From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: Letter in support of the proposed project at 450 O"Farrell Street
Thursday, June 14, 2018 12:00:44 PM
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

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street
Thursday, June 14, 2018 9:02:16 AM
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

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: Please OPPOSE Proposed Cannabis Commission Ballot Measure
Wednesday, June 13, 2018 3:27:29 PM
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)

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

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
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
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON MAYOR-ELECT LONDON BREED’S VICTORY
Wednesday, June 13, 2018 1:49:47 PM
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.”
###

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: 450 O"Farrell Street project
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
Mission St., Suite 400
Francisco, CA 94103

1650
San

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 mixeduse 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
Francisco, CA 94116

San

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: Regarding the 1782 Quesada DR on Thursday, May 14
Wednesday, June 13, 2018 11:23:26 AM
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.

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:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: 1439 S Van Ness
Tuesday, June 12, 2018 2:23:04 PM
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

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:
Importance:

Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: Opposition to Healthy Spot Application for Conditional Use Permit - June 21 2018 Agenda
Tuesday, June 12, 2018 10:49:28 AM
LETTER - to SFPlanCmssn re 62118 Agenda - Opp to Healthy Spot.pdf
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,

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

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
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
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON GOLDEN STATE WARRIORS WINNING THE 2018 NBA
CHAMPIONSHIP
Monday, June 11, 2018 10:22:43 AM
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.”

###

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
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
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: Commission Update for the Week of June 11, 2018
Monday, June 11, 2018 10:17:49 AM
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

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Bintliff, Jacob (CPC)
FW: In favor of streamlining permit process
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

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: ADU Legislation Support
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

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Process Improvements
Friday, June 08, 2018 10:38:44 AM
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

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: Support ADU legislation
Friday, June 08, 2018 10:37:27 AM
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>;

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 Environmental 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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REGION IX
Arizona, California,
Hawaii, Nevada, Guam
American Samoa,
Northern Mariana Islands

90 Seventh Street
Suite 15-300
San Francisco, CA 94103-6701
415-744-3133
415-744-2726 (fax)

U.S. Department
Of Transportation
Federal Transit
Administration

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

RE: Record ofDecision for the Geary
Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project
Dear Mr. Re~1ci~.~
The Federal Tr"ansit Administration(FTA)has completed its review ofthe 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.
Ifthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe
Final EIS, an environmental assessment ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe Code of Federal
Regulations(CFR)Part 771 and Title 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, has determined that the
requirements ofthe 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.
IfFTA provides financial assistance for the final design or construction ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthousands 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 ofthe
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 busonly 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 ofthe
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 ofthree 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 busonly 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" nonBRT options included "basic transit priority" such as TSP,low-floor buses, and some realtizne 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 ofthe
three BRT configurations, and each ofthe "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 ofits 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe Hybrid Alternative. Discussion of alternatives eliminated
from further consideration may be found in Chapter 10 ofthe Final EIS.
After the consideration ofthese 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe Geary
corridor. The different configurations are shown in Figure 2-1 ofthe 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
ofthe 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 centerlane 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 ofthe 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:
4

1) Retention ofthe 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 ofBRT stops at Laguna Street;
5) Retention of existing local and express stops at Collins Street; and
6) Relocation ofthe 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 ofthe referenced six
modifications above, as the NEPA Preferred Alternative (or Preferred Alternative) as
described in Chapter 2 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe project alternatives, the environmental effects of
the alternatives, local agency decision-making subsequent to publication ofthe Draft
EIS/EIR, and public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and submitted following the close of
the review period ofthe 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 ofthe 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 of91
pedestrian crossing bulbs, high-visibility crosswalks, signal upgrades, and protected leftturn signals, among other enhancements. The Preferred Alternative would further enhance
pedestrian crossing safety by increasing the number ofintersections 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 ofthe Draft EIS/EIR, with additional follow-up meetings
after Draft EIS/EIR publication.
Copies ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe NOA to all individuals who had requested to
be notified ofthe availability ofthe 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 of249 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 ofthe Final EIS
documents the public outxeach efforts conducted subsequent to publication ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe Department of Transportation Act of 1966(49 U.S.C. 303
Section 4(~ ofthe Department ofTransportation Act of 1966(49 U.S.C. 303)is intended to
avoid use through the permanent incorporation ofland 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 offour
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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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
ofthe Section 4(~ properties. None ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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(~ ofthe Land and Water Conservation Fund(LWCF~ Act
Section 6(fl offhe 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 ofthe Interior's National Park Service.
Two parks —Bush and Baker Mini-Park and the Willie"Woo Woo" Wong Playground —
located within a half-mile ofthe 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 ofthe 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.
Endangered 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
ofthe Geary corridor; however, the location of this known occurrence is within Golden
Gate Park, in which neither construction nor operation ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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
ofthe 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 LowIncome 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 ofthe Census Block Groups in the study area include environmental justice(EJ)
populations. The majority ofthe study area includes Census Block Groups with high
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percentages (over 50 percent ofthe 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 ofthe Western Addition and
the Tenderloin is part ofthe 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 ofthe 2012 U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services(HHS)poverty guidelines that exceeds the percentage ofsuch 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 ofservice in partially EJ and non-EJ
communities(defined fronn 2016 Census data.} and two intersections would operate at an
unacceptable level ofservice 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 ofthe 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 oftraffic 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 ofthe 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 aboveidentified 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 ofthis 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 ofthe 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.

,~~;~ ~ ~ zo~a
Edward Carranza, Jr.
Acting Regional Administrator
Federal Transit Administration, Region IX
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