treasure Island Development Authority (the “Authority”) and Hawk Engineers (“Contractor”) for As-Needed Infrastructure Engineering Support Services for the Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Development Project (the “Project”) 

· Resolution Authorizing the Forty Third Amendment to the Treasure Island Land and Structures Master Lease between the Authority and the United States Navy to Extend the Term

· Resolution Authorizing the Fourteenth Amendment to the Treasure Island Childcare Center Master Lease between the Authority and the United States Navy to Extend the Term

· Resolution Authorizing the Treasure Island Director (“Director”) to Approve the Recommendations of the Treasure Island Arts Steering Committee and Authorize the San Francisco Arts Commission to Enter Into Agreements with the Selected Artists

Health Services (Thursday, June 14, 1PM)

Discussion Only


· Prop B Retirees: Medical Subsidy 2019

· HSS Financial Reporting as of March 31, 2018

Action Items

· Approve City Plan’s rates and premium contributions for actives and early retirees for 2019 plan year. Staff recommendation: Approve 2019 rates and premium contributions; suspend stabilization policy; and apply the entire rate stabilization balance of $1,661,000 to 2019 rates.

· Approve retiree dental rates and premium contributions for 2019 plan year

· Review and approve UHC’s Medicare Advantage fully-insured retiree rates and premium contributions for 2019 plan year

· Review and approve Kaiser Permanente’s Medicare Advantage fully-insured retiree rates and premium contributions for 2019 plan year

· Review and approve Kaiser Permanente’s Multi-state Region (outside CA, located in Northwest (primarily Oregon), Washington state, and Hawaii) fully-insured retiree rates and premium contributions for 2019 plan year


· Approve Life and Disability renewal for 2019 plan year

· Election of Health Service Board Officers (President and Vice President) for fiscal year 2018-2019

· Vote on whether to cancel July 2018 Health Service Board meeting

· Member appeal (Closed Session)

Human Rights (Thursday, June 14, 530PM)

Discussion Only


· Welcome New Commissioner: Joseph Sweiss


· Upcoming Events:


· June 28, 12pm: Workshop at USF


· June 29, 12pm: Career and College Fair at LinkedIn


· June 29, 6pm: Faith, Hope & Healing at MoAD


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


· Presentation to Board of Education on MBSK (My Brother and Sister’s Keeper) 


· Continuity of Work Plan submitted to Mayor’s office


· Update on CAHRO (California Association of Human Relations Organizations) Activities


· HRC Staff meeting with Ministry of Unification Center for North Korean Human Rights Records 


· Supreme Court Discussion – Masterpiece Cakeshop v. Colorado Civil Rights Commission


· California Assembly Bill 931


· Zero Tolerance Immigration – The Separation of Migrant Families at the US-Mexico Borer


Planning (Thursday, June 14, 1PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance

· 792 CAPP STREET – west side of Capp Street, between 22nd and 23rd Streets; lot 019B of Assessor’s Block 3637 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.4, 303, and 317, proposing to demolish the existing two-story single-family home and construct a new four-story (40 foot tall) residential structure containing four dwelling units within a Residential Transit Oriented - Mission (RTO-M) Zoning District, Calle 24 Special Use District, and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions (Proposed Continuance to June 28, 2018)

· 214 STATES STREET – north side of States Street between Levant and Castro Streets; Lot 038 in Assessor’s Block 2622 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to allow the tantamount to demolition of an existing 1,635 square foot, two-story single family home and the addition of a ground floor garage and front entrance, a horizontal rear addition, three new roof dormers and the enclosing of two front decks to create bay windows. The project site is located within a RH2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions with Modifications (Proposed Continuance to July 12, 2018)

· 1782 QUESADA AVENUE – northeast side of Quesada Avenue between Newhall and 3rdStreets; Lot 027 of Assessor’s Block 5327 (District 10) - Requests for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application 2017.03.08.0963 within a RH-2 (Residential, House – Two Family) and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal includes the construction of a three-story over basement, two-residential dwelling unit building on a vacant lot. The Project includes a 1,358 square foot, 3-bedroom, 2-bath unit and a 1,567 square foot, 3-bedroom, 2-bath unit, a two-car garage 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: Abbreviated Discretionary Review (Proposed Continuance to July 26, 2018)

Discussion Only

· SF STATE CAMPUS MASTER PLAN – San Francisco State University is coordinating with the Planning Department and City agency staff in expectation of a Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for their campus master plan this fall. Planning Staff are especially encouraged by the University’s goals of increasing campus housing for students and staff, connecting the campus to surrounding development and open spaces, and pursuing sustainability initiatives. This Informational Presentation will update the Commission on the status of the campus master plan, inter-agency coordination and environmental review process.

Action Items

· 2001 37TH AVENUE – located on the west side of 37th Avenue between Rivera and Pacheco Streets; Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 2094 (District 4) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization for the expansion of an existing private secondary school (St. Ignatius College Preparatory) to increase the maximum student enrollment by 100 students, from 1500 to 1600 students. The additional students will be restricted to enrollment in a new 6th through 8th grade middle school, the Fr. Sauer Academy. Classes for the Fr. Sauer Academy would occur within existing classrooms on campus, but the project includes a proposed 1,300 square foot buildable area, at the center of the campus, on existing concreate pad, for a potential classroom to be built in the future. The Project is located within a RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 1 DE HARO STREET – between King and Berry Streets – Lots 303 & 304 in Assessor’s Block 3800 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.3C and 303, for uses that support new development of Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) space for the project involving demolition of three existing two-story, 25-ft. tall light industrial buildings (collectively measuring approximately 10,620 sq. ft.), and construction a new four-story, 58-ft. tall mixed-use building containing 86,301 sq. ft. of office use and 43,318 sq. ft. of PDR uses. The Project also includes 14 accessory parking spaces adjacent to the building, streetscape improvements, 36 Class 1 and 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The Project is contingent upon the approval of new legislation associated with reauthorizing Planning Code Section 210.3C (See Case No. 2018-003257PCA). The Project site is located within a PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution and Repair - General) Zoning District and 58-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


1 DE HARO STREET – between King and Berry Streets – Lots 303 & 304 in Assessor’s Block 3800 (District 10) – Request for an Office Development Authorization under Planning Code Sections 320, 321 and 322 to authorize up to 86,301 sq. ft. from the Office Development Annual Limit. The Project would construct a new four-story, 58-ft. tall mixed-use building containing 869,301 sq. ft. of office use and 43,318 sq. ft. of PDR uses. The Project site is located within a PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution and Repair - General) Zoning District and 58-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions


· 600 20TH STREET – northwest corner of Illinois and 20th Streets, on Lot 002 in Assessor’s Block 4058 (District 10) – Request for a Large Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, to construct a new 68-foot tall six-story, 26,024 square-foot mixed-use building with 21 dwelling units, including a flexible unit, and approximately 1,694 square feet of ground floor commercial use. Under the LPA, the Project is seeking exceptions to the Planning Code requirements for rear yard (Planning Code Section 134), dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code 140), and flexible units-modification of the accessory use provisions for dwelling units (Planning Code Section 329(d)(11)). The proposed project is located within the Urban Mixed Use (UMU) Zoning District, the Life Science and Medical Special Use District, and 68-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

· 412 BROADWAY – north side of Broadway between Montgomery and Kearny Streets, on Lot 033 in Assessor’s Block 0144 (District 3) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 714, to permit an extension of operating hours until 4 a.m. daily, for an existing Restaurant and Nighttime Entertainment use (d.b.a. The Penthouse Club & Restaurant). No other changes are proposed. The proposed project is located within a Broadway Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) and 65-A-1 Height and Bulk District. The Project is not subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as the extension of hours is not considered a “project” under CEQA. Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove

· HOTEL USES IN NORTH BEACH – Planning Code Amendment to limit hotel uses in the Telegraph Hill-North Beach Residential Special Use District and the North Beach Neighborhood Commercial District; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications

· PROHIBIT CANNABIS RETAIL AND MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES IN CHINATOWN – Planning Code Amendment to prohibit Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts; 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 making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications

· 1439-1441 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE – east side of South Van Ness Avenue, between 25th and 26th Streets; lot 021 of Assessor’s Block 6526 (District 9) - Request for Discretionary Review of building permit application No. 2016.0809.4577 that proposes to legalize and alter the existing ground floor dwelling unit, construct vertical and rear additions to expand all units within the structure, and alter the façade of the structure within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) 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). Staff Analysis: Full Discretionary Review. Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions

· 2100 MISSION STREET – located on the southwest corner of Mission and 17th Streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 3576 (District 9) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2014.0623.9172, to demolish the existing one-story commercial building (DBA One $ Store) and construct a new 65-foot tall six-story, 28,073-square foot mixed-use building with 27 dwelling units and approximately 3,000 square feet of ground floor commercial use. The Project is located within the Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and a 65-B Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Staff Analysis: Full Discretionary Review. Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

War Memorial (Thursday, June 14, 2PM)

Action Items

· Rental Requests:  Opera House; Davies Symphony Hall; Herbst Theatre; Wilsey Center.

· Request from Global Gourmet Catering for approval of proposed food and beverage concession menu and pricing to be effective August 1, 2018.

· Request from Global Gourmet Catering for consideration and approval of proposed Investment for Improvements to food and beverage service facilities in the War Memorial facilities.

· Request from Krista DeNio and Echo Theater Suitcase/Moving Ground to use the Memorial Court in conjunction with “Centennial Reckoning” rehearsals and five performances in November 2018.

Ethics (Friday, June 15, 2PM)

Miscellaneous

· Immigrant Rights Commission’s 21st Anniversary & Immigrant Leadership Awards Ceremony (Monday, June 11, 5PM, North Light Court) 

· Transbay Joint Powers Authority Board (Wednesday, June 15, 930AM)


· Mayor’s Disability Council (Friday, June 15, 1PM) 



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); Bintliff, Jacob (CPC)
Subject: FW: In favor of streamlining permit process
Date: Friday, June 08, 2018 10:40:11 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: James Thomassen [mailto:james.thomassen1@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2018 8:50 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: In favor of streamlining permit process

From JT’s mobile
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: ADU Legislation Support
Date: Friday, June 08, 2018 10:38:54 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 Wolff [mailto:patrick@grandmastercap.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2018 2:25 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); asha.safai@sfgov.org; Kim, Jane
(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Haddadan, Kimia (CPC); Mohan, Menaka (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: ADU Legislation Support
 
Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners,
 
I am a renter/homeowner in the Sunset/Parkside/etc. and I want to express my support for the ADU
legislation sponsored by Supervisor Katy Tang (2018-004194PCA, [Board File No.180268]). Please
approve it!
 
Thanks,
 
Patrick
 

 
Patrick Wolff
Email: patrick@grandmastercap.com
Cell: +1 415-652-1403
 

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


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Process Improvements
Date: Friday, June 08, 2018 10:38:44 AM
Attachments: Support for the Process Improvements Ordinance.msg

Streamling the housing development process.msg
YES on streamlining affordable housing and ADUs.msg
Item 10 SPUR Supports the Mayor"s Process Improvements Ordinance.msg
Item 12b SPUR Supports Supervisor Tang"s ADU legislation.msg
Support Planning Department Streamlining Ordinance!!.msg
I support the Process Improvements Ordinance ADU amendments.msg
Please please please approve these two common sense pieces of legislation today!.msg
Support for the Process Improvements Ordinance.msg

 

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

Support for the Process Improvements Ordinance

		From

		Jane Natoli

		To

		Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rodney Fong; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); asha.safai@sfgov.org; Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS)

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Fewer, Sandra (BOS)

		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; asha.safai@sfgov.org; jane.kim@sfgov.org; katy.tang@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; sandra.fewer@sfgov.org



Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners,








My name is Jane Natoli, and I'm a renter in Inner Richmond as well as one of the organizers with Grow the Richmond. 





I'm writing to express my support for the Process Improvements Ordinance (2018-004633PCA, [Board File No. 180423]). The notification and pop-out approval process deserve much-needed fixes, these seem like smart measures to improve them, and I think these are great improvements for my neighborhood and our City. Please approve it!












Thanks again for your support and hard work on this important issue!












Jane Natoli














Streamling the housing development process

		From

		William Holleran

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); asha.safai@sfgov.org; Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS)

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Fewer, Sandra (BOS)

		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; asha.safai@sfgov.org; jane.kim@sfgov.org; katy.tang@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; sandra.fewer@sfgov.org



Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners,






I am a homeowner in the Richmond District and I want to express my support for the Process Improvements Ordinance (2018-004633PCA, [Board File No. 180423]). The notification and pop-out approval process deserves much needed fixes. Please approve it!





Thanks,





Will Holleran








YES on streamlining affordable housing and ADUs

		From

		burthawk101@gmail.com

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rodney Fong; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); asha.safai@sfgov.org; Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS)

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Fewer, Sandra (BOS)

		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; asha.safai@sfgov.org; jane.kim@sfgov.org; katy.tang@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; sandra.fewer@sfgov.org



Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners,












I am a renter in the Richmond District. I want to express my support for the Process Improvements Ordinance (2018-004633PCA, [Board File No. 180423]). The notification and pop-out approval process deserves much needed fixes. Please approve it!













Recall that streamlining and ADUs were both outlined as good policy solutions to housing affordability in the Obama White House's 2016 Housing Development Toolkit.













http://growtherichmond.com/files/housing_development_toolkit.pdf













Thanks,






Nick











Item 10: SPUR Supports the Mayor's Process Improvements Ordinance

		From

		Kristy Wang

		To

		Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Bintliff, Jacob (CPC); Conner, Kate (CPC); Karunaratne, Kanishka (MYR)

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org; kate.conner@sfgov.org; kanishka.karunaratne@sfgov.org



Dear Planning Commissioners:





Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on the Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance, coming out of Mayor Lee’s Executive Order 17-02 to speed up the approval and permitting of housing across San Francisco. 





SPUR strongly supports this strategic effort to streamline the approvals process by:


• Allowing 100 percent affordable housing projects to be approved administratively


These projects are broadly supported and essential to retaining lower-income households in San Francisco. These projects face enough challenges and barriers without the city’s entitlements and permitting process also getting in the way.


• Streamlining the approval of large downtown residential projects that currently have to undergo duplicative hearing processes


The proposal creates standard exceptions for dwelling unit exposure and useable open space which are currently routinely approved by variance yet delay projects and use staff time.


• Allowing minor scopes of work to be approved administratively by staff 


It is unreasonable that the scopes of work named here (ADA buttons, business signs and awnings, skylights, historical plaques) cannot currently be approved by staff. 


• Standardizes neighborhood notification requirements, reducing it from more than 30 different sets of requirements 


We understand that any change from the status quo may lead some to be concerned that something is being lost. We believe that Planning staff have carefully looked at how to standardize the notification requirements and process in such a way that the community’s voice is not lost. It is astonishing and illogical that there are more than 30 different sets of requirements for notification. It is therefore not surprising that mistakes get made, further delaying the approval of projects large and small. Standardizing these requirements and eliminating neighborhood notice for rear yard pop-outs seems very reasonable, particularly given that two full-time staff could be deployed toward more important work at Planning if these changes are made. 





We would encourage the city to go even further and continue seeking opportunities to make the approvals process more efficient without giving up project quality. The Planning Department’s December 2017 plan outlines more legislative ideas that we hope could also come forward soon. We urge Planning to simplify and standardize environmental review analysis and historical preservation criteria to have a more efficient process and yield more consistent results. In SPUR’s recent San Francisco’s Next Mayor: A Blueprint for Change, we also recommend moving toward eliminating discretionary review and relying on the Board of Appeals process instead, and we suggest pushing forward more Class 32 exemptions. 





Thank you for your consideration. Do not hesitate to reach out if you have any questions. 





Best,


Kristy





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 >>
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29 May 2018 
 
 
Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479 
 
RE: Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance  



Case #2018-004633PCA, Board File #180423 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on the Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance, 
coming out of Mayor Lee’s Executive Order 17-02 to speed up the approval and permitting of 
housing across San Francisco.  
 
SPUR strongly supports this strategic effort to streamline the approvals process by: 



• Allowing 100 percent affordable housing projects to be approved administratively 
These projects are broadly supported and essential to retaining lower-income households 
in San Francisco. These projects face enough challenges and barriers without the city’s 
entitlements and permitting process also getting in the way. 



• Streamlining the approval of large downtown residential projects that currently 
have to undergo duplicative hearing processes 
The proposal creates standard exceptions for dwelling unit exposure and useable open 
space which are currently routinely approved by variance yet delay projects and use staff 
time. 



• Allowing minor scopes of work to be approved administratively by staff  
It is unreasonable that the scopes of work named here (ADA buttons, business signs and 
awnings, skylights, historical plaques) cannot currently be approved by staff.  



• Standardizes neighborhood notification requirements, reducing it from more than 
30 different sets of requirements  
We understand that any change from the status quo may lead some to be concerned that 
something is being lost. We believe that Planning staff have carefully looked at how to 
standardize the notification requirements and process in such a way that the community’s 
voice is not lost. It is astonishing and illogical that there are more than 30 different sets of 
requirements for notification. It is therefore not surprising that mistakes get made, further 
delaying the approval of projects large and small. Standardizing these requirements and 
eliminating neighborhood notice for rear yard pop-outs seems very reasonable, 
particularly given that two full-time staff could be deployed toward more important work 
at Planning if these changes are made.  











 
We would encourage the city to go even further and continue seeking opportunities to make the 
approvals process more efficient without giving up project quality. The Planning Department’s 
December 2017 plan outlines more legislative ideas that we hope could also come forward soon. 
We urge Planning to simplify and standardize environmental review analysis and historical 
preservation criteria to have a more efficient process and yield more consistent results. In SPUR’s 
recent San Francisco’s Next Mayor: A Blueprint for Change, we also recommend moving toward 
eliminating discretionary review and relying on the Board of Appeals process instead, and we 
suggest pushing forward more Class 32 exemptions.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. Do not hesitate to reach out if you have any questions.  
 
Best, 
 
 
 
Kristy Wang 
Community Planning Policy Director  
 













Item 12b: SPUR Supports Supervisor Tang's ADU legislation

		From

		Kristy Wang

		To

		Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Tang, Katy (BOS); Mohan, Menaka (BOS); Haddadan, Kimia (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC)

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; katy.tang@sfgov.org; menaka.mohan@sfgov.org; kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org; aaron.starr@sfgov.org



Dear Planning Commissioners:





Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on the accessory dwelling unit legislation now proposed by Supervisor Tang. We’re pleased to once again support a round of suggested improvements that will make ADUs easier to create. As we have said before, in SPUR’s 2006 Secondary Units report, as well as follow-up blog posts and letters, ADUs provide many benefits: they serve many different kinds of households, they typically rent for less than other unrestricted units, and they can easily add a little more density in all kinds of neighborhoods with limited physical impact. 





A series of modifications have been made since 2014 that have expanded the scope of the program and addressed issues in the code as they have been identified. This proposed legislation builds on those prior efforts to address several barriers to the construction of more in-law units in San Francisco.





We appreciate that this legislation:


• Addresses a few of the most common challenges that ADUs currently face: exposure requirements, bicycle parking requirements and street tree requirements


• Allows for the creation of ADUs in new construction


• Allows strategic expansion for ADUs within the buildable envelope of existing structures, including standalone garages or other storage structures on the lot


• With Planning staff’s modifications, addresses challenges with ADU legalization and evictions


• Creates a combined pre-application process that gets Planning, DBI and the Fire Department in the room at the same time to identify and resolve potential issues more efficiently





Thank you for the opportunity to share our support for Supervisor Tang’s proposed set of modifications to the ADU ordinance. We appreciate that San Francisco is clearly serious about making its ADU regulations most effective. Please contact me if you have any questions.





Best,


Kristy





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 >>
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June 6, 2018 
 
Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
RE:  Accessory Dwelling Units Case No. 2018-004194PCA (Board File No. 180268) 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on the accessory dwelling unit legislation now proposed by 
Supervisor Tang. We’re pleased to once again support a round of suggested improvements that will make 
ADUs easier to create. As we have said before, in SPUR’s 2006 Secondary Units report, as well as follow-
up blog posts and letters, ADUs provide many benefits: they serve many different kinds of households, 
they typically rent for less than other unrestricted units, and they can easily add a little more density in all 
kinds of neighborhoods with limited physical impact.  
 
A series of modifications have been made since 2014 that have expanded the scope of the program and 
addressed issues in the code as they have been identified. This proposed legislation builds on those prior 
efforts to address several barriers to the construction of more in-law units in San Francisco. 
 
We appreciate that this legislation: 



• Addresses a few of the most common challenges that ADUs currently face: exposure 
requirements, bicycle parking requirements and street tree requirements 



• Allows for the creation of ADUs in new construction 
• Allows strategic expansion for ADUs within the buildable envelope of existing structures, 



including standalone garages or other storage structures on the lot 
• With Planning staff’s modifications, addresses challenges with ADU legalization and evictions 
• Creates a combined pre-application process that gets Planning, DBI and the Fire Department in 



the room at the same time to identify and resolve potential issues more efficiently 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to share our support for Supervisor Tang’s proposed set of modifications to 
the ADU ordinance. We appreciate that San Francisco is clearly serious about making its ADU regulations 
most effective. Please contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Best, 
 
 
Kristy Wang 
Community Planning Policy Director 
 
cc: Supervisor Katy Tang 



SPUR Board of Directors 













Support Planning Department Streamlining Ordinance!!

		From

		George Williams

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); asha.safai@sfgov.org; Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS)

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Fewer, Sandra (BOS)

		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; asha.safai@sfgov.org; jane.kim@sfgov.org; katy.tang@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; sandra.fewer@sfgov.org



Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners,








I am a renter in the Richmond District in San Francisco. I'm writing to express my support for the Process Improvements Ordinance (2018-004633PCA, [Board File No. 180423]). This proposal will help streamline the planning process for housing by making elements of the process, such as notification and pop-out approvals more efficient, while keeping all stakeholders informed. 












I respectfully ask for your support of this ordinance!








Thank you,





George Williams





San Francisco resident living in the Richmond District











I support the Process Improvements Ordinance & ADU amendments

		From

		Asumu Takikawa

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS)

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Fewer, Sandra (BOS)

		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; ahsha.safai@sfgov.org; jane.kim@sfgov.org; katy.tang@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; sandra.fewer@sfgov.org



Dear SF Supervisors and Planning Commisioners,





I'm writing to you as a resident and renter in the Richmond District of San


Francisco in support of the Process Improvements Ordinance (Item E.11) and ADU


amendments (Item E.12b) that are coming up at the SF Planning Commission


meeting today.





I am especially in favor of improving the notification process to free up


Planning staff time and also the streamlining of affordable housing projects.


We are in a housing crunch and need every bit of planning capacity focused on


bringing more housing online (especially, but not only, affordable housing).





Please do approve these two items that expedite housing!





Thank you,


Asumu Takikawa


Richmond District resident








Please please please approve these two common sense pieces of legislation today!

		From

		Bobak Esfandiari

		To

		Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rodney Fong; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Fewer, Sandra (BOS)

		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; jane.kim@sfgov.org; katy.tang@sfgov.org; ahsha.safai@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; sandra.fewer@sfgov.org



Commissioners, 

My apologies for the delay in sending this, but I'd just found out about these proposals and I think they're both excellent ideas. 

I'm a renter out on the westside of SF (I live over at Ocean Beach by the La Playa Safeway) and I wanted to give you all my STRONG support for the Process Improvements Ordinance (2018-004633PCA, [Board File No. 180423]) on your agenda today, as well as the ADU improvements legislation sponsored by Supervisor Katy Tang (2018-004194PCA, [Board File No.180268]).





These are both common sense improvements to the way that the various departments and agencies work to approve housing or notify the public about housing, and anything that helps to make public servants move more effectively and spend their time most efficiently is a big win in my book. We really need these reforms, and we really need to stop sending out so much paper waste to notify people about coming proposals in their area. 

We live in the internet age now, we can afford to encourage more folks to use the internet to get notified of various projects and proposals, and we can systematically reduce the amount of paper waste by standardizing these notices that are sent out. 





Please do not delay, we don't have the time, we're in a crisis, and we need solutions, not endless debate. Pass these two items, I and my other Richmond District neighbors implore you to help solve this crisis. 





Best, 
Bobak Esfandiari






-- 



 	





--


Bobak Esfandiari


http://about.me/bobak_esfandiari


 


  


 	





"Let the beauty of what you love be what you do."



-Rumi











Support for the Process Improvements Ordinance

		From

		Gina Marioni

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); asha.safai@sfgov.org; Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS)

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Fewer, Sandra (BOS)

		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; asha.safai@sfgov.org; jane.kim@sfgov.org; katy.tang@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; sandra.fewer@sfgov.org



Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners,












I hope this email finds you all well. I'm a renter in the Richmond District and I'm in support of the Process Improvements Ordinance (2018-004633PCA). 












Improving community notices and streamlining the approval process for ADUs are both important issues that deserve your attention. 












Please approve it and support the improvement of our west side neighborhoods! 












Thanks for your time,





Gina Marioni












From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support ADU legislation
Date: Friday, June 08, 2018 10:37:27 AM
Attachments: image001.png

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Major, Erica (BOS) 
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2018 11:40 AM
To: Greg Soltis; richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); asha.safai@sfgov.org;
Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Haddadan, Kimia (CPC); Mohan, Menaka (BOS)
Subject: RE: Support ADU legislation
 
Greetings,
 
Thank you for your submittal, it has been added to the official Board File No. 180268.
 

Erica Major
Assistant Clerk
Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 San Francisco, CA  94102
Phone: (415) 554-4441  |  Fax: (415) 554-5163
Erica.Major@sfgov.org |  www.sfbos.org
 

  Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.
 
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other
public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

 
From: Greg Soltis [mailto:gsoltis@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2018 11:15 AM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>;

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:Erica.Major@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=9681
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planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel
(CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; asha.safai@sfgov.org; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>;
Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC) <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Haddadan, Kimia (CPC)
<kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org>; Mohan, Menaka (BOS) <menaka.mohan@sfgov.org>; Major, Erica
(BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support ADU legislation
 
Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners,
 
I am a homeowner in the Sunset, and I want to express support for the ADU legislation sponsored by
Supervisor Katy Tang ((2018-004194PCA, [Board File No.180268]). Please approve it! One of the best
ways to grow housing availability is to take advantage of what we already have, or can easily add on to!
 
Thanks,
 
-Greg Soltis



The Federal Transit Administration ~FTA~, San Francisco County
Transportation Authority (SFCTA►, and San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA~, have prepared the Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement (EIS)/Record of Decision (ROD) for the
Geary Corridor BRT Project, in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 23 CFR 771.125 et seq. The
Draft EIS/Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was available for public
review and comment from October 2 through November 30, 2015. The
Final EIS is now available for public review. It contains a full analysis
of the expected environmental effects of the project and responds to
all comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR. The ROD is the final
Federal action to complete the NEPA process.

The purpose of the Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project (Project) is to improve transit performance, improve
pedestrian conditions, and enhance transit access along the 6.5 mile Geary corridor between the Transbay Transit
Center and 48th Avenue. The Project includes dedicated transit-only lanes, increasing the frequency of the 38 Rapid
(BRT) service, providing enhanced bus stations with amenities, and making pedestrian infrastructure improvements. The
EIS evaluates a No Build Alternative and four build alternatives including Side-Lane BRT; Center-Lane BRT with Dual
Medians and Passing Lanes; Center-Lane BRTwith Consolidated Bus Stops, Dual Medians, and No Passing Lanes; and
the Hybrid Alternative/Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA►.

The Hybrid Alternative/LPA includes center-lanes between Pafm Avenue and 27th Avenue (inbound►/28th Avenue
( outbound►, and side-lanes throughout the remainder of the physical infrastructure improvement limits between Market
Street and 34th Avenue. It would construct 33 new Rapid (BRT) stations (16 inbound,17 outbound) with improved
amenities. SFMTA is responsible for designing, implementing, and operating the Project and will continue public
outreach and engagement activities. To stay informed of project progress, visit www.sfmta.com/geary.

WAYS TO OBTAIN THE FINAL EIS

Electronic copies of the Final EIS and ROD are available for download at www.gearybrt.org. Printed copies of
the Final EIS and ROD are available to view at the San Francisco public libraries listed below as well as atthe Planning
Information Center and they also maybe requested from SFCTA at the addresses shown below:

• Main Library Branch 100 Larkin Street, San Francisco

• Anza Branch Library 550 37th Avenue, San Francisco

• SFCTA Front Desk 1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor, San Francisco

• Planning Information Center,1660Mission Street, San Francisco

• Richmond/Senator Milton Marks Library Branch 3510 9th Avenue, San Francisco

• Western Addition Library Branch,1550 Scott St., San Francisco

For more information about how to access a copy of the Final EIS and ROD, please contact SFCTA at gearybrt@sfcta.org
or 415-522-4800.
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U.S. Department
Of Transportation
Federal Transit
Administration

REGION IX 90 Seventh Street
Arizona, California, Suite 15-300
Hawaii, Nevada, Guam San Francisco, CA 94103-6701
American Samoa, 415-744-3133
Northern Mariana Islands 415-744-2726 (fax)

Mr. Edward D. Reiskin
Director of Transportation
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Record of Decision for the Geary
Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project

Dear Mr. Re~1ci~.~

The Federal Tr"ansit Administration (FTA) has completed its review of the public and
interagency comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Geary
Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project. In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and consistent with, 23 USC 139 (n)(2), FTA has issued the enclosed single document
consisting of the Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) fox the Project.

If the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) or San Francisco County
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) contemplates any change to the Project, SFMTA or SFCTA
must notify FTA immediately and refrain from taking any action related to the proposed change
until FTA has determined what, if any, additional environmental analysis is necessary, and that
analysis has been completed and approved by FTA. For example, if SFMTA or SFCTA wishes
to make a change to the mitigation measures in the Final EIS, the ROD, or a change to the
Pxoject that would cause new or changed environmental or community impacts not presented in
the Final EIS, then SFMTA or SFCTA must notify FTA in writing of the desire to make a
change.

Any such change will be reviewed in accordance with FTA environmental procedures (23 CFR §
771.129-130) on supplemental documentation. FTA will detez7nine the appropriate level of
environmental review for this or any other proposed change (i.e., awritten re-evaluation of the
Final EIS, an environmental assessment of the change, or a supplemental EIS), and the NEPA
process for this supplemental environmental review will conclude with a separate NEPA
determination or, if necessary, with an amendment to this ROD.



Please make the Final EIS and ROD and supporting documentation available to affected
government agencies and the public. Availability of the document should be published in local
newspapers and should be posted on the Project website. The document also should be provided
directly to affected government agencies, including the State Inter-Governmental Review contact
established under Executive Order 12372.

We look forward to continuing to work with you to bring this important Project to fruition.
Should you have any questions, please contact Ms. Mary Nguyen, Environmental Protection
Specialist, at (2I3) 202-3960.

Sincerely,

Edward Carranza, Jr. ~
Acting Regional Administrator



RECORD OF DECISION
BY THE

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION
on the

Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project
in San Francisco, California

Decision

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), pursuant to Title 23 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 771 and Title 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, has determined that the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and related federal
environmental statutes, regulations, and executive orders have been satisfied for the Geary
Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project (the project) in San Francisco, California.

This Record of Decision (ROD) applies to the Hybrid Alternative/Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) consisting of dedicated center- and side-running bus travel lanes and
related facilities along the Geary corridor, as described in the Geary Corridor Bus Rapid
Transit Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS), dated June 2018. FTA
served as the federal lead agency under NEPA. The San Francisco County Transportation
Authority (SFCTA) served as the joint lead agency under NEPA and the local lead agency
for environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) was a responsible agency under
CEQA. SFMTA will implement and operate the project. SFMTA would seek financial
assistance from FTA for the project. SFMTA is also a joint lead agency under NEPA.

If FTA provides financial assistance for the final design or construction of the project, the
project must be designed and built as presented in the Fincal Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and the ROD. Any proposed change must be evaluated in accordance with
23 CFR Parts 771.129-130 and FTA must approve the change before the agency requesting
the change can proceed.

Background

The purpose of the project is to enhance the performance, viability, and comfort level of
transit and pedestrian travel along the Geary corridor. The 6.5-mile-long Geary corridor is a
primary east-west arterial and transit spine in the northern half of San Francisco, California.
T'he Geary corridor includes Geary Boulevard between 48th Avenue and Gough Street;
Geary Street between Gough Street and Market Street; O'Farrell Street between Gough
Street and Market Street; and various blocks of Market, Fremont, Beale, Mission, and First
streets that comprise bus routes to and from the Transbay Transit Center. The Geary
corridor is a major thoroughfare, and it accommodates more than 50,000 daily person trips
via public transit; auto volumes up to 44,000 vehicles per day; and tens of thousands of
daily pedestrian trips. SFMTA currently operates four bus routes along the Geary corridor:
the 38 Geary, the 38 Geary Rapid (38R), the 38 Geary A Express (38A~, and the 38 Geary
B Express (38BX) routes.

Improvements are needed to promote ridership and to improve competitiveness of transit
against other travel modes. Moreover, the wide travelway and high vehicle speeds of the
Geary corridor create unfavorable pedestrian conditions, especially west of Gough Street



and throughout the Richmond District. The Geary corridor's existing street and streetscape
environment do not provide ahigh-quality transit passenger experience.

The project would implement BRT service along the Geary corridor with dedicated bus-
only lanes, higher-frequency bus service, new BRT stations, improvements to pedestrian
features, and upgrades to traffic signals including fiber-based transit signal priority (TSP) to
optimize bus service. Physical roadway and lane changes are proposed between Market
Street and 34th Avenue, while bus service amenities and improvements would be provided
along the Geary corridox from the Transbay Transit Center to 48th Avenue.

Planning for the Proiect

Three studies documented planning for the project. These studies include the Geary
Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Study (May 200?) (Feasibility Study), the Geary Bus Rapid
Transit Alternatives Screening Report (May 2009) (Screening Report) and the Geary Bus
Rapid Transit Design Options Screening Report (January 2014). These reports built upon
one another in developing, evaluating, and screening designs for individual segments of the
Geary corridor, combining designs by segment into alternatives for the corridor, and
identifying design constraints and performance tradeoffs. These planning studies provide
support for the local agencies' recommendation for the alternatives that were carried
forward into the environmental process. See below "Alternatives Considered" for more
detail.

Alternatives Considered

The Feasibility Study evaluated the feasibility of three different conceptual design BRT
configurations in the Geary corridor, as well as two "no build" non-BRT options. The BRT
configurations considered in the Feasibility Study were "Side BRT" (with side-running bus-
only lanes); "Center BRT with 2 Medians" (center-running bus-only lanes with passenger
platforms on dual medians); and "Center BRT with 1 Median" (center-running bus-only
lanes with a single central boarding platform in a central median). The two "no build" non-
BRT options included "basic transit priority" such as TSP, low-floor buses, and some real-
tizne information, consistent with system-wide improvements by SFMTA; however, no
BRT improvements included. The second "no build" alternative was the "basic plus transit
priority" which assumed a dedicated transit lane in peak directions, plus possible stop
consolidation, bus management strategies, enhanced street line management, longer bus
stops where needed, and bus bulbs at the busiest stops.

The Feasibility Study found the three BRT configurations to be potentially feasible and
each would result in different transportation benefits. The study did not eliminate any of the
three BRT configurations, and each of the "no build" alternatives were found feasible.
However, the "no build" alternatives offered less benefit and less transit performance
improvement than the BRT configurations.

SFCTA continued alternatives development and screening between 2009 and 2014,
including two key screening steps. The first screening step was SFCTA's 2009 Screening
Report, which examined the three BRT configurations plus both of its no build options
from the Feasibility Study. The Screening Report also introduced an additional alternative
with a new BRT configuration and several non-BRT options such as peak-period bus-only
lanes, all day bus-only lanes, and surface and underground rail options. The Screening



Report considered ten corridor-wide configurations or service alternatives, plus six
alternatives specific to the area east of Gough Street. The Screening Report more closely
examined how the various configurations could work in different portions of the Geary
corridor, and further noted that any corridor-wide configuration could be composed of
segments featuring one or more of the various configurations studied within. The Screening
Report dismissed from further consideration several configurations found to have fatal
flaws (ineffective, infeasible, and/or prohibitively expensive to construct). Six alternatives
were put forward for further consideration: three BRT configurations (side-running BRT,
center-running BRT with side platforms/dual medians, and center-running BRT with center
platforms), two minimal action alternatives, and the No Build Alternative.

The second screening step focused on particularly challenging areas of the corridor, such as
at Fillmore Street, where the Geary corridor is a depressed, multilane roadway, and at
Masonic Avenue, under which the Geary corridor traverses a tunnel. SFCTA published its
findings in the 2014 Geary Bus Rapid Transit Design Options Screening Report. This
report screened out numerous options for the Fillmore and Masonic areas and helped
inform the development of the Hybrid Alternative. Discussion of alternatives eliminated
from further consideration may be found in Chapter 10 of the Final EIS.

After the consideration of these planning efforts and the public input received during
scoping for the project, the following alternatives were carried forward in the analysis of
the Draft EIS/EIR:

• No Build Alternative
• Alternative 2 —Side-Lane BRT
• Alternative 3 —Center-Lane BRT with Dual Medians and Passing Lanes
• Alternative 3-Consolidated —Center-Lane BRT with Dual Medians, and Consolidated Bus
Service
• Hybrid Alternative/LPA —Incorporates Elements of Alternatives 2 and 3-Consolidated

No Baild Alternative

The No Build Alternative represents the baseline scenario if none of the proposed Build
Alternatives were implemented. Under the No Build Alternative, physical infrastructure and
transit service in the Geary corridor would remain unaltered except fox changes associated
with other City projects described below that are either planned or programmed to be
implemented in the Geary corridor by the year 2020. The yeax 2020 is considered the
opening year for all alternatives because it is the earliest year by which any of the Build
Alternatives could be expected to be fully operational; therefore, it is also the most
reasonable year for the No Build Alternative as a basis of comparison.

The No Build Alternative includes wireless TSP; bus stop amenity improvements such as
shelter enhancements, bike racks, decals, redesigned flag signs, and transit poles outfitted
with solar-powered lanterns; new, low-floor biodiesel-electric hybrid buses; pavement
maintenance/ rehabilitation; new or upgraded traffic signals at various locations; and
pedestrian improvements including new countdown signals, curb ramps, 14 new pedestrian
crossing bulbs, and high-visibility crosswalk striping.

The No Build Alternative incorporates the existing side-running bus-only lanes in the
easternmost portion of the Geary corridor, on most of Geary and O'Farrell streets between
Market and Gough streets. The No Build Alternative also assumes the incorporation of



proposed bus-only lanes on Beale, Fremont, and Mission streets, south of Market Street to
be completed as part of the separate Transbay Center District Plan. The No Build
Alternative includes the improvements planned under the City's Transit Effectiveness
Project (TEP) (now called Muni Forward) that have already been implemented or will be
implemented in the Geary corridor by 2020.

Build Alternatives

As detailed in Section 2.2.3 of the Final EIS, the build alternatives propose a common set of
transit, pedestrian, and roadway improvements including: fiber-based TSP between 25tH
Avenue and Gough Street, bus service at more frequent intervals (see Table 2-3 in Final
EIS), additional vehicles with low-floor design, new BRT stops, enhanced local stops, bus
only lanes, and bus bulbs. The build alternatives differ primarily in their bus-only lane
configurations (center-running versus side-running) along various portions of the Geary
corridor. The different configurations are shown in Figure 2-1 of the Final EIS and
described below.

Alternative 2 —Side-Lane BRT._ Alternative 2 includes new side-running bus-only lanes in
the Geary corridor, primarily between Gough Street and 34th Avenue. BRT buses would
operate in dedicated side-ruruiing bus-only lanes, replacing the existing outside travel lanes
of the Geary corridor, next to the existing curbside parking lane that would remain at most
locations. Between 34th and 48th avenues, no bus-only lanes would be constructed; all
buses would operate in mixed-flow lanes. Alternative 3 —Center-Lane BRT with Dual
Medians and Passing Lanes. Alternative 3 proposes new side-running bus only lanes
between Gough and Laguna streets. At Laguna Street, side-running bus-only lanes would
transition to center-running bus-only lanes west to 27th Avenue. At 27th Avenue, bus-only
lanes would transition again from center-running to side-running; side-running bus-only
lanes would continue to 34th Avenue. A bus passing lane at local bus stops would enable
BRT buses to pass local buses that are stopped to load and unload passengers. The center-
lane design would include filling in the Fillmore underpass and reconfiguring the Masonic
tunnel for a BRT stop.

Alternative 3-Consolidated —Center-Lane BRT with Dual Medians and Consolidated Bus
Service. Alternative 3-Consolidated would implement a largely similar bus-only lane
configuration between Laguna Street and 27th Avenue; however, BRT service would
replace both 38R and 38 Local services as a new consolidated service, eliminating the need
for bus passing lanes.

Hybrid Alternative/LPA. The Hybrid Altemative/LPA combines elements of Alternative 2
and Alternative 3-Consolidated. This alternative includes new side-running bus-only lanes
primarily from Market Street to Palm Avenue; then center-running bus-only lanes to 27th
Avenue in the eastbound direction and 28th Avenue in the westbound direction. At 27th
Avenue (inbound) and 28th Avenue (outbound), center-running bus-only lanes would
transition to side-running, and continue west to 34th Avenue. Between 34th and 48th
avenues, no bus-only lanes would be constructed; all buses would operate in mixed-flow
lanes. The Hybrid Alternative/LPA is illustrated in Attachment 1 of the ROD.

The Draft EIS/EIR identified the Hybrid Alternative as the Staff-Recommended
Alternative. As noted in Final EIS Section 2.1.1, SFCTA and SFMTA, primarily in
response to public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, incorporated s~ minor modifications
into the Hybrid Alternative:
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1) Retention of the Webster Street pedestrian bridge;
2) Removal of proposed BRT stops between Spruce and Cook streets (existing stops

would remain and provide local and express services);
3) Addition of more pedestrian crossing and safety improvements;
4) Addition of BRT stops at Laguna Street;
5) Retention of existing local and express stops at Collins Street; and
6) Relocation of the westbound center- to side-running bus lane transition to the block

between 27th and 28th Avenues

SFCTA released a Final EIR for the Geary BRT project on December 9, 2016. The SFCTA
Board of Commissioners adopted the Hybrid Alternative with five minor modifications as
the LPA on January 5, 2017 and SFCTA issued a Notice of Determination (NOD) on
January 6, 2017. The sixth minor modification was subsequently added and analyzed in a
CEQA addendum; the SFCTA Board took an approval action on June 27, 2017. The
SFMTA Board unanimously approved the project and concurred with the LPA, including
the six minor modifications on July 18, 2017. SFMTA issued a NOD on July 25, 2017.

Description of the Proiect

This ROD identifies the Hybrid AlternativeJLPA, with the addition of the referenced six
modifications above, as the NEPA Preferred Alternative (or Preferred Alternative) as
described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The Preferred Alternative would provide BRT
service with a combination ofside-running and center-running bus-only lanes as well as
within mixed-flow travel lanes along different segments of the 6.5-mile Geary corridor, as
depicted in Attachment 1 to this ROD. The Preferred Alternative would feature a total of 27
westbound and 24 eastbound BRT stops between 48th Avenue and the Transbay Terminal.
The Preferred Alternative would remove 8 westbound and 12 eastbound stops that currently
provide local, Rapid, and/or Express service(s).

Environmentally Preferable Alternative

The "environmentally preferable alternative" is the alternative required by 40 CFR Part
1505.2(b) to be identified that causes the least damage to the biological and physical
environment and best protects, preserves, and enhances historical, cultural, and natural
resources. The Hybrid Alternative/LPA was identified as the environmentally preferable
alternative.

The Hybrid Alternative/LPA results in the greatest reduction in greenhouse gas emissions
(carbon dioxide emissions) by 2035 of any of the project alternatives. While both the
Hybrid Alternative/LPA and Alternative 3-Consolidated would have the greatest beneficial
air quality impacts in terms of reduced operational pollutants and emissions, the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA would have less short-term construction impacts relative to Alternatives 3
and 3-Consolidated because the Hybrid Alternative/LPA does not include the intensive
construction activities required to fill the Fillmore Street underpass and reconfigure the
Masonic Avenue tunnel roadway.

With the implementation of mitigation, the alternatives would have no adverse effects to
environmental topic areas, except for transportation. All Alternatives would result in
adverse impacts to signalized intersection level of service. Although Alternative 2 would
result in the least amount of adversely impacted intersections (5), the Hybrid Alternative
follows closely with the second fewest number of intersections (8) that are adversely



impacted in 2035. Considering the Hybrid Alternative's better long-term operational air
quality impacts, when compared to Alternative 2, the Hybrid Alternative is the
environmentally-preferable alternative.

Basis for Decision

FTA weighed the ability of the project alternatives to meet the purpose and need, the
economic and technical feasibility of the project alternatives, the environmental effects of
the alternatives, local agency decision-making subsequent to publication of the Draft
EIS/EIR, and public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and submitted following the close of
the review period of the Draft EIS/EIR (December 10, 2015, through July 11, 2017). Based
on these factors, FTA has determined that the Hybrid Alternative/LPA meets the stated
purpose and need as outlined in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS.

Improve Transit Performance. The Preferred Alternative would impxove transit travel time,
reliability, and ridership along the Geary corridor. By 2035, transit service on the Geary
corridor would operate at faster speeds and be more reliable than Local and Rapid buses
operating under the No Build Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would increase transit
ridership to approximately 95,000 daily riders in 2035 (compared with approximately
77,000 under the 2035 No Build Alternative conditions or approximately 50,000 under year
2012 conditions). By 2035, the Preferred Alternative is projected to have a 21 percent to 23
percent travel time savings and a greater than 20 percent reliability improvement over the
No Build Alternative.

Improve Pedestrian Conditions and Pedestrian Access to Transit. The Preferred Alternative
would improve pedestrian safety by providing 77 additional bulbs for a total of 91
pedestrian crossing bulbs, high-visibility crosswalks, signal upgrades, and protected left-
turn signals, among other enhancements. The Preferred Alternative would further enhance
pedestrian crossing safety by increasing the number of intersections at which vehicles have
protected left toms (i.e., vehicles may only turn with a lert-turn arrow) while reducing the
number of intersections at which vehicles have permissive left turns (i.e., vehicles may turn
left with a green signal provided there is no conflicting oncoming traffic and/or pedestrian
crossing).

Enhance Transit Access and Overall Passenger Experience. The Preferred Alternative
would improve passenger experience by improving vehicle travel time and reliability of
transit. The new BRT stops would include amenities such as shelter enhancements, bike
racks, decals, redesigned flag signs, and transit poles outfitted with solar-powered lanterns,
which would help improve the passenger experience. The Preferred Alternative would also
help to reduce overcrowding along the Geary corridor which would improve riding
conditions. Heavily used transit stops near Market Street and Japantown axea would see
improved loading area to improve passenger volume and the overall passenger experience.

Public Involvement and Outreach

SFCTA, in coordination with SFMTA, undertook a comprehensive outreach effort to
inform the public about the environmental scope and alternatives development, including
three public scoping meetings, meetings with both aproject-specific Geary BRT Citizens
Advisory Committee (CAC) and Geary BRT Technical Advisory Committee, and
numerous stakeholder meetings. Informational materials were disseminated through



mailings (electronic and postal), advertisements and fliers on buses, and advertisements in
community newspapers.

The project mailing list includes more than 23,000 persons. The Geary BRT CAC provided
a sustained public forum for community input with more than 30 bimonthly meetings held
since inception. SFCTA and SFMTA met with more than 40 local organizations and
interest groups during preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR, with additional follow-up meetings
after Draft EIS/EIR publication.

Copies of the Draft EIS/EIR were available for public review during normal business hours
at the SFCTA front desk, 1455 Market St., 22nd floor, San Francisco, CA. Copies were also
available for public review in several libraries near the Geary corridor. SFCTA posted the
Draft EIS/EIR for public review on its website at:

http://www. sfcta.or~/geary-BRT-draft-eis-eir

SFCTA, incoordination with SFMTA, also posted the NOA on its website, sent paper
copies of the NOA to over 2,000 interested and nearby property owners along the Geary
corridor, posted it at bus shelters along the Geary corridor, and published it in seven local
newspapers. SFCTA also mailed copies of the NOA to all individuals who had requested to
be notified of the availability of the Draft EIS/EIR. SFCTA posted Facebook ads and
Nextdoor messages to announce the public comment meeting, targeting people using the
Facebook and Nextdoor applications who live and/or work near the Geary corridor. In
communities with high numbers of people who do not speak English, information was
provided in multiple languages (Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Russian, Spanish, Filipino, and
Vietnamese) including bus cards, bus shelter advertisements, the project fact sheet,
newspaper advertisements, and email communications.

During the public review period for the Draft EIS/EIR, a public meeting was held on
November 5, 2015, at Saint Mary's Cathedral in San Francisco. The public comment period
for the Draft EIS/EIR, originally scheduled to end on November 16, 2015, was extended to
November 30, 2015. To allow for potential postal delays, the agencies accepted any
comment received by December 9, 2015.

During the public comment period, a total of 263 different agencies, organizations, and
individuals provided a total of 249 comment communications via letters, ennails, comment
cards, and oral comments at the November 5, 2015, public meeting. Comments on the Draft
EIS/EIR highlighted several key areas of public concern such as the range of alternatives
studied, project costs, construction effects, and parking. Chapter 8 of the Final EIS
documents the public outxeach efforts conducted subsequent to publication of the Draft
EIS/EIR. Appendix L of the Final EIS includes responses to comments received.

Although the Draft EIS/EIR had been prepared as a combined document to meet the
requirements of both NEPA and CEQA, the federal and local lead agencies prepared
separate final environmental documents. To this end, SFCTA published a Final EIR for the
project on December 9, 2016. SFCTA's publication of the Final EIR occurred via
notifications in multiple formats and languages similar to those used for the Draft EIS/EIR,
including a radius mailing along the corridor. SFCTA posted the Final EIR for public
review on its website at:

hitp://www. sfcta.or~/~earv-corridor-bus-rapid-transit-final-eir



Determinations and Findings

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR Part 800

The area of potential effect (APE) contains 53 historic properties that are currently listed in
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or are eligible for NRHP listing. The
proposed improvements would occur within the public right-of-way. There would be no
right-of-way acquisition of any historic property. The Preferred Alternative would not result
in direct or indixect adverse effects to any of the 53 historic properties within the APE as
historic properties would retain overall integrity of setting, feeling, and association.

There is a low potential fox excavation to encounter undiscovered buried archaeological
resources. The ma~cimum expected excavation depth is 16 feet for light poles and potential
underground sewer line relocations. Protocols for the discovery of unanticipated
archaeological and paleontological resources are set forth in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS
and Attachment 2 of this ROD.

FTA determined that the Preferred. Alternative would have no adverse effect on historic
properties, either historic architectural resources or archaeological resources, within the
APE and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with this finding in a
letter, dated October 17, 2017, which is included in Attachment 3 of this ROD.

Section 4(fl of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 U.S.C. 303

Section 4(~ of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 U.S.C. 303) is intended to
avoid use through the permanent incorporation of land of public park and recreational areas,
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic properties.

The Preferred Alteznative would not result in the use of or permanent incorporation of any
park or recreational Section 4(fl resources since the project would be located entirely within
the existing Geary corridor or immediately adjacent sidewalk areas where no public parks
or recreational facilities exist.

The Preferred Alternative would make streetscape improvements in the viciniTy of four
historic resources that are considered historic Section 4(fl properties: the "Golden Triangle"
light standards axe eligible for the NRHP and thus treated here as a Section 4(fl property,
the lighting standards associated with the Japan Center, the Auxiliary Water Supply System
(AWSS), and the St. Francis Square Cooperative. The Preferred Alternative may require the
removal and relocation of the Golden Triangle streetlights and Japan Center lighting
standards, as well as components of the AWSS. The relocation these historic properties
would be considered a direct use; however, these historic properties would retain overall
integrity of setting, feeling, and association. Measures to minimize harm, such as
avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and enhancement measures, were developed in
coordination with the SHPO for these properties. With these measures, the Preferred
Alternative would result in de minimis impacts to these historic resources. On October 17,
2017, SHPO concurred with FTA's Section 106 finding that the Preferred Alternative
would have "no adverse effect" to historic properties. See Attachment 3 of this ROD.

Temporary occupancy of historic resources may occur under the Preferred Alternative to
accommodate construction. Any temporary occupancy would be short in duration (less
than the time needed for construction), the scope of the occupancy is minor, neither
permanent adverse impacts nor interference with protected features would occur and the



land being used would be fully restored. SHPO has concurred that the Preferred Alternative
would not result in any adverse effects to historic properties. Pursuant to 23 CFR Part
774.13(d), such temporary occupancies are so minimal so as to not constitute a use.

Operation and construction noise or vibration would not result in a substantial impairment
of the Section 4(~ properties. None of the historic properties require quiet as an essential
feature. The Preferred Alternative would not result in a constructive use of Section 4( fl
historic properties from other construction or operation of the Preferred Alternative.

There are no previously known intact archaeological resources in the Geary corridor. If any
archaeological resouzces are inadvertently discovered and are subsequently determined to
be eligible for the NRHP and warrant preservation in place, a Section 4(~ evaluation would
be conducted.

Construction of the pedestrian bulbs would be located within intersections near four Section
4(fl recreational resources: the Japantown Peace Plaza and Pagoda, Hamilton Recreation
Center and Playground, Raymond Kimbell Playground, and Sergeant John Macaulay Park.
The Park Presidio path exists within the existing discontinuous greenway on the east side of
Park Presidio Boulevard. None of the project infrastructure would be located within the
park or recreational facility properties. The Preferred Alternative would not result in
temporary occupancy of any park or recreational Section 4(~ properties.

Construction activities that may occur adjacent to park and recreation locations are
expected to be of short duration and construction noise levels are expected to be below the
thresholds identified in FTA's Transit Noise and Vibration Assessment (2006). Operational
noise from the Preferred Alternative would be below FTA noise thresholds. Therefore,
pursuant to 23 CFR Part 774.150}(5), the Preferred Alternative would not result in a
substantial impairment to the activities, features, ox attributes that qualify these properties
for protection under Section 4(~. No constructive use of Section 4(~ parks and recreational
properties from construction or operation of the Preferred Alternative would occur.

Section 6(~ of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF~ Act

Section 6(fl of fhe Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act prohibits the
conversion of property acquired or developed with LWCF funds to anon-recreational
purpose without the approval of the Department of the Interior's National Park Service.
Two parks —Bush and Baker Mini-Park and the Willie "Woo Woo" Wong Playground —
located within a half-mile of the Geary corridor received funding from the LWCF and are
thus Section 6(~ resources. However, the Preferred Alternative would not convert either of
these properties to non-recreational use. Accordingly, no Section 6(~ properties are
adversely impacted by the Preferred Alternative.

Air Quality Conformity

The Preferred Alternative conforms to the Clean Air Act Amendments (40 CFR Part 51)
and the final Transportation Conformity Rule (40 CFR Part 93), as documented in Section
4.10.4.1 of the Final EIS. The Preferred Alternative was included in the regional emissions
analysis completed by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) for the
conforming Regional Transportation Plan (2017 RTP; Plan Bay Area 2040). This analysis
found that the RTP and, therefore, the individual projects contained in the RTP are
conforming projects and will have air quality impacts consistent with those identified in the
State Implementation Plan (SIP) for achieving the national ambient air quality standards.



The project was also included in the federal 2017 Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP). FHWA and FTA determined the TIP to conform to the SIP on August 23, 2017.

In May 2014, the MTC Air Quality Conformity Task Force confirmed that the Preferred
Alternative was not a Project of Air Quality Concern. This confirmation is included as
Appendix G to the Final EIS.

Endan erg ed Species Act

No threatened, endangered, or other regulated or sensitive species and no sensitive habitats
are known to occur within the Geary corridor. One federally threatened species —the
California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) — is known to occur within ahalf-mile
of the Geary corridor; however, the location of this known occurrence is within Golden
Gate Park, in which neither construction nor operation of the project would occur. No listed
species, no suitable habitat, and no designated critical habitat are located within the Geary
corridor. The Preferred Alternative would have no adverse effect to threatened or
endangered species.

Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act

No natural surface water bodies, wetlands, or streams exist in the Geary corridor or its
immediate vicinity. Pursuant to the mitigation measures, the Preferred Alternative will
comply with Titles III and IV of the Clean Water Act and National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) standards during and following construction. A Notice of
Intent would be filed with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) prior to
construction. Prior to eonstrtzction of the Pre€erred Alternative, a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be prepared and monitored with applicable Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to control erosion and ensure against discharge of dirt and
pollutants into storm drains. Accordingly, the Pxeferred Alternative meets the requirements
of the Clean Water Act.

Floodplain Management: Executive Order 11988

Executive Order 11988 and USDOT Order 5650.2, requires federal agencies to avoid to the
extent possible the long-term and short-term adverse impacts caused by using and
modifying floodplains, and to avoid floodplain development wherever there is a practicable
alternative. The Preferred Alternative is not located within any 100- or 500-year floodpiain;
therefore, no modifications to any established floodpla.ins would result from project
implementation. The Geary corridor is not located within a mapped flood hazard zone.
Accordingly, the Preferred Alternative will not result in adverse flood-related effects or
floodplain encroachment.

Executive Order 12898: Environmental Justice

The analysis in the EIS was prepared in compliance with the Executive Order 12898,
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations (February 11, 1994); the USDOT Order to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (LTSDOT Order 5610.2(a),
May 2, 2012}; and FTA's Circular 4703.1, Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for
Federal Transit Administration Recipients (August 15, 2012).

Over half of the Census Block Groups in the study area include environmental justice (EJ)
populations. The majority of the study area includes Census Block Groups with high
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percentages (over 50 percent of the population) of minority populations. The areas with
Census Block Groups with the highest percentages of minority populations along the Geary
corridor include the Western Addition, Downtown/Civic Center, Chinatown, and South of
Market neighborhoods. Japantown and the Fillmore are parts of the Western Addition and
the Tenderloin is part of the Downtown/Civic Center.

Eighty-four Census Block Groups in the study area have a proportion of households with
incomes that are 150 percent or less of the 2012 U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) poverty guidelines that exceeds the percentage of such people in the City
and County of San Francisco as a whole (21 percent as of 2012). Low-income populations
in the study area are found scattered throughout the corridor, but are most prevalent in the
Downtown/Civic Center (including the Tenderloin), South of Market, Chinatown, and
Western Addition neighborhoods.

After the implementation of avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures, the
Preferred Alternative would not have adverse effects for construction and operation in all
environmental topic areas except transportation. These topic areas include but are not
limited to community impacts, noise/vibration, visual impacts and land use. The Preferred
Alternative would not have any adverse effects in these topic areas; therefore, the Preferred
Alternative would have no disproportionate adverse effects to EJ populations related to
these topic areas.

Following the implementation of avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures, the
Preferred Alternative would result in adverse effects related to transportation. Six
intersections would operate at an unacceptable level of service in partially EJ and non-EJ
communities (defined fronn 2016 Census data.} and two intersections would operate at an
unacceptable level of service in entirely EJ communities. The traffic effects would be
similar at the impacted intersections. Mitigation measures would be applied similarly in
both environmental justice communities and non-environmental justice communities. In
contrast, the No Build Alternative would result in 10 adversely impacted intersections in
entirely EJ communities. Therefore, in comparison, the Preferred Alternative would not
result in disproportionate adverse effects to envirorunental justice populations.

The environmental justice communities along the corridor would also be the most
proximate to the benefits of the project —improved transit service, enhanced neighborhood
access and mobility, and better transit reliability and connectivity. These transit access and
mobility enhancements in environmental justice communities would offset the adverse
effects of traffic that would occur. Other benefits include lower greenhouse gas emissions,
decreased pedestrian crossing distances, pedestrian-scale lighting, median-width changes,
and improved bus shelters and bulbouts.

Taking both burdens and offsetting benefits into account, the Preferred Alternative would
not have disproportionately high and adverse effects on environmental justice populations.

Transportation Impacts

The Preferred Alternative would result in adverse effects at the following eight study
intersections (4 on-corridor and 4off-corridor) in the year 2035 and some in the year 2020:

• Parker Street and Geaxy Boulevard (2035)
• Laguna Street and Geary Boulevard (2020, 2035)
• Gough Street and Geary Boulevard (2020, 2035)



• Van Ness Avenue and Geary Boulevard (2020, 2035)
• California Street and Arguello Boulevard (2035)
• Califortua Street and Presidio Avenue (2035)
• Fulton Street and Stanyan Street (2020, 2035)
• Anza Street and Park Presidio Boulevard (2035)

The Preferred Alternative would decrease the overall parking supply within one to two
blocks of the Geary corridor by 3 percent (330 spaces). The Preferred Alternative would
reduce public parking (on-street and off-street) in the Masonic Avenue area by 9 percent
and in the Japantown/ Fillmore Street area by 4 percent. These changes in parking were
found not to be adverse given the availability of nearby on- and off-street parking spaces.

No feasible measures exist to reduce impacts from the Preferred Alternative at the above-
identified intersections and tr~c effects at these intersections would be adverse.
Additional information on avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for traffic and
parking effects are included in Attachment 2 of this ROD.

Measures to Mitigate Adverse Effects

All practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm have been adopted for the
Preferred Alternative. The mitigation commitments are described in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (Appendix M of the Pinal EIS and Attachment 2 of this
ROD). Any change in such commitments from the description in the Final EIS will require
a review in accordance with 23 CFR Parts 771.129-130 and must be approved by FTA.

Edward Carranza, Jr.
Acting Regional Administrator
Federal Transit Administration, Region IX
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