
 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: Design Review 25 and 27 - 17th Avenue
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2019 11:40:34 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Gwendolyn Rothman <gwendolyn.rothman@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 7:07 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Design Review 25 and 27 - 17th Avenue
 

 

 To: Secretary of Commission Affairs 

From:  Gwendolyn Rothman

Date: 10 July 2019

Below you will find a copy of my letter to The Planning Commissioners

regarding the projects listed before the salutation of the letter. 
Thank you for your consideration.

Gwendolyn Rothman
1600-1602 Lake Street                                                                                                                                                          San
Francisco, CA 94121

 
July 10, 2019
 
To:  Commissioner
Planning Commission,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400                                                                                                                                San Francisco,
CA 94103-2414

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


Re:   
 
Jerry Dratler                                                                  27 17th Ave.                                                        Record # 2017-
000987DRP-040                        Block/ lot   1341-026                                             Building Permit #20180625842
 
Alan Greinetz.                                                              27 17th Ave.                                                     Record # 2017-
000987DRP-030                         Block/ lot   1341-026                                                   Building Permit # 20180625842
 
Alan Greinetz                                                            25 17th Avenue                                                   Record # 2017-
000987DRP-020                          Block lot   1341/025                                      Building permit # 201707071206
 
Jerry Dratler                                                             25 17th Ave                                                      Record 2017-000987DRP     
                            Block lot 1341/025                                        Building permit #201707071206
 
 
Dear Commissioner,
 
I am the neighbor who owns 1600-1602 Lake Street; I have owned my house for 50 years. Our neighborhood is a close-knit
community. Over the years our 17th Avenue Association has planted matching trees and installed underground utilities on our
cul-de-sac bordered by the Presidio. We’ve had block parties every Halloween for more than 35 years. Our 1913 house was
known as the old Easter Seal House but before that it was owned by Charles Sutro whose rose garden was admired by all
passers-by. Even today, people stop to admire our garden with its stately palms. 
 
I am writing to express my objections to the proposed project for the large lot where 25 17th Avenue exists and I oppose the
design for a new house would be on the side yard adjacent to my property.
 
The proposed structure does not meet San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines. 

The proposed home violates the design principle requiring architectural features that enhance the neighborhood’s

character. The proposed front façade of 27 17th Ave. clashes with the existing neighborhood homes. The large canopy

at the front of the home is out of place and the proposed style and building materials are not in keeping with the

character of the neighborhood. 

The proposed home is out of scale with the ten existing homes on 17th Ave. North of Lake Street. The proposed 5,500

square foot home adjacent to the proposed 5,589 sq. ft. home at 25 17th Ave. would create a significant massing

problem. The size of both proposed homes should be reduced. 

The property owner is proposing seven decks that total 1,390 sq. ft between 25 and 27 17th Ave. This is excessive and

invasive of our privacy. Five of the seven decks are rear decks totaling 940 square ft. 

4 outside decks that total 740 sq. ft. are proposed for 27 17th Ave.; the 3 rear decks total 540 sq. ft. and single front

deck is 200 sq. ft.  The proposed home should have a single outside deck like most of the other houses here. 

 
The developers’ proposal for spec houses in the center of our block is unacceptable to us. In addition, their many

violations of city codes and neighborhood trust impel me to ask you to deny their plans. .
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
 Gwendolyn Rothman



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Design Review: 25 & 27 17th Ave.
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2019 11:40:15 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Gmail. <danielneumayer@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 7:17 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Design Review: 25 & 27 17th Ave.
 

 

To: Secretary of Commission Affairs
From:  Daniel Neumayer
Date: 10 July 2019

Below you will find a copy of my letter to The Planning Commissioners
regarding the projects listed before the salutation of the letter. 
Thank you for your consideration.

Daniel Neumayer
1600-1602 Lake Street                                                                                           
                                                              San Francisco, CA 94121
July 10, 2019
 
To: Commissioner
Planning Commission,

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400                                                                                 
                                              San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
Re:   
 
Jerry Dratler                                                                  27 17th Ave.                     
                                  Record # 2017-000987DRP-040                        Block/ lot  
1341-026                                             Building Permit #20180625842
 
Alan Greinetz.                                                              27 17th Ave.                      
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                              Record # 2017-000987DRP-030                         Block/ lot   1341-
026                                                   Building Permit # 20180625842
 
Alan Greinetz                                                            25 17th Avenue                      
                            Record # 2017-000987DRP-020                          Block lot  
1341/025                                      Building permit # 201707071206
 
Jerry Dratler                                                             25 17th Ave                           
                          Record 2017-000987DRP                                  Block lot 1341/025 
                                      Building permit #201707071206
 
 
Page 1 of 3Dear Commissioner Melgar,
 
I am writing to express my objections to the expansion of 25 17th Ave. and the
proposed new house at 27 17th Ave. which abuts my property. My wife has resided
at 1600 Lake Street since the late sixties 
 
1. The remodel permit for 25 17th Avenue should be denied as it is based on
false plans.
The developer has submitted 3 different sets of architectural plans claiming the
existing home to be a large as 5,817 sq. ft. and as small as 4,858 square feet; all
three sets of plans cannot be accurate. Furthermore, the plans before the
Commission do not show the existing rooftop solar installation and depict a fourth-
floor front deck that does not exist.
 
2.The Planning Commission should deny the developer’s application to abate the
two Notices of Violation for the illegal removal of the 3-story bay and
deck/parking structure. The Department of Building Inspection issued 2 Notices of
Violation because the developer illegally removed an existing 3-story bay and
deck/parking structure to reduce the width of 25 17th Ave. After DBI issued the
NOV for the 3-story bay removal, the Planning Department issued a Notice of
Enforcement requiring the property owner to replace the 3-story bay exactly as it
existed before the removal. The property owner’s first request to abate was denied
by the Board of Appeals in the fall of 2017. 
 

If the Planning Commission approves the building permit to abate the two Notices
of Violation, it is sending a very bad message to the developer community. The
Planning Commission would be telling developers it is OK to ignore the City’s
Building and Planning Code because if you are caught the City will approve a permit
to abate your violations

3. The proposed home at 27 17th Ave. does not meet San Francisco Residential
Design Guidelines.
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The proposed home violates the design principle requiring architectural
features that enhance the neighborhood’s character. The proposed front
façade of 27 17th Ave. clashes with existing neighborhood homes. The large
canopy at the front of the home is out of place and the proposed style and
building materials are not in keeping with the character of the neighborhood. 



The proposed home is out of scale with the ten existing homes on 17th Ave.
North of Lake Street. The proposed 5,500 square foot home adjacent to the
proposed 5,589 sq. ft. home at 25 

17th Ave. would create a significant massing problem. The size of both
proposed homes should be reduced. 

The property owner is proposing seven decks that total 1,390 sq. ft between
25 and 27 17th Ave. This is excessive. Five of the seven decks are rear decks
totaling 940 square ft. 

Four outside decks that total 740 sq. ft. are proposed for 27 17th Ave.,
the three rear decks total 540 sq. ft. and single front deck is 200 sq. ft. 
The proposed home should have a single outside deck. (All this is in
Gwendolyn’s letter now)

The proposed scale of the south wall of 27 17th Ave. would tower over the rose
garden planted by Charles Sutro, son of former Mayor Adolph Sutro on the side yard
of our home.  The garden has been a neighborhood treasure for approximately 100
years. Mr. Sutro was a noted gardener who maintained a well-known rose garden
with majestic palms that was a source of continued delight to his friends and a
perpetual joy to him. My neighbors and I feel the same way about the Sutro rose
garden. 

 Thank you for your consideration,
 
 
 
 
 
 Daniel Neumayer 



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 150 Eureka Street Comments - CASE 2015-011274CUAVAR
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2019 11:39:53 AM
Attachments: 150Eureka.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

-----Original Message-----
From: Kenneth Edwards <kennethfedwards@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 9:55 AM
To: mryna.melgar@sfgov.org; Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC) <gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 150 Eureka Street Comments - CASE 2015-011274CUAVAR

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Hello—
Please find attached my letter of concern for today’s hearing.

Thank you,
Kenneth
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TO:  Gabriela Pantoja, Planner 
 Myrna Melgar, President 
 Joel Koppel, Vice-President 
 
FROM: Kenneth Edwards 


227 Douglass Street 
San Francisco,CA 94114 


 
Re:  150 Eureka Street, Case No 2015-011274CUAVAR 
 
Date:  11 July 2019 
 
Dear Ms Pantoja, Ms Melgar, and Mr Koppel: 
 
My partner and I purchased our home at 227 Douglass in February 2017. Our property sits 
immediately behind the proposed project at 150 Eureka Street. 
 
While we support the continued growth of the city and creating additional housing units, we 
are opposed to this project in its current iteration for several reasons: 
 
First, when we were initially introduced to the project, there would be four units that sat at the 
front of the property occupying the existing envelope of the church with an appropriate 
amount of open space that would preserve privacy, adhere to current planning regulations, and 
fulfill zoning requirements. Following an informal information session provided by the 
developers, we were then told that the building had been expanded to encroach further on the 
open space requirements, reach new heights that were out of regulation, and needed to add 3 
additional units to comply with the commission’s recommendations. The manner in which the 
changes took place seemed to change overnight. 
 
Second, according to your last meeting with the developers, they stated that they were 
required to utilize the front façade of the existing church for historical preservation.  With this 
recommendation, the architect and developer informed us that in order to use the façade they 
had to preserve 23 feet of the existing front of the building which contributes to the argument 
for a variance exception. With the new design, the architect has taken liberties to expand the 
overall scope and intention of the original plans that had been shared with the community. We 
feel the need to expand the scope and size of this project is based entirely on profit driven 
motives and does not honor the true sense of preserving the landmark as it once was. In 
addition, advocates for the landmark and historical use called for a different type of memoriam 
to the building’s past. 
 
Third, it was also noted in the original plans that due to current zoning, there would be a four 
unit building. We were told that the commission would like to see 3 additional ADU that would 
sit right against the property line. This further encroaches on the open space requirements and 
additionally does not fit within the zoning for this current space. 







 
While we support developing this blighted property, it is important that the architecture and 
charm of the neighborhood be preserved while adhering to current zoning rules. We support 
our neighbors in delaying this meeting and any other decisions until the commission is able to 
work with the developers and architects to ensure that the projects fits within the scope of 
what is allowed and supported by the community, and until ALL neighbors have been informed 
of changes with an appropriate amount of time to ensure proper review. 
 
Thank you for your consideration in your review. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
Kenneth Edwards 
 







 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: Design Review 25 & 27 - 17th Avenue
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2019 11:37:40 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: Gwendolyn Rothman <gwendolyn.rothman@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 7:11 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Design Review 25 & 27 - 17th Avenue
 

 

To: Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs 
 

From:  Gwendolyn Rothman

Date: 10 July 2019

Below you will find a copy of my letter to The Planning Commissioners

regarding the projects listed before the salutation of the letter. 
Thank you for your consideration.

Gwendolyn Rothman
1600-1602 Lake Street                                                                                                                                                          San
Francisco, CA 94121

 
July 10, 2019
 
To:  Commissioner
Planning Commission,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400                                                                                                                                San Francisco,
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CA 94103-2414

Re:   
 
Jerry Dratler                                                                  27 17th Ave.                                                        Record # 2017-
000987DRP-040                        Block/ lot   1341-026                                             Building Permit #20180625842
 
Alan Greinetz.                                                              27 17th Ave.                                                     Record # 2017-
000987DRP-030                         Block/ lot   1341-026                                                   Building Permit # 20180625842
 
Alan Greinetz                                                            25 17th Avenue                                                   Record # 2017-
000987DRP-020                          Block lot   1341/025                                      Building permit # 201707071206
 
Jerry Dratler                                                             25 17th Ave                                                      Record 2017-000987DRP     
                            Block lot 1341/025                                        Building permit #201707071206
 
 
Dear Commissioner,
 
I am the neighbor who owns 1600-1602 Lake Street; I have owned my house for 50 years. Our neighborhood is a close-knit
community. Over the years our 17th Avenue Association has planted matching trees and installed underground utilities on our
cul-de-sac bordered by the Presidio. We’ve had block parties every Halloween for more than 35 years. Our 1913 house was
known as the old Easter Seal House but before that it was owned by Charles Sutro whose rose garden was admired by all
passers-by. Even today, people stop to admire our garden with its stately palms. 
 
I am writing to express my objections to the proposed project for the large lot where 25 17th Avenue exists and I oppose the
design for a new house would be on the side yard adjacent to my property.
 
The proposed structure does not meet San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines. 

The proposed home violates the design principle requiring architectural features that enhance the neighborhood’s

character. The proposed front façade of 27 17th Ave. clashes with the existing neighborhood homes. The large canopy

at the front of the home is out of place and the proposed style and building materials are not in keeping with the

character of the neighborhood. 

The proposed home is out of scale with the ten existing homes on 17th Ave. North of Lake Street. The proposed 5,500

square foot home adjacent to the proposed 5,589 sq. ft. home at 25 17th Ave. would create a significant massing

problem. The size of both proposed homes should be reduced. 

The property owner is proposing seven decks that total 1,390 sq. ft between 25 and 27 17th Ave. This is excessive and

invasive of our privacy. Five of the seven decks are rear decks totaling 940 square ft. 

4 outside decks that total 740 sq. ft. are proposed for 27 17th Ave.; the 3 rear decks total 540 sq. ft. and single front

deck is 200 sq. ft.  The proposed home should have a single outside deck like most of the other houses here. 

 
The developers’ proposal for spec houses in the center of our block is unacceptable to us. In addition, their many

violations of city codes and neighborhood trust impel me to ask you to deny their plans. .
 
Sincerely yours, 
 

 
 Gwendolyn Rothman



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Design Review 25 & 27 17th Ave.
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2019 11:37:29 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: Gmail. <danielneumayer@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 7:21 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Design Review 25 & 27 17th Ave.
 

 

 

To: Jonas P. Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

From:  Daniel Neumeyer

Date: 10 July 2019

Below you will find a copy of my letter to The Planning Commissioners

regarding the projects listed before the salutation of the letter. 

Thank you for your consideration.
 
 

Daniel Neumayer
1600-1602 Lake Street                                                                                           
                                                              San Francisco, CA 94121
July 10, 2019
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To: Commissioner
Planning Commission,

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400                                                                                 
                                              San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
Re:   
 
Jerry Dratler                                                                  27 17th Ave.                     
                                  Record # 2017-000987DRP-040                        Block/ lot  
1341-026                                             Building Permit #20180625842
 
Alan Greinetz.                                                              27 17th Ave.                      
                              Record # 2017-000987DRP-030                         Block/ lot   1341-
026                                                   Building Permit # 20180625842
 
Alan Greinetz                                                            25 17th Avenue                      
                            Record # 2017-000987DRP-020                          Block lot  
1341/025                                      Building permit # 201707071206
 
Jerry Dratler                                                             25 17th Ave                           
                          Record 2017-000987DRP                                  Block lot 1341/025 
                                      Building permit #201707071206
 
 
Page 1 of 3Dear Commissioner Melgar,
 
I am writing to express my objections to the expansion of 25 17th Ave. and the
proposed new house at 27 17th Ave. which abuts my property. My wife has resided
at 1600 Lake Street since the late sixties 
 
1. The remodel permit for 25 17th Avenue should be denied as it is based on
false plans.
The developer has submitted 3 different sets of architectural plans claiming the
existing home to be a large as 5,817 sq. ft. and as small as 4,858 square feet; all
three sets of plans cannot be accurate. Furthermore, the plans before the
Commission do not show the existing rooftop solar installation and depict a fourth-
floor front deck that does not exist.
 
2.The Planning Commission should deny the developer’s application to abate the
two Notices of Violation for the illegal removal of the 3-story bay and
deck/parking structure. The Department of Building Inspection issued 2 Notices of
Violation because the developer illegally removed an existing 3-story bay and
deck/parking structure to reduce the width of 25 17th Ave. After DBI issued the
NOV for the 3-story bay removal, the Planning Department issued a Notice of
Enforcement requiring the property owner to replace the 3-story bay exactly as it
existed before the removal. The property owner’s first request to abate was denied
by the Board of Appeals in the fall of 2017. 
 

If the Planning Commission approves the building permit to abate the two Notices
of Violation, it is sending a very bad message to the developer community. The
Planning Commission would be telling developers it is OK to ignore the City’s
Building and Planning Code because if you are caught the City will approve a permit
to abate your violations



3. The proposed home at 27 17th Ave. does not meet San Francisco Residential
Design Guidelines.

Page 2 of 3 

The proposed home violates the design principle requiring architectural
features that enhance the neighborhood’s character. The proposed front
façade of 27 17th Ave. clashes with existing neighborhood homes. The large
canopy at the front of the home is out of place and the proposed style and
building materials are not in keeping with the character of the neighborhood. 

The proposed home is out of scale with the ten existing homes on 17th Ave.
North of Lake Street. The proposed 5,500 square foot home adjacent to the
proposed 5,589 sq. ft. home at 25 

17th Ave. would create a significant massing problem. The size of both
proposed homes should be reduced. 

The property owner is proposing seven decks that total 1,390 sq. ft between
25 and 27 17th Ave. This is excessive. Five of the seven decks are rear decks
totaling 940 square ft. 

Four outside decks that total 740 sq. ft. are proposed for 27 17th Ave.,
the three rear decks total 540 sq. ft. and single front deck is 200 sq. ft. 
The proposed home should have a single outside deck. (All this is in
Gwendolyn’s letter now)

The proposed scale of the south wall of 27 17th Ave. would tower over the rose
garden planted by Charles Sutro, son of former Mayor Adolph Sutro on the side yard
of our home.  The garden has been a neighborhood treasure for approximately 100
years. Mr. Sutro was a noted gardener who maintained a well-known rose garden
with majestic palms that was a source of continued delight to his friends and a
perpetual joy to him. My neighbors and I feel the same way about the Sutro rose
garden. 

 Thank you for your consideration,

 
 
 DanielNeumayer 



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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Black, Kate
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS $629 MILLION BOND FOR EARTHQUAKE SAFETY

AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE ONTO THE MARCH 2020 BALLOT
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2019 11:36:35 AM
Attachments: 7.11.19 ESER Bond.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 11:19 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS $629 MILLION BOND FOR
EARTHQUAKE SAFETY AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE ONTO THE MARCH 2020 BALLOT
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, July 11, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS $629 MILLION BOND FOR

EARTHQUAKE SAFETY AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE
ONTO THE MARCH 2020 BALLOT

Bond introduced by Mayor London Breed with Supervisors Sandra Lee Fewer and Catherine
Stefani to appear on March 2020 ballot

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today signed a $628.5 million bond for the
March 2020 ballot that would fund seismic retrofitting and resiliency for fire stations, police
stations, and other critical public safety infrastructure. Mayor Breed introduced the Earthquake
Safety and Emergency Response (ESER) Bond in May along with co-sponsors Supervisors
Sandra Lee Fewer and Catherine Stefani. Supervisors Ahsha Safaí, Gordon Mar, and Vallie
Brown also co-sponsored the Bond, which was unanimously approved by the Board of
Supervisors on Tuesday, July 9.
 
“We know we need to act now to ensure that we’re as resilient as possible for the next major
disaster,” said Mayor Breed. “We know that it’s not a matter of ‘if,’ but a matter of ‘when’ the
next major earthquake will strike. This ESER Bond will help our City make critical
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, July 11, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS $629 MILLION BOND FOR 


EARTHQUAKE SAFETY AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
ONTO THE MARCH 2020 BALLOT 


Bond introduced by Mayor London Breed with Supervisors Sandra Lee Fewer and Catherine 
Stefani to appear on March 2020 ballot 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today signed a $628.5 million bond for the 
March 2020 ballot that would fund seismic retrofitting and resiliency for fire stations, police 
stations, and other critical public safety infrastructure. Mayor Breed introduced the Earthquake 
Safety and Emergency Response (ESER) Bond in May along with co-sponsors Supervisors 
Sandra Lee Fewer and Catherine Stefani. Supervisors Ahsha Safaí, Gordon Mar, and Vallie 
Brown also co-sponsored the Bond, which was unanimously approved by the Board of 
Supervisors on Tuesday, July 9.  
 
“We know we need to act now to ensure that we’re as resilient as possible for the next major 
disaster,” said Mayor Breed. “We know that it’s not a matter of ‘if,’ but a matter of ‘when’ the 
next major earthquake will strike. This ESER Bond will help our City make critical 
infrastructure investments so that we’re prepared for the next earthquake or other natural disaster 
and so our first responders can take care of our residents when it matters most.” 
 
“This bond is crucial to build up our safety infrastructure on the Westside and in our public 
safety facilities,” said Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer. “This will make our neighborhoods more 
resilient in the wake of disaster—it is the kind of public investment that I am proud to fight for 
on behalf of my residents.” 
 
“It is critical to our residents that San Francisco’s public safety infrastructure – including our fire 
and police stations, emergency water system, and other essential facilities – is prepared for the 
next major earthquake,” said Supervisor Catherine Stefani. “The 2020 ESER Bond is a key 
investment to bolster our disaster preparedness in San Francisco.” 
 
“This October will mark 30 years since the 1989 Earthquake rocked our City,” said Supervisor 
Vallie Brown. “Since then, we’ve been hard at work preparing for the next big earthquake, but 
our work isn’t done, and it’s important that every San Franciscan take steps to prepare, and that 
includes voting to pass the 2020 ESER Bond.” 
 
If approved by voters, the Bond would provide: 


• $275 million to fund seismic retrofitting and resiliency projects for Neighborhood Fire 
Stations and support facilities, such as firefighting training facilities; 
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• $153.5 million for the Emergency Firefighting Water System; 
• $121 million to fund seismic retrofitting and resiliency projects for San Francisco Police 


District Stations, and support facilities; 
• $70 million for disaster response facilities; 
• $9 million for the Department of Emergency Management 9-1-1 Call Center. 


 
The ESER Bond Program is an initiative to bolster earthquake safety and emergency response 
resiliency through capital improvements to critical infrastructure. San Francisco voters 
overwhelmingly approved the first $412 million ESER Bond in 2010 and the second $400 
million ESER Bond in 2014, both receiving nearly 80 percent support. The Bond Program is 
administered by San Francisco Public Works, which designs and implements many of the 
infrastructure improvement projects funded by the Bond. 
 
The 10-Year Capital Plan adopted by the Board of Supervisors on April 30, 2019 includes the 
ESER Bond funding. The $153.5 million planned for the Emergency Firefighting Water System 
includes $28.5 million spearheaded by Supervisor Fewer to ensure the system can deliver 
coverage to the west side of the city. 
 
Published every odd year, the 10-Year Capital Plan is a fiscally constrained expenditure plan that 
lays out infrastructure investments over the next decade. The City Administrator prepares the 
document with input from citywide stakeholders, who put forth their best ideas and most realistic 
estimates of San Francisco’s future needs. 
 


### 







infrastructure investments so that we’re prepared for the next earthquake or other natural
disaster and so our first responders can take care of our residents when it matters most.”
 
“This bond is crucial to build up our safety infrastructure on the Westside and in our public
safety facilities,” said Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer. “This will make our neighborhoods more
resilient in the wake of disaster—it is the kind of public investment that I am proud to fight for
on behalf of my residents.”
 
“It is critical to our residents that San Francisco’s public safety infrastructure – including our
fire and police stations, emergency water system, and other essential facilities – is prepared for
the next major earthquake,” said Supervisor Catherine Stefani. “The 2020 ESER Bond is a key
investment to bolster our disaster preparedness in San Francisco.”
 
“This October will mark 30 years since the 1989 Earthquake rocked our City,” said Supervisor
Vallie Brown. “Since then, we’ve been hard at work preparing for the next big earthquake, but
our work isn’t done, and it’s important that every San Franciscan take steps to prepare, and
that includes voting to pass the 2020 ESER Bond.”
 
If approved by voters, the Bond would provide:

$275 million to fund seismic retrofitting and resiliency projects for Neighborhood Fire
Stations and support facilities, such as firefighting training facilities;
$153.5 million for the Emergency Firefighting Water System;
$121 million to fund seismic retrofitting and resiliency projects for San Francisco Police
District Stations, and support facilities;
$70 million for disaster response facilities;
$9 million for the Department of Emergency Management 9-1-1 Call Center.

 
The ESER Bond Program is an initiative to bolster earthquake safety and emergency response
resiliency through capital improvements to critical infrastructure. San Francisco voters
overwhelmingly approved the first $412 million ESER Bond in 2010 and the second $400
million ESER Bond in 2014, both receiving nearly 80 percent support. The Bond Program is
administered by San Francisco Public Works, which designs and implements many of the
infrastructure improvement projects funded by the Bond.
 
The 10-Year Capital Plan adopted by the Board of Supervisors on April 30, 2019 includes the
ESER Bond funding. The $153.5 million planned for the Emergency Firefighting Water
System includes $28.5 million spearheaded by Supervisor Fewer to ensure the system can
deliver coverage to the west side of the city.
 
Published every odd year, the 10-Year Capital Plan is a fiscally constrained expenditure plan
that lays out infrastructure investments over the next decade. The City Administrator prepares
the document with input from citywide stakeholders, who put forth their best ideas and most
realistic estimates of San Francisco’s future needs.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Merlone, Audrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: ADU Legislation Reform
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 2:00:55 PM
Attachments: pjchhbljpcgnfffn.png
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: ROGER DAWSON - CPOST <roger@cpost.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 12:49 PM
To: Hepner, Lee (BOS) <lee.hepner@sfgov.org>
Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Conner, Kate (CPC) <kate.conner@sfgov.org>; Kwiatkowska, Natalia
(CPC) <natalia.kwiatkowska@sfgov.org>; Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC) <marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org>; Sayed, Khaled M. (KGO-TV)
<Khaled.M.Sayed@abc.com>; Smeallie, Kyle (BOS) <kyle.smeallie@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC)
<corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Temprano, Tom (BOS) <tom.temprano@sfgov.org>; Jennifer Fieber <jennifer@sftu.org>; Renee Curran <sfmeancat@yahoo.com>; Dan.Noyes@abc.com;
MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Haney,
Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS)
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; KPIXNEWSASSIGN.EDITORS@CBS.COM; KTVU2Investigates@foxtv.com; stories@nbcbayarea.com; breakingnews@kron4.com;
metrodesk@sfchronicle.com; acooper@sfchronicle.com; Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>;
Woodrow, Melanie <Melanie.Woodrow@abc.com>; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>
Subject: Re: ADU Legislation Reform
 

 

Hi Lee,
 
Can you tell me where Supervisor Peskin's efforts are in reforming the ADU?  I've heard that there was something in for review at the City Attorney's office, but
have not heard back from them.
 
It is urgent that this flawed legislation get fixed immediately as it is negatively affecting thousands of renters here in SF and ruining the livability of hundreds of
apartment buildings.
 
On top of the abuse of senior/low income renters and the creation of a bigger parking problem, the ADU is hindering the construction of larger, more efficient
affordable housing projects by tying up construction resources all over the City on one and two unit additions that don't contribute to solving the housing
situation in any meaningful way.  
 
The new affordable developments at 88 Broadway St. and 735 Davis St. will inevitably be negatively impacted and delayed...
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Immediate Board of Supervisors action is needed to enable the Planning Commission to deny approvals for ADU projects that will negatively impact the lives of
existing rent controlled tenants. 
 

Sincerely,

Roger Dawson

Cell: (650) 218-5431

801 Corbett, # 15
San Francisco, CA 94131

 
 
On 5/7/2019 4:32 PM, Hepner, Lee (BOS) wrote:
Thank you, Mr. Dawson. Happy to share more details of our legislative proposal with you when they’re a bit more refined.
 
-Lee
 
Lee Hepner
Legislative Aide
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
(415) 554-7419 | pronouns: he, him, his

 

 

--
On 6/25/2019 11:36 AM, ROGER DAWSON - CPOST wrote:

Dear City Attorney Herrera,

I have heard that there is pending legislation regarding amending the Accessory Dwelling Unit law sitting in your office for review:

On 6/24/2019 9:33 PM, Jennifer Fieber wrote:
Hi Roger,
 
I have been told that there is indeed a legislative fix to the ADU issue and the lack of concern for existing tenants contracts too but that it is being



held up they city attorney’s office.  I hope that one of these fine folks here can perhaps light a fire under that person’s derriere to complete the
task? We all know that garages are part of tenants contracts and cannot be severed without Just Cause. This has been established in court cases.
Why planning continues to issue permits in conflict with the Rent Ordinance, despite tenants objecting, is beyond me.
 
But good on you Roger for bringing it to their attention once again. I also hope that this gets resolved very soon.
 
Jennifer Fieber
SF Tenants Union

I pray that you will expedite turnaround on this to help the thousands of us (especially those of us who are senior citizens) that are being
abused every day by the ADU.  Please reference my email below for an overview of how onerous this has become for renters in our City.

Roger Dawson

Cell: (650) 218-5431

801 Corbett, # 15
San Francisco, CA 94131

--
On 6/21/2019 12:55 PM, ROGER DAWSON - CPOST wrote:

Dear Mayor Breed, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Tenants Rights Organizations and News Media,

When did it become OK for San Francisco to allow property owners & developers to treat renters like s**t ?

I'm reaching out to all of you to come together and stop the out of control urban cancer known as the ADU that is ruining
lives here.

I am one of thousands of San Francisco residents being negatively impacted by former Supervisor Scott Wiener's hastily
crafted and ill thought out Accessory Dwelling Unit legislation.  In my case a 60 year resident, senior citizen with painful
disabilities who is now having to fight for the first time to remain at peace in his apartment home at 801 Corbett Ave. on
Twin Peaks.  For decades our building was a great place to live until Wiener's ADU unleashed perfidious developers and
speculators to buy it 9 months ago so they could exploit it for no other consideration than quick profit. 

I have contacted many of you over the past few months to investigate the abuses the ADU spawned and now it is apparent to
everyone that the ADU is victimizing the residents of SF rather than making any significant contribution to housing. 
Immediate Board of Supervisors action is needed to enable the Planning Commission to deny approvals for ADU projects
that will negatively impact the lives of existing rent controlled tenants. The Planning Commission needs additional authority
that will help protect the residents of Our City and they need it now.  I have discussed this with some of you before (Aaron
Peskin & Staff, Rafael Mandelman & Staff, Dan Sider & Staff) and even spoke before the Planning Commission (3/14/19),
but a solution isn't in place yet and thousands are still suffering abuse at the hands of exploitative ADU developers. The
landscape here is rapidly being ruined with severely overcrowded ADU victimized buildings now referred to appropriately as
"Wienervilles". 

When this senior citizen goes before the Planning Commission (re: 801 Corbett Ave.) to argue against losing my mobility
(parking which I desperately need because of rheumatoid arthritis), against suffering two years of unbearable noise in my
apartment and against the ongoing abuse I've suffered at the hands of the this new predatory owner, I pray that the
Commission will have the authority to put my rights (and the 30 other tenants) as voting, tax paying residents over those of a
rich, secretive Orange County registered Republican named Mark E. Hyatt (aka: MEH Pioneer, LLC) and his local ADU
henchman Joe Peters.  Mr. Hyatt is hiding behind this new LLC after his property in Woodside turned into a raging inferno



causing death and suffering in 2013 (see below).

 
This independent developer, Joe Peters, who came here from New York has now made it his full time job to exploit the ADU (as he
boasts on LinkedIn and Compass Real Estate).  He is without a doubt the worst human being I have ever encountered in my long life. 
From the day he convinced Mark Hyatt of Newport Beach to buy our building, he has misrepresented himself to the tenants, has lied
to me, harassed me, damaged my property, refused to respond to requests, deliberately eliminated security in the garage resulting in a
rash of auto burglaries and is threatening me with eviction because I'm working hard to prevent his harmful ADU development from
ruining our lives. He has even shown up at my door waking me up late at night harassing me and resulting in my needing the help of
the police to keep him away and escort him off the property.
 
This abhorrent behavior is what the ADU has spawned here in Our City. The ADU has turned SF into a "bait ball" for a feeding
frenzy of  unscrupulous speculators to inflate the property values of apartment buildings with no real impact on the housing crisis.  It
turns out that the only people who are benefiting from the ADU are wealthy developers in places like Orange County, money is
literally being sucked out of SF down into "Trump Country".  Developers are referring to the ADU mining of San Francisco's
apartment garages as the new "Gold Rush"...  and like the Gold Rush, many developers are using underhanded (possibly illegal) tricks
to pull off an ADU, a modern day "claim jumping" on tenants rights (as documented by the tenants rights organizations here).  The
problem with the existing ADU law is that it has now created a predatory environment for real estate developers to exploit rent
controlled buildings here in The City.  It is so bad that we see dedicated departments within these organizations specifically working
full time to exploit the ADU for profit.  Their strategy is to purchase rent controlled properties, add additional units while taking away
parking from current residents and subject them to lengthy construction disruption.  This is a deliberate effort to drive out existing rent
controlled tenants with construction and harassment, pack in more units and then "flip" the property with higher rents and more units
for a substantial profit.

The ADU is also turning into an environmental disaster:  construction crews with their heavy diesel equipment/trucks, toilets,
debris boxes and loud machinery are working every day, polluting the air with emissions and toxic dust for 2 years to build
for just 1-2 people.  There is no economy of scale as with a new or completely redesigned/renovated property. There is no
consideration for affordable housing. There is no consideration for parking/traffic.  The only reason developers are doing
ADU's is to increase the unit count/turnover so they can flip the building for a quick profit.  It is exploitation in its worst form
and it isn't a solution to increase housing in an orderly manner.  It is rapidly killing off the charming apartment buildings that
give Our City its character by turning them into modern day tenements.

When did Our City lose its responsibility for its residents and allow such massive abuse?  It's unthinkable that in these times
we let greedy out of town developers abuse the people of San Francisco and let these projects proceed without any
environmental impact report. The environment consisting of the well being of impacted residents.

Mr. Hyatt's troubled history as a Bay Area landlord speaks for itself and should set off alarm bells for those tasked with
regulating his activities...  This from the San Mateo County Times in 2013:

The six-alarm fire in the 72-unit Hallmark House Apartments at 531 Woodside Road displaced 97 residents and killed
one tenant — 48-year-old Darin Michael Demello-Pine.  About 20 people, including three firefighters, were injured as
a result of the fire, first reported around 2 a.m. on July 7.  A lawsuit, filed in San Mateo County Superior Court on
behalf of Jorge and Juanita Chavez, states that Hallmark House residents “suffered displacement, fear, emotional
trauma, and the loss of most of their life’s possessions” because of the fire.  The building’s owner, KDF Hallmark LP,
is to blame for the way the fire spread, according to the lawsuit, because it failed to “properly inspect, maintain and
safeguard the property from a foreseeable unit fire.”  KDF founder Mark Hyatt said in a phone interview that he
can’t comment on the pending legal action.

We are already seeing this failure to properly maintain a building here at 801 Corbett.  There was a water leak (on
10/14/2018) in the building and a large hole opened up in the garage ceiling exposing part of the fire sprinkler system.  It
hasn't been repaired in over 8 months now and represents a constant danger of debris falling out of it onto residents who walk
underneath it as well as exposing sensitive elements of the fire sprinkler system.



 

Mark Hyatt is avoiding his responsibility and for all practical purposes is acting like a ghost.  Since 10/26/2018 I've tried to
reach him at his office (KDF Communities/MEH Pioneer, LLC - 230 Newport Center Drive, Suite 210 Newport Beach CA
92660, Tel: 949.719.1888) through dozens of emails, letters, voice mails, all without any response whatsoever.  Even when I
notified him that our building was being flooded for a second time (on 10/31/2018) by a water main break and that I had
called the fire department he never responded.

When he bought the building 9 months ago I sent him a letter describing how important parking is to my handicapped
mobility (and the other handicapped seniors living here) and how this building with its very thin floors and walls is extremely
sensitive to noise, especially for those of us directly over the garage, he never responded.  He just doesn't care and he's
definitely hiding.  I've done many searches to find even a bio or photo of him and there is nothing, except his participation in
the Republican Party. Why do people conceal themselves like this...?  Obviously because they have something to hide.

This man should not be allowed to own apartments here in SF.  He is a textbook case of everything a bad landlord is.  When
you put him together with someone like Joe Peters you get a combination that is terrifying for the 30 of us who live here.

Any day now Joe Peters representing MEH PIONEER, LLC (Mark E. Hyatt) will be submitting a planning application for an
ADU at 801 Corbett and it will probably have lots of pretty color renderings and flowery language.  He'll probably parade out
an architect that'll make a nice presentation... but don't be fooled, the reality is it will ruin lives and drive out existing rent
controlled tenants here and inflict the neighborhood with more congestion.  If I hadn't been watching Joe Peter's activities on
the property like a hawk, he'd have been able to keep his plans a secret and sneak this through without opposition.  I feel bad
for all the tenants across San Francisco who never realized that they were being victimized by an ADU before it was too late. 
I've heard horror stories from the Tenants Union and Housing Rights Committee about developers doing unscrupulous things
like telling tenants to please "temporarily" remove their cars from the garage for an "earthquake retrofit" and then pulling an
ADU on them, permanently eliminating the parking they relied on for decades and disrupting their lives with major
construction.  Most shocking, The City has brought no action (yet?) against the owners for pulling this kind of deception.

Immediate Board of Supervisors action is needed to enable the Planning Commission to deny approvals for ADU projects
that will negatively impact the lives of existing rent controlled tenants.  In my case I will surely suffer great harm if it is
allowed to proceed.  My and the other senior's mobility (access to our cars) to get to the doctor, get treatments, get physical
therapy and take care of our everyday needs is at risk...  Possibly worse: if construction is allowed to proceed directly
underneath my unit, the constant unbearable noise of jack hammers, buzz saws, nail guns, generators, compressors, fumes
and dust for such a long period of time will certainly stress me out, raise my blood pressure and likely give me a heart attack. 
Similar damages will undoubtedly be suffered by the residents of the other 6 units directly on top of the garage.  It's a well
studied fact that the health effects of noise pollution can be worse than smog.  This building is unique in that it has
unbelievably thin plywood floors and the concrete base/sides of the garage concentrates and reflects all noise upward, even
ordinary conversations in the garage echo up through our floors like they were in our living rooms. We all work at keeping
things quiet in consideration of this aspect of the building. There would be no keeping an ADU construction quiet, it would
be a nightmare for us.

Is it too much to ask to live one's home life in tranquility and quiet? 

I pray that those of you we voted-in with the power to protect us will do something, please!

Sincerely,

Roger Dawson

Cell: (650) 218-5431



801 Corbett, # 15
San Francisco, CA 94131

 

 

This email has been checked for viruses by AVG antivirus software. 
www.avg.com

https://www.avg.com/internet-security
https://www.avg.com/internet-security


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Item 16: 88 Bluxome Street Project
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 2:00:25 PM
Attachments: TRT Letter Re- 88 Bluxome Street 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: Peter Drekmeier <peter@tuolumne.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 12:56 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC) <linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org>
Subject: Item 16: 88 Bluxome Street Project
 

 

Dear President Melgar and Commissioners:
 
Please see TRT’s comments on the 88 Bluxome Street Project on tomorrow’s agenda.
 
Thank you.
 
-Peter
 

-----------------------
Peter Drekmeier
Policy Director
Tuolumne River Trust
peter@tuolumne.org
(415) 882-7252
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:peter@tuolumne.org
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July 10, 2019 
 
President Myrna Melgar and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Via Email 
 
Re: Item 16 on July 11, 2019 Agenda: 88 Bluxome Street Project. 
 
Dear President Melgar and Commissioners: 
 
This letter is to reiterate concerns expressed by the Tuolumne River Trust (TRT) 
regarding large development projects that require Water Supply Assessments 
(WSA), in this case the 88 Bluxome Street Project. As you know from our 
previous comments, TRT is concerned about discrepancies between SFPUC and 
Planning Commission documents. 
 
The Planning Commission’s Draft Motion for the 88 Bluxome Street Project 
states: 
 


The Department determined that the Project did not require further 
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and 
Public Resources Code Section 21083.3. The Project is consistent with the 
adopted zoning controls in the Central SoMa Area Plan and was 
encompassed within the analysis contained in the EIR. Since the EIR was 
finalized, there have been no substantive changes to the Central SoMa 
Area Plan and no substantive changes in circumstances that would require 
major revisions to the EIR due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of 
substantial importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the 
Final EIR.1 


 
This assessment is incorrect. The Central SoMa Plan PEIR was approved by the 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors on September 25, 2018. On December 12, 
2018, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted amendments to the Bay 
Delta Water Quality Control Plan that, if implemented, would require 40% of 
unimpaired flow to remain in the Tuolumne River (San Francisco’s primary water 


																																																													
1	Planning	Commission	Draft	Motion,	p.	2	(p.	7	of	PDF)	–	
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-012490ENXOFAVAR.pdf	
	







	


	 2	


source) between February and June of each year. The SFPUC claims this new flow requirement 
could result in rationing of up to 50% in the foreseeable future.  
 
The Central SoMa Plan PEIR states: 
 


UT-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not 
require or result in the construction of substantial new water treatment facilities and the 
City would have sufficient water supply available from existing entitlements.2 


 
The Central SoMa Plan PEIR relied on information from the SFPUC’s 2010 Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP), 2013 Water Availability Study, and 2015 UWMP. However, the 
SFPUC staff report for the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the 88 Bluxome Street Project 
states: 
 


The State Water Resources Control Board on December 12, 2018 adopted amendments to 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
Estuary (Bay-Delta Plan Amendment). If the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment were to be 
implemented, it would result in significant water supply shortages during single dry and 
multiple dry years, greater than those projected in the 2015 Urban Water Management 
Plan (UWMP).3 


 
The WSA acknowledges that future water supply is uncertain and could be significantly less than 
it is today. It states: 
 


For all these reasons, whether and when the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment will be 
implemented, and how those amendments if implemented will affect the SFPUC’s water 
supply is currently uncertain and possibly speculative. Given this uncertainty, this WSA 
analyzes water supply and demand through 2040 under three scenarios: (1) No 
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment or the March 1st Proposed Voluntary 
Agreement (“Scenario 1”), (2) Implementation of the March 1st Proposed Voluntary 
Agreement (“Scenario 2”), and (3) Implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment 
(“Scenario 3”).4 


 
Under “Conclusion of this WSA,” the SFPUC states: 
 


Under Scenario 3, during single dry and multiple dry years starting as soon as the year 
2022, the estimated year of implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, the 


																																																													
2 Central	SoMa	Plan	Draft	PEIR,	Table	S-2:	Summary	of	Impacts	of	the	Plan	–	Identified	in	the	
Initial	Study,	p.	S-45	–	http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/CentralSoMaPlanDEIR_2016-12-14.pdf	
3	SFPUC	staff	report	for	the	Water	Supply	Assessment	for	88	Bluxome	Street,	p.	2	–	
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/s46454e50506457e9	
4	Water	Supply	Assessment	for	the	88	Bluxome	Street	Project,	p.	3	(p.	8	of	PDF)	–	
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/s46454e50506457e9	
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SFPUC’s total projected water supplies cannot meet the demands of the retail service 
area, including those of the proposed project, without gradually increasing higher levels 
of water rationing of up to 50% through 2040 across the retail service area.5 


 
This level of rationing, potential water shortages, and the environmental impacts of constructing 
new water supply facilities to meet the increased demand generated by the 88 Bluxome Street 
Project were not studied in the Central SoMa Plan PEIR. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
Peter Drekmeier 
Policy Director 


																																																													
5	Ibid,	p.	4	(p.	9	of	PDF).	









From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case No. 2015-012490 ENX/OFA/VAR: 88 Bluxome Street
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 2:00:22 PM
Attachments: COM001a SENT Plan Com re Bluxome.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

-----Original Message-----
From: Kelly Marie Perry <kmhperry@sonic.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 1:21 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC) <linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org>
Cc: Tom Lippe <lippelaw@sonic.net>
Subject: RE: Case No. 2015-012490 ENX/OFA/VAR: 88 Bluxome Street

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Commission President Melgar and Members of the Commission:

Please find today's correspondence attached in .pdf format.

Personal delivery of same, an original and 15 copies, to the Secretary of the Planning Commission, Jonas P. Ionin,
or an authorized party that can accept delivery will be completed by close of business today.

Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter.

Kelly

--
Kelly Marie Perry
Law Offices of Thomas N. Lippe APC
201 Mission St., 12th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105
Tel 415 777-5604 x 2
Cell 510 734-7717
Fax 415 777-5606
e-mail: kmhperry@sonic.net
Web: www.lippelaw.com

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



Law Offices of


THOMAS N. LIPPE, APC


201 Mission Street Telephone: 415-777-5604
                  12th Floor  Facsimile:  415-777-5606
San Francisco, California 94105 Email: Lippelaw@sonic.net


July 10, 2019


President Myrna Melgar and Members of the
Planning Commission:
City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
By email:  myrna.melgar@sfgov.org


By Personal Delivery to the Secretary of the
Planning Commission: 
Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
By email: Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org
By email:  jonas.ionin@sfgov.org


 Members of the Planning Commission:


Joel Koppel, Commission Vice-President
By email:  joel.koppel@sfgov.org


Dennis Richards, Commissioner
By email:  dennis.richards@sfgov.org


Frank S. Fung, Commissioner
By email:  frank.fung@sfgov.org


Rich Hillis, Commissioner
By email:  richhillissf@gmail.com


Milicent A. Johnson, Commissioner
By email:  milicent.johnson@sfgov.org


Kathrin Moore, Commissioner
By email:  kathrin.moore@sfgov.org


Staff Planner: Linda Ajello Hoagland
By email: linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org


Re:  Case No. 2015-012490 ENX/OFA/VAR: 88 Bluxome Street


Dear Commission President Melgar and Members of the Commission:


This office represents Paul Phillips, Genia Phillips, and Regina Cariaga (Objectors) with
respect to Case No. 2015-012490 ENX/OFA/VAR: 88 Bluxome Street (Project).  Objectors reside
at 631 Folsom Street in San Francisco and are Petitioners in a pending lawsuit challenging the
legality of the City of San Francisco’s adoption of the Central South of Market (Central SoMa) Plan. 
This lawsuit is entitled Paul Phillips, et al. v City and County of San Francisco, et al., San Francisco
Superior Case No. CPF-19-516497 (Action).  A copy of the Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate
filed in this action is attached for your reference.  


The Action alleges and seeks a court order finding that the Environmental Impact Report
prepared and certified for the Central SoMa Plan (Central SoMa Plan EIR) does not comply with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and seeks a court order requiring that the City void
its approval of the Central SoMa Plan and its associated zoning controls and general plan



mailto:Lippelaw@sonic.net





Planning Commission
City and County of San Francisco
Case No. 2015-012490 ENX/OFA/VAR: 88 Bluxome Street
July 10, 2019
Page 2


amendments and its certification of the Central SoMa Plan EIR.


Objectors object to the Planning Commission’s approval of this Project and to the Planning
Commission’s adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the Project on the
following grounds.


The Commission currently intends to determine the compliance of this Project with Central
SoMa Plan zoning and the consistency of this Project with the City’s general plan as amended by the
Central SoMa Plan challenged in the Action.  Objectors expect the Action to be successful and to
result in a court order requiring that the City void its approval of the Central SoMa Plan and its
zoning controls and general plan amendments and its certification of the Central SoMa Plan EIR.


Therefore, the Planning Commission should not and cannot determine the compliance of this
project with Central SoMa Plan zoning and consistency with the City’s general plan as amended by
the Central SoMa Plan because these changes to the City’s planning law are illegal. 


Also, the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) prepared for the project purports to tier,
as a subsequent environmental document, to the Central SoMa Plan EIR, and to conclude that the
Project would not “result in new or more severe impacts than were identified in” the Central SoMa
Plan EIR.  Since the Central SoMa Plan EIR was not lawfully certified, the MND prepared for the
project cannot tier to the Central SoMa Plan EIR and cannot validly conclude that the Project would
not “result in new or more severe impacts than were identified in” the Central SoMa Plan EIR.


Therefore, Objectors request that the Planning Commission defer action on this Project until
the Action is resolved by entry of final judgment. 


Thank you for your attention to this matter.


Very Truly Yours,


Thomas N. Lippe


Enclosures


T:\TL\Central SOMA\Administrative Proceedings\LOTNL Docs\COM001a Plan Com re Bluxome.wpd
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Petitioners allege:


1. This action challenges Respondents’ approval of the Central SoMa Project (Project) on grounds the


approval violates the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and state and local planning laws. 


2. The Project amends the City and County of San Francisco’s General Plan to establish a new specific


area plan known as the Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, running from Second Street to Sixth


Street, and from Market Street to Townsend Street, excluding areas within the Downtown Plan area north


of Folsom Street; new zoning controls for this area, including drastically increased height limits in many


areas (e.g., from 40 feet to 270 feet, from 45 feet to 240 feet, from 65 feet to 130 feet, from 65 feet to 20 feet,


from 85 feet to 200 feet, from 85 feet to 400 feet); and the creation of a newly established Housing


Sustainability District for this area pursuant to California Government Code section 66201.


Parties


3. Petitioners PAUL PHILLIPS, GENIA PHILLIPS, and REGINA CARIAGA are individual


homeowners who own and reside in residential units in located at 631 Folsom Street in the City and County


of San Francisco in the Central SoMa Plan area.  Petitioners reside adjacent to the Project area and will


suffer direct and tangible adverse effects on their quality of life as a result of Project implementation,


including, without limitation, adverse effects on air quality, noise, transportation congestion and delay,


shadow, wind, and pedestrian  safety.  At all times material to this action, Petitioners were and are members


of two organizations: Central SoMa Neighbors and 631 Folsom Street Owners Association (SFBlu).  Central


SoMa Neighbors is a community organization composed of residents of the Central SoMa neighborhood.


Central SoMa Neighbors seeks to preserve and enhance the unique character of Central SoMa with its


diversity of buildings and architecture; make the Central SoMa area a more livable, mixed-use and


pedestrian-friendly neighborhood; advocate for livability, including access to light, air, parks, and public


open spaces; and ensure the area is affordable and accessible, with the right balance of housing, office space


and retail.  SFBlu is a homeowners association whose residents live at 631 Folsom Street, organized to


promote and defend the interests of its members in balancing sustainable growth with preserving the


character of the neighborhood.  


4. Petitioners are beneficially interested in Respondents’ full compliance with CEQA and state and


local planning laws.  Respondents owed a mandatory duty to comply with CEQA and state and local


planning laws.  before approving the Project.  Petitioners have the right to enforce the mandatory duties of


CEQA and state and local planning laws.


- 1 -


Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate (CEQA); Case No. (to be assigned)







1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


10


11


12


13


14


15


16


17


18


19


20


21


22


23


24


25


26


27


28


29


30
 


L aw  O f f ic es  o f


T h om as  N .L ip p e , A P C


2 0 1 M is s ion  S t. 1 2  F loor
th


S an  F ran c is c o , C A  9 4 1 0 5


T el: 4 1 5 -7 7 7 -5 6 0 4


F ax: 4 1 5 -7 7 7 -5 6 0 6


 


5. Respondent CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO is a municipality organized under the


California Constitution.  Respondent BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO


is the governing legislative body of Respondent City and County of San Francisco.  The SAN FRANCISCO


PLANNING COMMISSION is an agency of Respondent City and County of San Francisco and is the


agency that certified the Environmental Impact Report for the Project.  The SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING


DEPARTMENT is an agency of Respondent City and County of San Francisco and is identified as the


“Project Applicant” in the Notice of Determination that the City filed with the County Clerk and that the


County Clerk posted on December 18, 2018, and is named as a Respondent pursuant to Public Resources


Code section 21167.6.5.  Respondents CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, BOARD OF


SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION


and SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT are collectively referred to herein as the


“Respondents” or “City” because under the City’s Administrative Code, section 31.04, subdivision (a), these


named sub-units of the City, collectively, acted as a single “local agency,” “public agency” and “lead


agency.”  The City acted as the lead agency under CEQA for the Project and approved the Project.


6. Does 1 through 25 are fictitiously named respondents, and Does 26 through 100 are fictitiously


named real parties in interest, whose true names and capacities are currently unknown to Petitioners.  If and


when their true names and capacities are known, this petition will be amended to assert them.


7. The paragraphs below refer to and rely on information in documents relating to this action, all of


which will be filed with this Court as part of the record of proceedings and which are incorporated by


reference.


The CEQA Process


8. On December 14, 2016, the City issued a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Project. 


9. Petitioners, as members of Central SoMa Neighbors and SFBlu, submitted extensive comments to


the City on the DEIR.


10. On March 28, 2018, the City issued a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Project.


11. Petitioners, as members of Central SoMa Neighbors and SFBlu, submitted extensive comments to


the City on the FEIR.


12. On May 10, 2018, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified the FEIR the Project.


13. On or about June 8, 2018, four different appeals of the Planning Commission’s certification of the


FEIR to the City’s Board of Supervisors were filed, including an appeal by Petitioner’s organizations,
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Central SoMa Neighbors and SFBlu  


14. On September 25, 2018, the City’s Board of Supervisors denied the appeals and upheld the


certification of the EIR.


The Project Approvals 


15. The City filed and posted a Notice of Determination in accordance with Pubic Resources Code


section 21152 on December 18, 2018.


16. The Notice of Determination indicates that the Central SoMa Project consists of the following


decisions by Respondents:


(a) Board of Supervisors’ Ordinance 280-18, amending the Zoning Map of the Planning Code


to create the Central South of Market (SoMa) Special Use District and make other amendments to


the Height and Bulk District Maps and Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa


Area Plan.  This ordinance finally passed on November 27, 2018, and was signed by the Mayor of


San Francisco on December 7, 2018.


(b) Board of Supervisors’ Ordinance 281-18, amending the Business and Tax Regulations and


Planning Codes to create the Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District.  This


ordinance finally passed on November 27, 2018, and was signed by the Mayor of San Francisco on


December 7, 2018.


(c) Board of Supervisors’ Ordinance 282-18, amending the General Plan to create the Central


South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan.  This ordinance finally passed on November 27, 2018, and was


signed by the Mayor of San Francisco on December 7, 2018.


(d) Board of Supervisors’ Ordinance 282-18, amending the Administrative Code Special Tax


Financing Law, constituting Article 43.10, to authorize special tax financing of certain facilities and


services related to the Central SoMa Plan Area.  This ordinance finally passed on November 27,


2018, and was signed by the Mayor of San Francisco on December 7, 2018.


(e) Board of Supervisors’ Ordinance 296-18, amending the Administrative and Planning Codes


to give effect to the Central South of Market Area Plan.  This ordinance finally passed on December


4, 2018, and was signed by the Mayor of San Francisco on December 12, 2018.


(f) Planning Commission Resolution No. 20183 adopting CEQA Findings.


(g) Planning Commission Resolution No. 20184 approving the General Plan Amendments,


including the Central SoMa Plan.


- 3 -


Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate (CEQA); Case No. (to be assigned)







1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


10


11


12


13


14


15


16


17


18


19


20


21


22


23


24


25


26


27


28


29


30
 


L aw  O f f ic es  o f


T h om as  N .L ip p e , A P C


2 0 1 M is s ion  S t. 1 2  F loor
th


S an  F ran c is c o , C A  9 4 1 0 5


T el: 4 1 5 -7 7 7 -5 6 0 4


F ax: 4 1 5 -7 7 7 -5 6 0 6


 


(h) Planning Commission Resolution No. 20185, recommending adoption of Central SoMa Plan


with modifications of the Planning Code and Administrative Code.


(i) Planning Commission Resolution No. 20186, approving the Central SoMa Plan Zoning Map


Amendments;


(j) Planning Commission Resolution No. 20187, recommending adoption of the implementation


program.


(k) Planning Commission Resolution No. 20188, recommending adoption of the Housing


Sustainability District.


17. In addition, the Planning Commission, by Motion No. 20182, certified the Final EIR for the Central


SoMa Plan as accurate, complete, and in compliance with CEQA.


Exhaustion of Administrative Remedies


18. The City’s approval of the Project is final and not subject to further administrative appeal procedures.


19. In accord with Public Resources Code section 21177, subdivision (b), Petitioners objected to


Respondents’ approval of the Project orally or in writing during the public comment period or prior to the


close of the public hearing on the Project before the filing of any Project related Notices of Determination.


20. In accordance with Public Resources Code section 21177, subdivision (a), all alleged grounds for


non-compliance with CEQA that are alleged herein were presented to Respondents during the public


comment period for, or prior to the close of the public hearing on, the Project.


21. In the alternative, there was no opportunity for members of the public to raise the grounds of


noncompliance alleged in this Petition prior to Respondents’ approval of the Project.


Jurisdiction


22.  This Court has jurisdiction under Code of Civil Procedure sections 1085 or 1094.5 and Public


Resources Code sections 21168 or 21168.5.


Service of Notices


23. Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21167.5, on January 15, 2019, Petitioners served Respondents


with written notice of their intent to commence this action. A copy of this notice and proof of service of this


notice is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.


24. Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21167.7 and Code of Civil Procedure section 388, Petitioners


served notice of the filing of this action and a copy of this pleading to the Attorney General’s office.  A copy


of said notice and a copy of the proof of service of the notice and pleading is attached hereto as Exhibit 2.
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Private Attorney General Doctrine


25. Petitioners bring this action as private attorneys general pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section


1021.5, and any other applicable legal theory, to enforce important rights affecting the public interest. 


Issuance of the relief requested in this Complaint and Petition will confer a significant benefit on a large


class of persons by ensuring that Respondent City does not approve the Project in the absence of lawful


environmental review and compliance with applicable local and state zoning law. 


FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
(California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA))


26. Petitioners incorporate all previous paragraphs as if fully set forth.


27. In certifying the EIR and approving the Project, Respondents violated CEQA as described in a


number of comment letters submitted during the administrative process, including, without limitation, the


following letters and their attachments, which are incorporated herein by reference:


(a) February 13, 2017, comment letter on the DEIR from Lozeau Drury to Planning Commission


(Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017), attaching:


(1) February 13, 2017, letter from Terrell Watt (Watt, February 13, 2017);


(2) February 8, 2017, letter from Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE),


(SWAPE, February 8, 2017);


(3) February 13, 2017, letter from Daniel Smith (Smith, February 13, 2017);


(4) February 12, 2017, letter from Shawn Smallwood (Smallwood February 12, 2017).


(b) May 9, 2018, comment letter on the FEIR from Lozeau Drury to Planning Commission


(Lozeau Drury, May 9, 2018), attaching:


(1) April 12, 2018, letter from Daniel Smith (Smith, April 12, 2018).


(c) June 8, 2018, notice of appeal and comment letter on the FEIR from Lozeau Drury to Board


of Supervisors (Lozeau Drury, June 8, 2018). 


(d) August 31, 2018, supplemental appeal and comment letter on the FEIR from Lozeau Drury


to Board of Supervisors (Lozeau Drury, August 31, 2018), attaching: 


(1) August 31, 2017, letter from SWAPE (SWAPE, August 31, 2017). 


(e) October 18, 2018, comment letter on the FEIR from Lozeau Drury to Board of Supervisors


requesting recirculation of the EIR (Lozeau Drury, October 18, 2018).


28. In approving the Project, Respondents prejudicially abused their discretion in violation of CEQA
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because Respondents certified an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that fails to include information


necessary for informed decision making and informed public participation, including information necessary


to reach informed conclusions regarding the significance of the Project’s environmental impacts, the


effectiveness of mitigation measures to avoid the Project’s significant environmental impacts, or the


feasibility of mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s significant environmental impacts; because the EIR


fails to lawfully assess the Project’s cumulative effects, because the EIR fails to use best available


information; because the FEIR fails provide good faith responses to comments on the DEIR; because


Respondents failed and refused to recirculate a revised draft EIR including said necessary information;


because, with respect to the findings required by CEQA at Public Resource Code section 21081, Respondent


City failed to make required findings, failed to support the findings made with substantial evidence, and


failed to disclose the analytic route showing how the evidence supports said findings.  These violations of


CEQA include, without limitation, the legal errors described in the following paragraphs.


Environmental Setting


29. The EIR fails to adequately describe baseline conditions in the Project area. (See Lozeau Drury,


February 13, 2017, p. 7; Watt, February 13, 2017, pp. 7-9.)


Project Description 


30.  The EIR presents an inconsistent and inadequate project description because the Initial Study


describes an entirely different project than the EIR in a number of respects, including, without limitation:


(a) The EIR Project has a vastly different geographic scope, populations and jobs projections,


and other elements than the Initial Study;


(b) The EIR Project has entirely different goals than the Initial Study;


(c) The EIR eliminates the mid-rise option that was favored by the Central Corridor Plan;


(d) The Initial Study and DEIR use out-of-date baseline data. 


(See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 9-14; Watt, February 13, 2017, pp. 4-7.)


31. With respect to many issues, including transportation, air quality, shadow impacts, and noise, the


DEIR relied on representations that later, specific building projects proposed within the Project area would


undergo additional “project level” CEQA review that tiers to the Project’s programmatic EIR.  But between


issuance of the Draft EIR and certification of the Final EIR, the City changed the Project by proposing to


designate it a Housing Sustainability District pursuant to AB 73, which exempts certain housing projects
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from CEQA review. (See Government Code § 21155.11.)  


(a) The City failed to recirculate a revised draft EIR to assess the new Project description,


including the effects of establishing the Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District; and 


(b) The City failed to recirculate a revised draft EIR to revise its assessment of impacts that were


previously based on the assumption that later specific building projects proposed within the Project


area would undergo additional project level CEQA review. 


(Lozeau Drury, May 9, 2018, pp. 4-8.)


Alternatives


32. The EIR fails to lawfully analyze a range of reasonable alternatives. (See Lozeau Drury, February


13, 2017, pp. 42-46, SWAPE, February 8, 2017, pp. 8-10.)


33. The City’s CEQA findings fail to adopt a feasible alternative (i.e., the Mid-Rise Alternative) that


would substantially reduce the  Project’s significant effects.  (See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 28-


29, 42-46; Lozeau Drury, May 9, 2018, pp. 11-12; Lozeau Drury, June 8, 2018, pp. 3-5; Lozeau Drury,


August 31, 2018, pp. 2; SWAPE, February 8, 2017, pp. 8-10.)


General Plan Consistency 


34. The EIR fails to lawfully analyze the Project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan and other


applicable planning documents. (See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 15-18, Watt, February 13, 2017,


pp. 27-30.)


35. The EIR fails to discuss inconsistencies between the Project’s goal of 33% affordable housing and


the Housing Element of the General Plan’s goal of 57% affordable housing citywide.


Traffic Impacts 


36. The EIR fails to lawfully evaluate the significance of the Project’s traffic impacts for many reasons,


including, without limitation:


(a) The EIR failed to apply its own selected threshold of significance for traffic impacts using


per capita “vehicle miles traveled” (VMT) as a metric and failed to find this impact significant


despite admitting that the Project will cause increases in per capita VMT. (See Lozeau Drury,


February 13, 2017, pp. 19-20; Smith, February 13, 2017, pp 1-3; Lozeau Drury, May 9, 2018, pp.


8-10; Smith April 12, 2018, pp. 1-2.)


(b) The EIR failed to consider whether Project-induced increases in total, as opposed to per


capita, “vehicle miles traveled” (VMT) is a significant adverse impact. (See Lozeau Drury, February
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13, 2017, p. 20; Smith, February 13, 2017, pp. 2-3; Lozeau Drury, May 9, 2018, pp. 8-10, Smith


April 12, 2018, pp. 1-2.)


(c) The EIR failed to consider whether Project-induced increases in traffic delay and congestion


at numerous street intersections and freeway access ramps represent significant adverse


environmental effects of the Project. (See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 20-21; Smith,


February 13, 2017, pp 3-4; Lozeau Drury, May 9, 2018, pp. 8-10; Smith April 12, 2018, pp. 2-3.)


(d) The EIR fails to adequately describe baseline traffic conditions in the Project area. (See


Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, p. 7; Smith April 12, 2018, pp. 3-4.)


(e) The EIR failed to include in its analysis of transportation impacts, as measured by per capita


or total VMT, the substantial number of VMTs caused by the use of transportation network company


(TNC) (e.g., Uber and Lyft) vehicles in the area, resulting in a substantial downward bias in the


EIR’s VMT calculations. (See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 8-9; Watt, February 13, 2017,


p. 3; Lozeau Drury, May 9, 2018, pp. 8-10; Smith, April 12, 2018, pp.  7-8; Lozeau Drury, October


18, 2018.)


(f) On October 18, 2018, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority published a study


entitled “TNCs and Congestion,” showing that the use of TNCs is responsible for 51% of traffic


congestion in the City.  This study shows an even more extreme downward bias in the EIR’s VMT


calculations than discussed in the previous paragraph.  The City was required to but failed to


recirculate a revised draft EIR or to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR to assess the effect


on its analysis of all impacts that were based on VMTs or traffic delay, including transportation, air


quality, and noise impacts. (Lozeau Drury, October 18, 2018.)


(g) The EIR uses flawed thresholds of significance to exclude consideration of evidence


supporting a fair argument that the Project may have significant adverse traffic safety impacts.


(Smith, February 13, 2017, p. 6-7.)


(h) The EIR fails to lawfully evaluate the significance of Project-induced parking impacts. (See


Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, p. 22.)


(i) The EIR’s cumulative traffic impact analysis fails to include other closely related projects


whose effects will combine and interact with the effects of the Project. (See Lozeau Drury, February


13, 2017, p. 22; Smith, February 13, 2017, p. 6.)


Public Transit Impacts
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37. The EIR fails to lawfully assess the significance of the Project’s impacts on public transit. (See


Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 38-39; Watt, February 13, 2017; Smith April 12, 2018, pp. 4-5.).)


38. The EIR failed to include required baseline information in its analysis of impacts on transit systems.


(See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, p. 21; Smith, February 13, 2017, pp. 5-6; Smith April 12, 2018, pp.


3-4.)


39. The EIR and the City’s CEQA’s findings unlawfully defer the development of mitigation measures


that would substantially reduce the Project’s significant impacts on public transit. (See Lozeau Drury,


February 13, 2017, pp. 38-39.)


40.  The EIR and the City’s CEQA’s findings unlawfully find that a “fee based” program will


substantially reduce the Project’s significant impacts on public transit. (See Lozeau Drury, February 13,


2017, p. 39.)


Emergency Vehicle Access 


41. The EIR fails to lawfully evaluate the significance of Project-induced impacts on emergency vehicle


access. (See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, p. 21; Smith, February 13, 2017, p. 8; Smith April 12, 2018,


pp. 6-7.)


Pedestrian Safety Impacts 


42. The EIR fails to lawfully assess the significance of the Project’s pedestrian safety impacts. (See


Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 34-35; Smith, February 13, 2017, pp. 6-7; Smith April 12, 2018, pp.


5-6.)


Air Quality Impacts 


43. The EIR fails to lawfully evaluate the significance of the Project’s air quality impacts for many


reasons, including, without limitation:


(a) The EIR’s analysis of impacts related to criteria air pollutants (e.g., Impact AQ-2, Impact


AQ-3, Impact AQ-4, Impact AQ-5, Impact C-AQ-1, and Impact C-AQ-2) fails to include required


baseline information. (See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 23-25; SWAPE, February 8, 2017,


pp. 2-4.)


(b) The EIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts related to criteria air pollutants (e.g., Impact AQ-2,


Impact AQ-3, Impact AQ-4, Impact AQ-5, Impact C-AQ-1, and Impact C-AQ-2) fails to include


other closely related projects whose effects will combine and interact with the effects of the Project.


(See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 23-25; SWAPE, February 8, 2017, pp. 4-8.)
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(c) The EIR’s  impacts related to criteria air pollutants (e.g., Impact AQ-2, Impact AQ-3, Impact


AQ-4, Impact AQ-5, Impact C-AQ-1, and Impact C-AQ-2) erroneously uses changes in VMT as a


threshold of significance, in violation of SB 743 and CEQA section 21099(b). (See Lozeau Drury,


February 13, 2017, p. 25.)


(d) The EIR’s  impacts related to criteria air pollutants (e.g., Impact AQ-2, Impact AQ-3, Impact


AQ-4, Impact AQ-5, Impact C-AQ-1, and Impact C-AQ-2) erroneously fails to use applicable


thresholds of significance established by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. (See


Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 26-27.)


(e) The EIR and the City’s CEQA’s findings unlawfully defer the development of mitigation


measures that would substantially reduce the Project’s significant toxic air contaminants and cancer


risk impact. (See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 27-28.) 


(f) The EIR fail to identify and discuss and the City failed to adopt feasible mitigation measures


that would substantially reduce the Project’s significant toxic air contaminants and cancer risk


impact.  These mitigation measures include, without limitation:


(1) Adopt the Mid-Rise alternative;


(2) Require developers of new projects to install advanced air filtration equipment


(MERV 16 or HEPA) to reduce indoor air pollutant levels by 90%;


(3) Require developers of new projects to pay for advanced air filtration for existing


residents of Central SoMa;


(4) Require ride-hailing services such as Uber and Lyft to comply with the same clean


vehicle requirements as required for taxis pursuant to the San Francisco Green Taxi


Ordinance of 2008, which requires taxis to be either hybrid electric, fully electric or other


clean-fuel powered;


(5) Require construction equipment to be CARB Tier 4 or electric-powered (rather than


Tier 2 required by EIR;


(6) Require energy efficiency audits of existing buildings;


(7) Require energy efficiency upgrades to existing buildings not otherwise required by


law, including heating, ventilation, air conditioning, lighting, water heating equipment,


insulation and weatherization (perhaps targeted to specific communities, such as low-income


or senior residents);
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(8) Establish programs to encourage the purchase and use of energy efficient vehicles,


appliances, equipment and lighting;


(9) Establish programs that create incentives to replace or retire polluting vehicles and


engines;


(10) Establish programs to expand the use of renewable energy and energy storage;


(11) Preserve or enhance existing areas that provide carbon sequestration benefits;


(12) Improve and expand public transit and low- and zero-carbon transportation


alternatives;


(13) Require solar photo-voltaic panels on all new and existing buildings;


(14) Require Energy Star Appliances in all new buildings;


(15) Require energy efficient lighting in all new buildings, particularly LED;


(16) Require all new buildings to be LEED certified;


(17) Require solar hot water heaters;


(18) Require water-efficiency measures;


(19) Require energy storage facilities to store solar energy;


(20) Require electric vehicle charging stations to encourage use of clean cars.


(See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 28-29; Lozeau Drury, May 9, 2018, pp. 11-12; Lozeau


Drury, June 8, 2018, pp. 3-5; Lozeau Drury, August 31, 2018, pp. 2; SWAPE, February 8, 2017, pp.


8-10; SWAPE, August 31, 2017.)


Visual and Aesthetic Impacts


44. The EIR fails to lawfully evaluate the significance of the Project’s visual and aesthetic impacts. (See


Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 29-30.) 


Growth Inducing Impacts


45. The EIR fails to lawfully evaluate the significance of the Project’s growth inducing impacts. (See


Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 30-31, Watt, February 13, 2017, pp. 10-12.) 


Population, Employment and Housing Impacts


46. The EIR fails to lawfully evaluate the significance of the Project’s population, employment and


housing impacts. (See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 31-33, Watt, February 13, 2017, pp. 12-23.)


Open Space Impacts 


47. The EIR fails to lawfully assess the significance of the Project’s open space impacts. (See Lozeau
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Drury, February 13, 2017, p. 33.) 


Shadow Impacts 


48. The EIR fails to lawfully assess the significance of the Project’s impacts from adding shadow to the


City’s urban open spaces. (See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017; Watt, February 13, 2017, pp. 25-27;


Lozeau Drury, May 9, 2018, pp. 10-11.)


Displacement Impacts 


49. The EIR fails to lawfully assess the significance of the Project’s effects on the environment that will


result from the Project forcing low and moderate income residents of the City to move elsewhere.  (See


Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 35-37; Watt, February 13, 2017; Lozeau Drury, May 9, 2018, pp. 12-


13.)


Public Service Impacts


50. The EIR fails to lawfully assess the significance of the Project’s impacts on public services. (See


Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 37-38; Watt, February 13, 2017, pp. 23-25.)


Biological Impacts


51. The EIR fails to lawfully assess the significance of the Project’s biological impacts. (See Lozeau


Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 39-40; Smallwood,  February 12, 2017.)


Cumulative Impacts


52. The EIR fails to lawfully assess the significance of the Project’s cumulative impacts on all resources.


(See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 40-41; SWAPE, February 8, 2017, pp. 6-8.)


Failure To Respond Adequately To Comments On Draft EIR


53. A lead agency must evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who


reviewed a Draft EIR during the public comment period, and must prepare a written response. 14 C.C.R.


§ 15088(a). The written response must describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised.


Id. at subd. (c). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s position is at


variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be addressed in detail, giving


reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. Id. There must be good faith, reasoned


analysis in response; conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. Id.


54. The City here failed to provide a detailed, written, good faith, reasoned analysis in response to


comments received on the draft EIR during the public comment period from individuals and responsible


agencies, and failed to give adequate reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted.
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Instead, the City merely gave conclusory statements unsupported by factual information.


55. The City therefore prejudicially abused its discretion in certifying the EIR by failing to proceed in


the manner required by CEQA. 


Unsupported Findings And Statement Of Overriding Considerations


56. Under Public Resources Code section 21081, an agency may not approve a project with significant


unavoidable impacts unless it finds, based on substantial evidence, that specific overriding economic, legal,


social, technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the environment.


57. The EIR for the Plan identifies impacts as unavoidably significant, but the City’s CEQA findings


pursuant to section 21081 that said significant impacts are unavoidable because no further mitigation is


feasible are erroneous as a matter of law or not supported by substantial evidence in the record.


58. The EIR for the Plan identifies impacts as unavoidably significant, but the City’s CEQA findings


pursuant to section 21081 that said significant impacts are acceptable based on a statement of overriding


considerations are erroneous as a matter of law, not  adequately supported by findings, or not supported by


substantial evidence in the record.


59. The City therefore prejudicially abused its discretion in certifying the EIR by failing to proceed in


the manner required by CEQA, and by adopting findings that are erroneous as a matter of law, not 


adequately supported by findings, or not supported by substantial evidence in the record.


60. Petitioners have no other plain, speedy, and adequate remedy in the ordinary course of law and will


suffer irreparable injury unless this Court issues the relief requested in this action.


 SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
(General Plan Consistency, Government Code § 65860; San Francisco Planning Code § 101.1)


61. Petitioners incorporate all prior allegations as if fully set forth.


62. The Project is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan and other applicable planning documents


and the Project’s amendments to the General Plan render the General Plan internally inconsistent, for many


reasons, including, without limitation:


(a) The Project is inconsistent with Policy 3.5 of the General Plan, which states, “Ensure that


growth will not outpace improvements to transit of the circulation system.”


(b) The Plan is inconsistent with the Urban Design Element of the General Plan, and its Policy


3.5 (“Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and


character of existing development”); and Policy 3.6: (“Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing
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scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or dominating appearance in new construction.”)


(c) The Plan is inconsistent with the Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan,


Policy 1.9 (“Preserve sunlight in public open spaces”).


(d) The Plan is also inconsistent with the General Plan Objective 9 (“Reduce


transportation-related noise”), and Policy 11.1 (Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level


exceeds the noise compatibility guidelines for that use”).


(e) The Plan is inconsistent with the Western SoMa Plan, Policy 1.2.4 (“Prohibit housing outside


of designated Residential Enclave Districts (RED) south of Harrison Street”).


(See Lozeau Drury, February 13, 2017, pp. 15-18.)


63. The Project is inconsistent with the Housing Element of the General Plan’s goal of 57% affordable


housing citywide.


64. Petitioners have no other plain, speedy, and adequate remedy in the ordinary course of law and will


suffer irreparable injury unless this Court issues the relief requested in this action.


WHEREFORE, Petitioners pray for the following relief:


65. For a peremptory writ of mandate pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21168.9 and Code of


Civil Procedure sections 1085 or 1094.5:


(a) Ordering Respondents to void their approval of the Project, including all of the approvals


listed in paragraphs 9 and 10 above;


(b) Ordering Respondents to take any other actions the Court finds necessary to bring its


determinations, findings, or decisions on the Project into compliance with CEQA and applicable


planning laws;


(c) Retaining the Court’s jurisdiction over this matter until Respondents comply with the


peremptory writ of mandate.


66. For an order compelling Respondents to pay Petitioners’ costs of suit.


67. For an order compelling Respondents to pay Petitioners’ reasonable attorneys fees pursuant to Code


of Civil Procedure section 1021.5.


68. For such other relief as the Court may deem proper.


//


//


//
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DATED: January 16, 2019             LAW OFFICES OF THOMAS N. LIPPE, APC


____________________________________
Thomas N. Lippe
Attorney for Petitioners
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1 Verification 


2 I, Paul Phillips, declare that: 


3 1. I am a petitioner in this action. 


4 2. I have read the foregoing Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and know the contents thereof. The 


5 statements of fact contained are true and correct of my own knowledge, except as to the matters which are 


6 therein stated on his or her information or belief, and as to those matters I believe them to be true. 


7 I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that the foregoing is true 


8 and correct. Executed on January -1..k_, 2019, at San Francisco, California. 


9 


10 


11 


~ 
Paul Phillips 
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EXHIBIT 1







 Law Offices of


THOMAS N. LIPPE, APC


201 Mission Street Telephone: 415-777-5604
                  12th Floor  Facsimile:  415-777-5606
San Francisco, California 94105 Email: Lippelaw@sonic.net


January 15, 2019


By U.S. Priority Mail and Email
Ms Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA  94102-4689
E-mail:  Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org


By U.S. Priority Mail and Email
Dennis J. Herrera 
City Attorney
Office of the City Attorney
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 234
San Francisco, CA 94102
E-mail:  cityattorney@sfcityatty.org


Re:  Notice of Intent to File CEQA Action Challenging Central SoMa Plan


Dear Ms Calvillo and Mr. Herrera:


This office represents Paul Phillips, Genia Phillips and Regina Cariaga (“Plaintiffs”) with
respect to the above referenced Central SoMa Plan (Project).  This letter provides written notice
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21167.5 that Plaintiffs’ will seek judicial review of the
City and County of San Francisco’s approval of the Project, on grounds the approval does not
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and state and local planning laws.


The Notice of Determination for the Project indicates that the Central SoMa Project consists
of the following decisions:
a. Board of Supervisors’ Ordinance 280-18, amending the Zoning Map of the Planning Code
to create the Central South of Market (SoMa) Special Use District and make other amendments to
the Height and Bulk District Maps and Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa
Area Plan, finally passed on November 27, 2018, and signed by the Mayor of San Francisco on
December 7, 2018.
b. Board of Supervisors’ Ordinance 281-18, amending the Business and Tax Regulations and
Planning Codes to create the Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District, finally passed
on November 27, 2018, and signed by the Mayor of San Francisco on December 7, 2018. 
c. Board of Supervisors’ Ordinance 282-18, amending the General Plan to create the Central
South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, finally passed on November 27, 2018, and signed by the Mayor
of San Francisco on December 7, 2018.
d. Board of Supervisors’ Ordinance 282-18, amending the Administrative Code Special Tax
Financing Law, constituting Article 43.10, to authorize special tax financing of certain facilities and
services related to the Central SoMa Plan Area, finally passed on November 27, 2018, and signed
by the Mayor of San Francisco on December 7, 2018.
e. Board of Supervisors’ Ordinance 296-18, amending the Administrative and Planning Codes



mailto:Lippelaw@sonic.net

mailto:Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

mailto:Gladys.Coil@countyofnapa.org

mailto:cityattorney@sfcityatty.org
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Ms Calvillo and Mr. Herrera
Notice of Intent to File CEQA Action Challenging Central SoMa Plan 
January 15, 2019
Page 2


to give effect to the Central South of Market Area Plan; finally passed on December 4, 2018, and
signed by the Mayor of San Francisco on December 12, 2018.
f. Planning Commission Motion No. 20182, certifying the Final EIR for the Central SoMa Plan
as accurate, complete, and in compliance with CEQA.
g. Planning Commission Resolution No. 20183, adopting CEQA Findings.
h. Planning Commission Resolution No. 20184, approving the General Plan Amendments,
including the Central SoMa Plan.
i. Planning Commission Resolution No. 20185, recommending adoption of the Central SoMa
Plan with modifications of the Planning Code and Administrative Code.
j. Planning Commission Resolution No. 20186, approving the Central SoMa Plan Zoning Map
Amendments.
k. Planning Commission Resolution No. 20187, recommending adoption of the implementation
program.
l. Planning Commission Resolution No. 20188, recommending adoption of the Housing
Sustainability District.


The action will request a writ of mandate requiring the City and County to void these
approvals.


Thank you for your attention to this matter.


Very Truly Yours,


Thomas N. Lippe


T:\TL\Central SOMA\Trial\Pleadings\P002 Notice of Intent Central Soma.wpd
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PROOF OF SERVICE


I am a citizen of the United States, employed in the City and County of San Francisco, California. 


My business address is 201 Mission Street, 12th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105.  I am over the age of 18


years and not a party to the above entitled action.  On January 15, 2019, I served the following on the parties


as designated below:


! Notice of Intent to File CEQA Action Challenging Central SoMa Plan


MANNER OF SERVICE
(check all that apply)


[ x] By Priority Mail: In the ordinary course of business, I caused each such envelope to be
placed in the custody of the United States Postal Service, with
postage thereon fully prepaid in a sealed envelope.


[  ] By Personal Service: I personally delivered each such envelope to the office of the address
on the date last written below.


[  ] By Overnight FedEx: I caused such envelope to be placed in a box or other facility regularly
maintained by the express service carrier or delivered to an authorized
courier or driver authorized by the express service carrier to receive
documents, in an envelope or package designated by the express
service carrier with delivery fees paid or provided for.


[ x ] By E-mail: I caused such document to be served via electronic mail equipment
transmission (E-mail) on the parties as designated on the attached
service list by transmitting a true copy to the following E-mail
addresses listed under each addressee below.


[  ] By Personal I caused each such envelope to be delivered to an authorized
Delivery by courier or driver, in an envelope or package addressed to the
Courier: addressee below.


I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true


and correct.  Executed on January 15, 2019, in the City and County of San Francisco, California


  _________________________________
Kelly Marie Perry
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SERVICE LIST


Ms Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA  94102-4689
E-mail:  Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org


Dennis J. Herrera 
City Attorney
Office of the City Attorney
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 234
San Francisco, CA 94102
E-mail:  cityattorney@sfcityatty.org
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EXHIBIT 2







Law Offices of


THOMAS N. LIPPE, APC


201 Mission Street Telephone: 415-777-5604
                  12th Floor  Facsimile:  415-777-5606
San Francisco, California 94105 Email: Lippelaw@sonic.net


January 16, 2019


By U.S. Priority Mail
Hon. Xavier Becerra 
Attorney General
State of California
Office of the Attorney General
1300 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814


Re: Notice of Filing - Paul Phillips, et al., v City and County of San Francisco, et al.;
San Francisco Superior Court Case No. (to be determined) regarding Notice of
Intent to File CEQA Action Challenging Central SoMa Plan 


Dear Attorney General Becerra:


Pursuant to section 21167.7 of the Public Resources Code and section 388 of the Code of
Civil Procedure, I am furnishing your office with a copy of the Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate
in the above referenced case.  If necessary, any subsequent supplemental or amended pleadings will
be forwarded.


Please note that Petitioners are bringing this action as private attorneys general pursuant to
section 1021.5 of the Code of Civil Procedure and any other applicable laws.


Thank you for your attention to this matter.


Very truly yours,


Thomas N. Lippe


P008 Ex 2 Notice of Filing to AG 011619.wpd
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Thomas N. Lippe, SBN 104640
LAW OFFICES OF THOMAS N. LIPPE, APC
201 Mission Street, 12th Floor
San Francisco, California  94105
Tel:  (415) 777-5604
Fax: (415) 777-5606
Email:  Lippelaw@sonic.net


Attorney for Petitioners:  Paul Phillips, Genia Phillips, and Regina Cariaga 


IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA


IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO


PAUL PHILLIPS, an individual; GENIA


PHILLIPS, an individual; and REGINA


CARIAGA, an individual; 
Petitioners,


vs.


CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO;
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY OF
SAN FRANCISCO; SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING COMMISSION; SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT; and DOES 1 through
25;


Respondents,


                                                                                   


Does 26 through 100, inclusive,


                                    Real Parties in Interest.


Case No. 


PROOF OF SERVICE


CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
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PROOF OF SERVICE


I am a citizen of the United States, employed in the City and County of San Francisco, California. 


My business address is 201 Mission Street, 12th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105.  I am over the age of 18


years and not a party to the above entitled action.  On January 16, 2019, I served the following on the parties


as designated below:


! Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate


MANNER OF SERVICE
(check all that apply)


[ x] By Priority Mail: In the ordinary course of business, I caused each such envelope to be
placed in the custody of the United States Postal Service, with
postage thereon fully prepaid in a sealed envelope.


[  ] By Personal Service: I personally delivered each such envelope to the office of the address
on the date last written below.


[  ] By Overnight FedEx: I caused such envelope to be placed in a box or other facility regularly
maintained by the express service carrier or delivered to an authorized
courier or driver authorized by the express service carrier to receive
documents, in an envelope or package designated by the express
service carrier with delivery fees paid or provided for.


[  ] By E-mail: I caused such document to be served via electronic mail equipment
transmission (E-mail) on the parties as designated on the attached
service list by transmitting a true copy to the following E-mail
addresses listed under each addressee below.


[  ] By Personal I caused each such envelope to be delivered to an authorized
Delivery by courier or driver, in an envelope or package addressed to the
Courier: addressee below.


I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true


and correct.  Executed on January 16, 2019, in the City and County of San Francisco, California


  _________________________________
Kelly Marie Perry
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SERVICE LIST


Mr. Xavier Becerra
Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
1300 “I” Street
P.O. Box 944255
Sacramento, CA 94244-2550
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 150 Eureka St. 2015-011274ENVCUAVAR
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 11:29:59 AM
Attachments: 150 Eureka ST_Attachment A_CEQA Findings.pdf

150 Eureka ST_Revised_Attachment B.pdf

Commissioners,
Attached are the CEQA findings for 150 Eureka. Hardcopies will be distributed to you tomorrow.
 
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: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 11:20 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: 150 Eureka St. 2015-011274ENVCUAVAR
 
Hi Jonas,
 
Attached please find Attachment A and B for the Project at 150 Eureka St., 2015-
011274ENVCUAVAR.
 
If plausible, please share the listed links to the FEIR and DEIR for the Project found below:
 
FEIR: http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/150%20Eureka%20Final%20RTC.pdf
DEIR: http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2015-011274ENV_DEIR.pdf
 
Thanks again,
Gaby
 
Gabriela Pantoja, Planner
Southwest Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8741 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Note: I will be out of the office July 18-23rd
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Attachment A 
 


California Environmental Quality Act Findings 
 
 
PREAMBLE 
 
In determining to approve the project described in Section I, below, the (“Project”), the San 
Francisco Planning Commission (the “Commission”) makes and adopts the following findings of 
fact and decisions regarding the Project description and objectives, significant impacts, significant 
unavoidable impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives, and a statement of overriding 
considerations, based on substantial evidence in the whole records of this proceeding and pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et 
seq. (“CEQA”), particularly Section 21081 and 20181.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of 
CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines”), Section 
51091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (“Chapter 31”). 
The Commission adopts these findings in conjunction with the Approval Actions described in 
Section I(c), below, as required by  CEQA, separate and apart from the Commission’s certification 
of the Project’s Final EIR, which the Commission certified prior to adopting these CEQA findings.  
 
These findings are organized as follows: 
 
Section I provides a description of the proposed Project at 150 Eureka Street the environmental 
review process for the Project, the City and County of San Francisco (“City”) approval actions to 
be taken, and the location and custodian of the record.  
 
Section II lists the Project’s less-than-significant impacts that do not require mitigation. 
 
Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than-
significant levels through mitigation and describes the disposition of the mitigation measures.  
 
Section IV identifies project-specific or cumulative impacts that would not be eliminated or 
reduced to less-than-significant level and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as 
the disposition of the mitigation measures. The Final EIR identified mitigation measures to address 
these impacts, but implementation of the mitigation measures will not reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level.  
 
Sections III and IV set forth findings as to the mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR. (The 
Draft EIR and the Comments and Responses (“RTC”) document together comprise the Final EIR, 
or “FEIR.”)  Attachment B to the Planning Commission Motion contains the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”), as required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091.  The MMRP which provides a table setting forth each mitigation 
measure listed in the FEIR that is required to reduce significant adverse impact and is deemed 
feasible, identifies the parties responsible for carrying out the measure and reporting on its 
progress, and presents a schedule for implementation of each measure listed. 
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Section V evaluates the alternatives to the Project that were analyzed in the Environmental Impact 
Report (“EIR”) and discusses the reasons for their rejection with the exception of the Partial 
Preservation Alternative.  
 
Section VI sets forth the Planning Commission’s Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093. 
 
These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Commission. 
The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the DEIR or to the RTC 
document,  are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the 
evidence relied upon for these findings. 
 


I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 
 
A. Project Description 


The 6,250 square foot lot is located on the west side of Eureka Street, between 18th and 19th 
Streets; Lot 007 of Assessor’s Block 2692. The property is developed with a two-story, 29‐foot‐
tall, wood‐frame church building constructed in 1909, which measures approximately 122.25 feet 
in length and 50 feet in width. Since February of 2015, the subject building has remained vacant. 
Prior to becoming vacant in 2015, the subject building was occupied by the Metropolitan 
Community Church (MCC) for more than 46 years. The MCC served as a Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, 
Transgender, Queer (LGBTQ) congregation for the duration of its tenure. The approximately 8,737 
square foot church building spans the length and width of the subject property and occupies 
approximately 91 percent of the subject property’s total area. Structural reviews of the building 
found that there are major structural deficiencies in the building and that it is not habitable in its 
current condition. The building is considered to be individually eligible for listing on the California 
Register of Historic Places (CRHR) due to its association with the city’s LGBTQ community. 
 
Prior to the listed current proposal, the proposal, which is described as the “Project” in the FEIR, 
entailed the demolition of the existing two-story church building, the lot split of the subject 
property into two new lots, and the construction of two new four-story, 40-feet tall,  two-unit 
residential buildings with a total building area of approximately 14,441 sq. ft., 263 square-foot of 
roof decks, and four off-street parking spaces. 
 
The current proposal, which was described as the “Partial Preservation Alternative” in the FEIR 
(the “Project”) would convert and alter an existing two-story church building, formerly occupied 
by the  MCC,  into a four-story, approximately 13,866 square foot, 40-feet tall, four-unit residential 
building. The proposed residential building will contain four off-street parking spaces, four Class 
1 bicycle parking space, and three independent storage areas. The three independent storage areas 
will be converted into at minimum three Accessory Dwelling Units at a later date. The proposal 
will provide approximately 570 square feet of common useable open space and an additional 757 
square feet of open area in the form of a newly created outer court yard at the ground level.  
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B. Project Objectives 


The FEIR discusses several project objectives identified by the Project Sponsors.  


 Re-develop a large underutilized site with high-quality, sustainable, and economically feasible 
family-sized three- and four-bedroom residential dwellings, including off-street parking, 
within the existing density designation for the site, in order to help meet projected City housing 
needs and also introduce new midblock open space where none currently exists at the rear of 
the site. 


 Develop a project that achieves high-quality urban design and sustainability standards, is 
sensitive to and compatible with its surroundings, and enhances the existing urban design 
character of the area. 


 Build residential units on the site to contribute to the City’s General Plan Housing Element 
goals and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation for the City and County of San Francisco. 


 Provide a new midblock open space that will enhance the quality of life for the project’s 
residents and neighbors. 


 Construct a high-quality project that will produce a reasonable return on investment for the 
Project Sponsor and its investors and will be able to attract investment capital and construction 
financing. 


C. Project Approvals 


On July 26, 2018, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting and certified the Project’s Final EIR, pursuant to Motion No. 20254. 


The Project requires the following Planning Commission or Planning Department approvals: 


 Adoption of CEQA findings, adoption of a mitigation and monitoring report (MMRP) by the 
Planning Commission.   


 Planning Commission approval of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 207 and 303 to allow a dwelling unit density at a ratio of one dwelling unit per 1,500 
square feet of lot area within the RH-2 Zoning District.  


 Granting of variances from the rear yard (Planning Code Section 134) and dwelling unit 
exposure (Planning Code section 140) for two of the proposed four dwelling units by the 
Zoning Administrator.  


Actions by Other City Departments and State Agencies 


 Approval of site, demolition, and building permits (Planning Department and Department of 
Building Inspection). 
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 Approval of permits for streetscape improvements in the public right-of-way, including 
removal of on-street parking spaces and new curb cuts on Eureka Street (San Francisco Public 
Works and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency). 


 Approval of proposed condominiums and tentative subdivision maps and recommendation to 
the San Francisco Board of Supervisors for approval of a final subdivision map (San Francisco 
Department of Public Works). 


 Approval of a Dust Control Plan (San Francisco Department of Public Health). 


D. Environmental Review 


The Project Sponsor submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation Application (No. 2015-
011274ENV) for the Project on October 12, 2015. The Project at the time of entailed the 
demolition of the existing two-story church building, the lot split of the subject property into two 
new lots, and the construction of two new four-story, 40-feet tall,  two-unit residential buildings 
with a total building area of approximately 14,441 sq. ft., 263 square-foot of roof decks, and four 
off-street parking spaces.  
 
On May 24, 2017, the Department, as lead agency, published and circulated a Notice of 
Preparation/Initial Study (“NOP/IS”), which notice solicited comments regarding the scope of the 
environmental impact report ("EIR") for the Project. The NOP/IS and its 30-day public review 
comment period were advertised in a newspaper of general circulation in San Francisco and mailed 
to governmental agencies, organizations and persons interested in the potential impacts of the 
Project.  
 
On December 6, 2017, the Department published the DEIR, and provided public notice in a 
newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the DEIR for public review and comment 
and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice 
was mailed to the Department's list of persons requesting such notice and to property owners and 
occupants within a 300-foot radius of the site on that same date.  
 
On January 18, 2018, the San Francisco Planning Commission (“Commission”) held a duly noticed 
public hearing on the DEIR, at which opportunity for public comment was given, and public 
comment was received on the DEIR.  The period for commenting on the DEIR ended on January 
23, 2018. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received 
during the 45-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR 
in response to comments received or based on additional information that became available during 
the public review period and corrected clerical errors in the DEIR.   


On June 28, 2018, the Planning Department published the RTC document. The FEIR has been 
prepared by the Department, consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received 
during the public review process, any additional information that became available, and the RTC 
document, all as required by law.  







Draft Motion  Record No. 2015-011274ENVCUAVAR 
July 11, 2019  150 Eureka Street  


5 
 


On July 12, 2018, the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR 
and requested revisions be made to include two additional alternatives with more units than 
proposed and continued this item to July 26, 2018. The Department issued a Revised Chapter 4.  


On July 26, 2018, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR, including the Revised 
Chapter 4, and found that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR 
was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. (“CEQA”), 
particularly Section 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 
California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines”), Section 15091 
through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"). The 
FEIR was certified by the Commission on September 27, 2018 by adoption of its Motion No. 
20254. 


E. Content and Location of Record 


The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the adoption of the proposed 
Project are based include the following: 


 The FEIR, and all documentation referenced in or relied upon by the FEIR, including the 
IS; 


 All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the 
Planning Commission relating to the FEIR, the proposed approvals and entitlements, the 
Project, and the alternatives set forth in the FEIR; 


 All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning 
Commission by the environmental consultant and sub consultants who prepared the FEIR, 
or incorporated into reports presented to the Planning Commission; 


 All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from 
other public agencies relating to the project or the FEIR;  


 All applications, letters, testimony, and presentations presented to the City by the Project 
Sponsor and its consultants in connection with the Project; 


 All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented at any public hearing 
or workshop related to the Project and the EIR; 


 The MMRP; and, 
 All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 


21167.6(e). 


The public hearing transcripts and audio files, a copy of all letters regarding the FEIR received 
during the public review period, and administrative record, and background documentation for the 
FEIR are located at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, San Francisco.  The 
Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of these documents and materials. 


F. Findings about Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 


The following Sections II, III, and IV set forth the Commission’s findings about the FEIR’s 
determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed 
to address them.  These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the Commission 
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regarding the environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included as part 
of the FEIR and adopted by the Commission as part of the Project.  To avoid duplication and 
redundancy, and because the Commission agrees with, and has previously adopted, the conclusions 
of the FEIR pursuant to Motion No. 20254, these findings will not repeat the analysis and 
conclusions in the FEIR but instead incorporate them by reference and rely upon them as 
substantial evidence supporting these findings. 


In making these findings, the Commission has considered the opinions of staff and experts, other 
agencies, and members of the public. The Commission finds that (i) the determination of 
significance thresholds is a judgment decision within the discretion of the City and County of San 
Francisco; (ii) the significance thresholds used in the FEIR are supported by substantial evidence 
in the record, including the expert opinion of the FEIR preparers and City staff; and (iii) the 
significance thresholds used in the FEIR provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing 
the significance of the adverse environmental effects of the Project. Thus, although, as a legal 
matter, the Commission is not bound by the significance determinations in the FEIR (see Public 
Resources Code, Section 21082.2, subdivision (e)), the Commission finds them persuasive and 
hereby adopts them as its own. 


These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained 
in the FEIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be 
found in the FEIR, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis 
in the FEIR supporting the determination regarding the project impact and mitigation measures 
designed to address those impacts. In making these findings, the Commission ratifies, adopts and 
incorporates in these findings the determinations and conclusions of the FEIR relating to 
environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and 
conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these findings, and relies upon them as 
substantial evidence supporting these findings. 


As set forth below, the Commission adopts and incorporates the mitigation measures set forth in 
the FEIR, which are set forth in the attached MMRP, to reduce the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project. The Commission intends to adopt the mitigation measures proposed in the 
FEIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the FEIR has inadvertently 
been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby adopted and 
incorporated in the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language describing 
a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the 
mitigation measures in the FEIR due to a clerical error, the language of the policies and 
implementation measures as set forth in the FEIR shall control. The impact numbers and mitigation 
measure numbers used in these findings reflect the information contained in the FEIR. 


In Sections II, III and IV below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental 
impacts and mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding to address each and every 
significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition 
because in no instance is the Commission rejecting the conclusions of the FEIR or the mitigation 
measures recommended in the FEIR for the Project. 


These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning 
Commission. The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the EIR or 
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responses to comments in the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide 
an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for these findings. 


II. LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
 
The FEIR finds that implementation of the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts or 
less-than-significant impacts with mitigation to the following environmental topic area: Land Use 
and Land Use Planning; Population and Housing; Archeological and Tribal Resources; 
Transportation and Circulation; Noise; Air Quality; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Wind and 
Shadow; Recreation; Utilities and Service Systems; Public Services; Biological Resources; 
Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Mineral and 
Energy Resources; and Agriculture and Forest Resources. 
 
Note: Senate Bill (SB) 743 became effective on January 1, 2014. Among other things, SB 743 
added § 21099 to the Public Resources Code and eliminated the requirement to analyze aesthetics 
and parking impacts for certain urban infill projects under CEQA. The proposed Project meets the 
definition of a mixed-use residential project on an infill site within a transit priority area as 
specified by Public Resources Code §221099.  Accordingly, the FEIR did not discuss the topic of 
Aesthetics, which is no longer considered in determining the significance of the proposed Project’s 
physical environmental effects under CEQA. The FEIR nonetheless provided visual simulations 
for informational purposes. Similarly, the FEIR included a discussion of parking for informational 
purposes. This information, however, did not relate to the significance determinations in the FEIR. 
 
Additionally, the Initial Study and/or FEIR determined some impacts were less than significant, 
and improvement measures were proposed to further reduce these less-than-significant impacts, 
which the Project Sponsor has agreed to implement: 
 
 Improvement Measure IM-CR-1: Brick Demolition, Replication, and Reinstallation.  


The engraved bricks located on the portion of the sidewalk adjacent to the 150 Eureka 
Street project site are known as the Yellow Brick Road. The Yellow Brick Road bricks will 
be demolished as part of project construction. The Project Sponsor will donate the 
demolished bricks to the Eureka Valley Foundation for installation at the Pink Triangle 
Park + Memorial at 2454 Market Street. The Project Sponsor will inform the Eureka Valley 
Foundation when demolition activities at the project site are scheduled to commence. Prior 
to any demolition activities at the project site, Pink Triangle Park volunteers will be given 
30 days to remove the bricks and transport them to the Pink Triangle Park + Memorial. 
After removal of the bricks, or expiration of the 30 days, the sponsor will have no further 
obligations with respect to the engraved bricks. The Project Sponsor will provide $12,500 
to the Horizons Foundation to cover the cost of replication the Yellow Brick Road bricks 
from the original brick molds and installing them at a new location. The Friends of the 
Yellow Brick Road at 150 Eureka Street will determine the location for installation of the 
reproduced bricks and will oversee their placement and installation. 


 
III. FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED 


TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND THE 
DISPOSITION OF THE MITIGATION MEASURES 
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CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a 
project’s identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are 
feasible. The findings in this section concern two potential impacts and mitigation measures 
proposed in the IS and/or FEIR.  These mitigation measures are included in the MMRP. A copy 
of the MMRP is included as Attachment B to the Planning Commission Motion adopting these 
findings. 
 
The Project Sponsor has agreed to implement the following mitigation measures to address the 
potential cultural resources and noise impacts identified in the IS and/or FEIR. As authorized by 
CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 15092, and 15093, based on 
substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Planning Commission finds that, 
unless otherwise stated, the Project will be required to incorporate mitigation measures identified 
in the IS and/or FEIR into the Project to mitigate or to avoid significant or potentially significant 
environmental impacts. Except as otherwise noted, these mitigation measures will reduce or avoid 
the potentially significant impacts described in the IS and/or Final EIR, and the Commission finds 
that these mitigation measures are feasible to implement and are within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of the City and County of San Francisco to implement or enforce. 
 
Additionally, the required mitigation measures are fully enforceable and are included as conditions 
of approval in the Planning Commission’s Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code 
Sections 207 and 303 and also will be enforced through conditions of approval in any building 
permits issued for the Project by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. With the 
required mitigation measures, these Project impacts would be avoided or reduced to a less-than-
significant level. The Planning Commission finds that the mitigation measures presented in the 
MMRP are feasible and shall be adopted as conditions of project approval. 
 
The following mitigation measures would be required to reduce two impacts identified in the Initial 
Study and/or FEIR to a less-than-significant level: 
 
Impacts to Cultural Resources 
 
 Impact CP-2.  Construction of the proposed project could result in a substantial adverse 


change in the significance of an archeological resource pursuant to Section 10564.5. 
(DEIR, ps. 37-39).  With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Accidental 
Discovery of Archeological Resources), Impact CP-2 is reduced to a less-than-significant 
level. (DEIR, ps. 37-39 & S-10 – S-12). 
 


 Impact CP-3. Construction activities for the proposed project could result in the 
disturbance of human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, 
should such remains exist beneath the project site. (DEIR, ps. 39-40). With implementation 
of Mitigation Measure M-CP-3 (Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated 
Funerary Objects), Impact CP-3 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. (DEIR, ps. 39-
40 & S13). 
 


 Impact CP-4. Construction of the proposed project could result in a disturbance of tribal 
resources, should such resources exist beneath the project site. (DEIR, ps. 40-42).  With 
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implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-4 (Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive 
Program), Impact CP-4 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. (DEIR, ps. 40-42 & S-
14). 
 


 Impact C-CP-2. The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity could result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of previously undiscovered archeological resources, human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries; and tribal resources should such 
resources exist on or beneath the project site.   With implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-CP-2 (Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources); Mitigation Measure M-CP-
3 (Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects); and Mitigation 
Measure M-CP-4 (Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program), Impact C-CP-2 is 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. (DEIR, ps. 43-44 & S-15). 


 
Impacts to Noise 
 


• Impact NO-2.  Project demolition and construction would result in a temporary and 
periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above existing conditions.  
With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-2 (Construction Noise Reduction), 
Impact NO-2 is reduced to less-than-significant level. (DEIR, ps. 63-66 & S-16). 


 
IV. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A 


LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 
 
Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Planning Commission 
finds specific and cumulative impacts that would not be eliminated or reduced to an insignificant 
level by the mitigation measures listed in the MMRP. The FEIR identifies one significant and 
unavoidable impact on historic architectural resources, Impact CR-1, which is further described 
below.  
 
The Planning Commission further finds based on the analysis contained within the FEIR, other 
considerations in the record, and the significance criteria identified in the FEIR, that feasible 
Mitigation Measures M-CR-1a to -1b (documentation according to the standards of the Historic 
American Buildings Survey, and Interpretation Program) are available to reduce the significant 
Project impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.  There is no feasible mitigation measure 
that could avoid this project-related historic architectural resource impact.  Therefore, this impact 
remains significant and unavoidable.  
 
That  significant impact on the historical architectural resources, as reflected in the FEIR, is 
unavoidable.  But, as more fully explained in Section VI, below, under Public Resources Code 
Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), and CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the 
Planning Commission finds that this impact is acceptable for the legal, environmental, economic, 
social, technological, and other benefits of the Project. This finding is supported by substantial 
evidence in the record of this proceeding. 
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The FEIR identifies the following impact for which no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified that would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level: 
 
Impacts to Historic Architectural Resources – Impact CR-1 
 
The proposed Project would alter portions of the historic Metropolitan Community Church 
building located at 150 Eureka Street, which would cause a substantial adverse change in 
significance of an individual historical architectural resource, as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(b).  (DEIR, ps. S-3).  The following mitigation measures were identified that 
would reduce this impact: 
 


• Mitigation Measure M-CR-1a (Documentation); and 
• Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b (Interpretation Program). 


 
The Commission finds that, for the reasons set forth in the FEIR, although implementation of 
Mitigation Measures M-CR-1a and M-CR-1b would reduce the cultural resources impact of 
demolishing and altering portions of the MMC building, this impact would nevertheless remain 
significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, ps. S-3). 
 


V. EVALUATION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
A. Alternatives Analyzed in the FEIR 


This section describes the alternatives analyzed in the Project FEIR and the reasons for rejecting 
certain alternatives as infeasible. CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project or the Project location that generally reduce or avoid potentially 
significant impacts of the Project.  CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a “No Project” 
alternative. Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Project in terms of their significant 
impacts and their ability to meet project objectives. This comparative analysis is used to consider 
reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing environmental consequences of the Project. 


The Planning Department considered a range of alternatives in Chapter 6 of the FEIR. The FEIR 
analyzed the No Project Alternative, the Full Preservation Alternative, the Partial Preservation 
Alternative, the Partial Preservation 18 Studio Units Alternative, and the Full Demolition 21 Studio 
Units Alternative.  Each alternative is discussed and analyzed in these findings, in addition to being 
analyzed in Chapter 6 of the FEIR.  


The Planning Commission certifies that it has independently reviewed and considered the 
information on the alternatives provided in the FEIR and in the record. The FEIR reflects the 
Planning Commission’s and the City’s independent judgment as to the alternatives. The Planning 
Commission finds that the Partial Preservation Alternative provides the best balance between 
satisfaction of Project objectives and mitigation of environmental impacts to the extent feasible, 
as described and analyzed in the FEIR. 


B. Reasons for Approving the Project – Partial Preservation Alternative 
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The Commission elects to approve the Project as described herein and reflected in the Partial 
Preservation Alternative analyzed in the FEIR and discussed in subsection D, below, because it 
achieves the following: 


 Partially preserves an existing culturally significant historic building associated with San 
Francisco’s LGBTQ Community and the development of the Castro Street neighborhood.   


 Develops a residential project that contains four new family-sized dwelling units in a currently 
underutilized building, and therefore contributes to the City and County of San Francisco’s 
goal of increasing its housing stock.  


 Constructs a project that achieves high-quality urban design standards, is sensitive to and 
compatible with its surroundings, and enhances the existing urban design character of the 
immediate neighborhood. 


C. Evaluation of Project Alternatives 


CEQA provides that alternatives analyzed in an EIR may be rejected if “specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible . . . the project alternatives identified in the EIR.” (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15091(a)(3).) The Commission has reviewed each of the alternatives to the Project 
described herein that would reduce or avoid the impacts of the Project and finds that, with the 
exception of the Partial Preservation Alternative, there is substantial evidence of specific 
economic, legal, social, technological and other considerations that make these Alternatives 
infeasible, for the reasons set forth below. 


In making these determinations, the Planning Commission is aware that CEQA defines 
“feasibility” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological 
factors.” The Commission is also aware that under CEQA case law the concept of “feasibility” 
encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular alternative promotes the underlying goals and 
objectives of a project, and (ii) the question of whether an alternative is “desirable” from a policy 
standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant 
economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors. 


In addition to the general Project analyzed under the FEIR, the City identified 5 alternatives for 
analysis: 1) the No Project Alternative; 2) the Full Preservation Alternative; 3) the Partial 
Preservation Alternative; 4) the Partial Preservation 18 Studio Alternative; and 5) the Full 
Demolition 21 Studio Units Alternative.  Those alternatives are considered below.  In addition, a 
number of other alternatives were considered as part of the FEIR’s screening process for 
identifying potentially feasible alternatives, but rejected from detailed analysis. Those alternatives 
generally considered a greater number of alterations and greater massing than the Full Preservation 
and Partial Preservation alternatives and in some cases included fewer residential unit, as described 
on p. 130 of the DEIR. 
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1. No Project Alternative 


Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would not be redeveloped with the proposed 
project. The existing vacant building would remain in its current condition. 


The Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible because it would fail to meet the 
Project Objectives and City’s objectives and policies for the following reasons: 


1) The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the Project Sponsor’s or City’s 
policies and objectives regarding the redevelopment of the listed underutilized site, or 
creation of high-quality, sustainable, and economically feasible family-sized residential 
dwelling units; 


2) The No Project Alternative would be inconsistent with key goals of the General Plan 
with regards to increasing the City’s housing stock and job opportunities. The No 
Project Alternative would not increase the City’s housing stock and would not create 
new job opportunities for the City’s residents. Additionally, the No Project Alternative 
would not expand the City’s property tax base. 


For these reasons, the Planning Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible. 


2. Full Preservation Alternative 


Under the Full Preservation Alternative, the existing building envelope would be maintained with 
no vertical or horizontal additions. The building interior would be adapted to accommodate a total 
of four two‐bedroom dwelling units for a total building area of 8,338 sq. ft., and a total building 
height of approximately 35 feet. No off‐street parking spaces would be provided and the subject 
property’s rear yard would be  approximately 691 sq. ft. in-size.  


The Commission rejects the Full Preservation Alternative as infeasible because it would not meet 
the Project Objectives or City policy objectives for reasons including, but not limited to, the 
following: 


1) The Full Preservation Alternative fails to achieve Project Sponsor’s objective of re-
developing the underutilized site with high-quality, sustainable, and economically 
feasible family-sized three- and four-bedroom dwelling units, and would not include 
off-street parking; 
 


2) The Full Preservation Alternative would provide less total building area, less rear yard 
area, and less usable open space to serve residential units than the Project, resulting in 
a lower quality of urban design; and 
 


3) Based on detailed construction cost analysis and comparable economics feasibility 
studies provided by the Project Sponsor, the Full Preservation Alternative would not 
result in the construction of a high‐quality project that will produce a reasonable return 
on investment for the Project Sponsor and its investors, rendering it financially 
infeasible to construct. Planning Department staff has reviewed this information, and 
concurs in its methodology, approach and conclusions.   
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For these reasons, the Planning Commission rejects the Full Preservation Alternative as infeasible. 


3. Partial Preservation Alternative 


Under the Partial Preservation Alternative, the existing building envelope would be maintained at 
the ground level with interior modifications as well as vertical and horizontal residential additions. 
The building interior would be adapted to accommodate four family-sized dwelling units, each 
with three bedrooms, for a total building area of  approximately 16,690 sq. ft. and a total building 
height of 40 feet. A total of four off‐street parking spaces would be provided and a rear yard of 
approximately 1,114 sq. ft would be provided at the subject property.  
 
The Commission finds that the Project described herein is consistent with the Partial Preservation 
Alternative analyzed in the FEIR, and is feasible and desirable for the following reasons: 


1) The Partial Preservation Alternative will preserve a portion of an existing culturally 
important historic building associated with the City’s LGBTQ history and community; 
  


2) The Partial Preservation Alternative will result in re-development of the large 
underutilized site with a high-quality and economically feasible residential building 
that will maximize the subject property’s allowable density and provide four family-
sized dwelling units with sufficient amenities;  


3) The Partial Preservation Alternative will develop a Project that achieves high-quality 
urban design, is sensitive to and compatible with its surroundings, and enhances the 
existing character of the immediate neighborhood; 


4) The Partial Preservation Alternative will build four new residential dwelling units at 
the subject property, and thus contribute to the City’s General Plan Housing Element 
goals and Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation for the City and County of San Francisco;  


5) The Partial Preservation Alternative will provide a new midblock open space that will 
enhance the quality of life for the project’s residents and neighbors; and 


6) The Partial Preservation Alternative is financially feasible in that it will produce a 
reasonable return on investment for the Project Sponsor and its investors, enabling the 
Project Sponsor to attract investment capital and construction financing.  


For these reasons, the Commission finds that the Partial Preservation Alternative analyzed in the 
FEIR is feasible and desirable. 


4. Partial Preservation 18 Studio Units Alternative 


Under the Partial Preservation 18 Studio Units Alternative, the existing building envelope would 
be maintained at the ground level with interior modifications as well as vertical and horizontal 
residential additions. The building interior would be adapted to accommodate 18 studio dwelling 
units, for a total building area of 12,010 sq. ft. and a total building height of 40 feet. There would 
be no off-street vehicular parking provided, rather 18 bicycle parking spaces would be provided at 
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the subject property. The rear yard would be approximately 1,445 sq. ft. Implementation and 
construction of the listed Alternative would require the rezoning of the subject property from its 
current zoning designation, RH-2 Zoning District, to a higher residential density zoning 
designation. A Planning Code Text Amendment and a Zoning Map Amendment would be 
required. 


The Commission rejects the Partial Preservation 18 Studio Units Alternative as infeasible because 
it would not eliminate the significant an unavoidable Project impact to historic architectural 
resources and would not meet the Project Objectives and the City’s policies and objectives for 
reasons including, but not limited to, the following:  


1) Although the Partial Preservation 18 Studio Units Alternative would re-develop a large 
underutilized site with 18 high-quality and sustainable residential dwelling units to help 
to meet the City’s housing needs, this Alternative would not meet the Project Sponsor’s 
objective to re-develop the site with family-sized dwelling units containing at minimum 
three-to-four-bedrooms and sufficient amenities within the existing residential density 
designation of the subject property. This Alternative would also require rezoning of the 
subject property, and  therefore require a Planning Code Text Amendment and a Zoning 
Map Amendment. The subject property’s current zoning designation, RH-2 Zoning 
District, does not permit the construction of 18 dwelling units at the subject property;  
 


2) Although the Partial Preservation 18 Studio Units Alternative would result in the 
retention of a portion of the culturally significant historic building located at the subject 
property, the proposed vertical and horizontal residential additions would not result in 
the development of a project that is sensitive to and compatible with the immediate 
neighborhood’s character and the neighborhood’s identified RH-2 Zoning District;  
 


3) The Partial Preservation 18 Studio Units Alternative would not provide a new midblock 
open space to enhance the quality of life for the Project’s residents and neighbors; and 
 


4) Based on detailed construction cost analysis and comparable economics feasibility 
studies provided by the Project Sponsor,  the Partial Preservation 18 Studios Alternative 
would not produce a reasonable return on investment for the Project Sponsor and its 
investors, rendering it financially infeasible to construct. Planning Department staff has 
reviewed this information, and concurs in its methodology, approach and conclusions.   


For these reasons, the Planning Commission rejects the Partial Project 18 Studio Units Alternative 
as infeasible. 


5. Full Demolition 21 Studio Units Alternative 


Under the Full Demolition 21 Studio Units Alternative, the existing building would be fully 
demolished and a new residential building containing 21 studio dwelling units would be 
constructed in its place. The building area would be a total of 14,149 sq. ft. and measure 
approximately 40 feet in-height. The Alternative would not provide any off-street parking spaces, 
but rather 21 bicycle parking spaces would be provided at the subject property. The rear yard 
would be approximately 1,445 sq. ft. in-size. Implementation and construction of the listed 
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Alternative would require the rezoning of the subject property from its current zoning designation, 
RH-2 Zoning District, to a higher residential density zoning designation. A Planning Code Text 
Amendment and a Zoning Map Amendment would be required. 


 
The Commission rejects the Full Demolition 21 Studio Units Alternative as infeasible because it 
would not eliminate the significant an unavoidable Project impact to historic architectural 
resources and would not meet the Project Objectives or City’s policies and objectives for reasons 
including, but not limited to, the following: 


1) Although the Full Demolition 21 Studio Units Alternative would re-develop a large 
underutilized site with 21 high-quality and sustainable residential dwelling units to help 
to meet the projected City housing needs, this Alternative would not meet the Project 
Sponsor’s objective to re-develop the site with family-sized dwelling units containing 
at minimum three-to-four-bedrooms and sufficient amenities including off-street 
parking spaces within the existing residential density designation of the subject 
property. Implementation and construction of the listed Alternative would require the 
rezoning of the subject property from its current zoning designation, RH-2 Zoning 
District, to a higher residential density zoning designation. A Planning Code Text 
Amendment and a Zoning Map Amendment would be required;  


2) The Full Demolition 21 Studio Units Alternative would not retain the historic 
architectural resource located at the subject property, and this Alternative would not 
result in the development of a project that is sensitive to and compatible with the 
immediate neighborhood’s character and the neighborhood’s identified RH-2 Zoning 
District;  


3) The Full Demolition 21 Studio Units Alternative would not provide a new midblock 
open space to enhance the quality of life for the Project’s residents and neighbors; and 


4) Based on detailed construction cost analysis and comparable economics feasibility 
studies provided by the Project Sponsor, the Full Demolition 21 Studio Units 
Alternative would not produce a reasonable return on investment for the Project 
Sponsor and its investors, rendering it financially infeasible to construct. Planning 
Department staff has reviewed this information, and concurs in its methodology, 
approach and conclusions.   


For these reasons, the Planning Commission rejects the Full Demolition 21 Studio Units 
Alternative is infeasible. 


 
VI. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 


 
The Planning Commission finds that, notwithstanding the imposition of all feasible mitigation 
measures, impacts related to historic architectural resources will remain significant and 
unavoidable.  Pursuant to CEQA section 21081 and CEQA Guideline Section 15093, the Planning 
Commission hereby finds, after consideration of the FEIR and the evidence in the record, that each 
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of the specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project 
described herein, as set forth below independently and collectively outweighs these significant and 
unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any 
one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, 
even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the 
Commission will stand by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The 
substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which 
are incorporated by reference into this Section, and in the documents found in the record, as defined 
in Section I. 
 
On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this 
proceeding, the Planning Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the 
Project to support approval of the Project in spite of the unavoidable significant impacts, and 
therefore makes this Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Commission further finds that, 
as part of the process of obtaining Project approval, significant effects on the environment from 
implementation of the Project have been eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. All 
mitigation measures proposed in the FEIR/IS and MMRP are adopted as part of the Approval 
Actions described in Section I, above. 
 
Furthermore, the Commission has determined that any remaining significant effects on the 
environment found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the following specific overriding 
economic, technological, legal, social and other considerations. 
 
The Project will have the following benefits: 
 


1) The Project promotes the policies and objectives of the General Plan by providing four 
new family-sized dwelling units as well as the potential for future conversion of three 
on-site storage facilities into Accessory Dwelling Units.  This is consistent with the 
City’s priority policy to increase the City’s housing stock; 


2) The Project would re-activate an existing underutilized property that has been vacant 
since it was last occupied by the Metropolitan Community Church (MCC) in 2015; 


3) The Project will provide a new residential land use that is compatible with the 
surrounding RH-2 Zoning District and a building that is compatible with the immediate 
neighborhood’s characteristics in terms of size, density, height, and design; 


4) The Project will maximize the residential density of an underutilized property within 
the property’s RH-2 Zoning District designation, while preserving character defining 
features of an existing historical resource and minimizing impacts to the historic 
resource to the greatest extent possible.  


 
Having considered the above, the Planning Commission finds that the benefits of the Project 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects identified in the EIR, and that those 
adverse environmental effects are therefore acceptable. 
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Table S‐1: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the EIR 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


Historic Architectural Resources 
CR‐1: The demolition of the Metropolitan Community Church 
Building located at 150 Eureka Street would result in a 
substantial adverse change to the significance of an individual 
historical architectural resource as defined by CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.5(b). 


Significant Improvement Measure IM‐CR‐1:  Brick Demolition, 
Replication, and Reinstallation. The engraved bricks 
located on the portion of the sidewalk adjacent to the 150 
Eureka Street project site are known as the Yellow Brick 
Road. The Yellow Brick Road bricks will be demolished as 
part of project construction. The project sponsor will donate 
the demolished bricks to the Eureka Valley Foundation for 
installation at the Pink Triangle Park + Memorial at 2454 
Market Street. The project sponsor will inform the Eureka 
Valley Foundation when demolition activities at the project 
site are scheduled to commence. Prior to any demolition 
activities at the project site, Pink Triangle Park volunteers 
will be given 30 days to remove the bricks and transport 
them to the Pink Triangle Park + Memorial. After removal of 
the bricks, or 4 . DRAFT EIR REVISIONS CASE NO. 2015 ‐ 
011274ENV FINAL 150 EUREKA STREET PROJECT JUNE 
2018 RTC‐65 expiration of the 30 days, the sponsor will have 
no further obligations with respect to the engraved bricks. 


The project sponsor will provide $12,500 to the Horizons 
Foundation to cover the cost of replication the Yellow Brick 
Road bricks from the original brick molds and installing 
them at a new location. The Friends of the Yellow Brick Road 
at 150 Eureka Street will determine the location for 
installation of the reproduced bricks and will oversee their 
placement and installation. 


Significant 
and  


Unavoidable 
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Table S‐1: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the EIR 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


  M‐CR‐1a: Documentation. Prior to the issuance of 
demolition or site permits, the project sponsor shall 
undertake Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 
documentation of the subject property, structures, objects, 
materials, and landscaping. The documentation shall be 
funded by the project sponsor and undertaken by a qualified 
professional who meets the standards for history, 
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set 
forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards (36 CFR, Part 61). The 
documentation shall consist of the following: 
• Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that 


depict the existing size, scale, and dimension of the subject 
property. The planning department preservation staff will 
accept the original architectural drawings or an as‐built set 
of architectural drawings (plan, section, elevation, etc.). 
The planning department preservation staff will assist the 
consultant in determining the appropriate level of 
measured drawings; 


• HABS‐Level Photography: Digital photographs of the 
interior and the exterior of  subject property. Large 
format negatives are not required. The scope of the 
digital photographs shall be reviewed by planning 
department preservation staff for concurrence, and all 
digital photography shall be conducted according to the 
latest National Park Service Standards. The photography 
shall be undertaken by a qualified professional with 
demonstrated experience in HABS photography; and 


• HABS Historical Report: A written historical narrative 
and report, per HABS Historical Report Guidelines. 
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Table S‐1: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the EIR 


 


 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


M‐CR‐1a: Documentation Continued  The professional shall prepare the documentation and the 
planning department shall monitor its preparation. The 
professional shall submit the completed documentation for 
review and approval by a planning department preservation 
specialist before issuance of building permits. The 
documentation shall be disseminated to the planning 
department, San Francisco Main Library History Room, the 
Environmental Design Library at the University of 
California, Berkeley, the GLBT Historical Society’s Archives 
& Research Center, and San Francisco Architectural 
Heritage. 
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Table S‐1: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the EIR 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


  M‐CR‐1b: Interpretation Program. The project sponsor shall 
install a permanent plaque or other permanent 
commemorative element that identifies the site of 
Metropolitan Community Church at 150 Eureka Street. The 
plaque shall include the name Metropolitan Community 
Church and information identifying its significance to the 
Castro‐based LGBTQ community. Planning Department 
preservation staff shall review the draft commemorative 
signage, material, placement at the site, and language prior to 
issuance of architectural addenda. The final plaque shall be 
installed and before the temporary certificate of occupancy is 
issued.   
The project sponsor shall engage with SF City Guides, or 
another tour guide group or association as approved by 
Planning Department preservation staff, to develop content 
for a tour stop at 150 Eureka Street, the Metropolitan 
Community Church site, for inclusion in an existing walking 
tour in the Castro neighborhood. The project sponsor shall 
reach out to the list of tour guide groups provided by 
preservation staff and provide copies of communication with 
those groups. Once a tour guide group has been identified, 
the project sponsor shall engage a qualified architectural 
historian meeting the qualifications set forth in the Secretary 
of the Interiorʹs Professional Qualification Standards to work 
with the sponsor and selected tour guide group to develop 
content for the tour stop. Tour stop content shall utilize 
information found in the Historic Resources Evaluation (HRE) 
and the Historic Resources Evaluation Response (HRER) 
prepared for the project and the LGBTQ Historic Context 
Statement. Other existing information, including 
photographs, news articles, oral histories, memorabilia and 
video, may be used to develop information for the walking 
tour as necessary. The qualified architectural historian and  


 







S U M M A R Y  


C A S E N O .  20 15 ‐ 01 12 74 ENV  
FEIR  


1 5 0   E U R E K A   S T R E E T  P R O J E C T 
JULY 26, 2018  


S‐9 


 


 


 
 


Table S‐1: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the EIR 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


M‐CR‐1b: Interpretive Program Continued  scope of work must be reviewed by preservation staff prior to 
site permit issuance. Preservation staff must review and 
approve final content of walking tour stop at 150 Eureka 
Street and must receive proof of receipt by the approved tour 
group or association prior to issuance of temporary certificate 
of occupancy. If the project sponsor demonstrates to 
preservation staff that there are no existing walking tour 
guide groups or associations interested in developing a tour 
stop for the 150 Eureka Street site, the project sponsor will 
deposit information about the Metropolitan Community 
Church site and its history at the GBLT Historical Society 4 . 
DRAFT EIR REVISIONS CASE NO. 2015 ‐ 011274ENV FINAL     
150 EUREKA STREET PROJECT JUNE 2018 RTC‐63 archives 
and the James C. Hormel LGBTQIA Center at the San 
Francisco Public Library. The project sponsor shall prepare an 
executive summary about the information being deposited, 
which shall include a hard copy and electronic copy of the 
Final Environmental Impact Report, HRE, and HRER. 


 


CR‐2: The construction of the proposed new building on the 
project site would not have a substantial adverse effect on any 
identified or potential off‐site historical resources as defined 
in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 in the vicinity of the 
project site. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐CR‐1: The proposed project, in combination with other 
past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
project vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact 
on a historical architectural resource. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Source: LSA, 2017. 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


Land Use and Land Use Planning 
LU‐1: The proposed project would not physically divide an 
established community. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


LU‐2: The proposed project would not conflict with applicable 
land use plans, policies or regulations of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐LU‐1: The proposed project would not create a considerable 
contribution to cumulative significant land use impacts. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Population and Housing 
PH‐1: The proposed project would not directly or indirectly 
induce substantial population growth in San Francisco. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


PH‐2: The proposed project would not displace substantial 
numbers of existing housing units or people and would not 
create demand for additional housing elsewhere. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐PH‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not 
result in a cumulative impact related to population and 
housing. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Cultural Resources 
CP‐1: Implementation of the proposed project would result in 
the demolition of the 150 Eureka Street building, a historical 
resource for the purposes of CEQA. 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


See Table S‐1  
Significant 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


CP‐2: The proposed project could result in a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. 


Significant Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2: Accidental Discovery of 
Archeological Resources 


 
The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department 
archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime 
contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demoli‐ 
tion, excavation, grading, foundation, etc. firms); or utilities 
firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project 
site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken 
each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” 
sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine 
operators, field crew, supervisory personnel, etc. The project 
sponsor shall provide the ERO with a signed affidavit from 
the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), 
and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field 
personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 


 
Should any indication of an archeological resource be 
encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the 
project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor 
shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately 
suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the 
discovery until the ERO has determined what additional 
measures should be undertaken. If the ERO determines that 
an archeological resource may be present within the project 
site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified 
archeological consultant, based on standards developed by 
the Planning Department archeologist. The archeological 
consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery 
is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and 
is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. 


Less Than 
Significant 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2 Continued  If an archeological resource is present, the archeological 
consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological 
resource. The archeological consultant shall make a 
recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. 
Based on this information, the ERO may require, if 
warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented 
by the project sponsor. 


 
Measures might include: preservation in situ of the 
archeological resource; an archeological monitoring 
program; or an archeological testing program. If an 
archeological monitoring program or archeological testing 
program is required, it shall be consistent with the 
Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such 
programs. The ERO may also require that the project 
sponsor immediately implement a site security program if 
the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, 
or other damaging actions. 


 
The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final 
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that 
evaluates the historical significance of any discovered 
archeological resource and describing the archeological and 
historical research methods employed in the archeological 
monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. 
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource 
shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the 
final report. 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2 Continued  Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review 
and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the 
FARR shall be distributed as follows: California 
Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center 
(NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive 
a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The 
Environmental Planning division of the Planning 
Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound 
copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three 
copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site 
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or 
documentation for nomination to the National Register of 
Historic Places/California Register of Historic Places. In 
instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the 
ERO may require a different final report content, format, and 
distribution than that presented above. 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


CP‐3: Construction activities for the proposed project could 
result in the disturbance of human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries, should such remains 
exist beneath the project site. 


Significant Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐3: Human Remains and 
Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects 


 
The treatment of human remains and of associated or 
unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils 
disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State and 
Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the 
Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the 
event of the Coroner’s determination that the human remains 
are Native American remains, notification of the California 
State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who 
shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. 
Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project 
sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall have up to but not beyond six 
days after the discovery to make all reasonable efforts to 
develop an agreement for the treatment of human remains 
and associated or unassociated funerary objects with 
appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The 
agreement should take into consideration the appropriate 
excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, 
curation, and final disposition of the human remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in 
existing State regulations or in this mitigation measure 
compels the project sponsor and the ERO to accept 
recommendations of an MLD. The archeological consultant 
shall retain possession of any Native American human 
remains and associated or unassociated burial objects until 
completion of any scientific analyses of the human remains 
or objects as specified in the treatment agreement if such as 
agreement has been made or, otherwise, as determined by 
the archeological consultant and the ERO. 


Less Than 
Significant 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


CP‐4: Construction activities for the proposed project could 
result in the disturbance of tribal resources, should such 
resources exist beneath the project site. 


Significant Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐4: Tribal Cultural Resources 
Interpretive Program 


 
If the ERO determines that a significant archeological 
resource is present, and if in consultation with the affiliated 
Native American tribal representatives, the ERO determines 
that the resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource (TCR) 
and that the resource could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned 
so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant tribal 
cultural resource, if feasible. 


 
If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native 
American tribal representatives and the project sponsor, 
determines that preservation‐in‐place of the tribal cultural 
resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the project 
sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the TCR 
in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. An 
interpretive plan produced in consultation with the ERO and 
affiliated tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved 
by the ERO would be required to guide the interpretive 
program. The plan shall identify, as appropriate, proposed 
locations for installations or displays, the proposed content 
and materials of those displays or installation, the producers 
or artists of the displays or installation, and a long‐term 
maintenance program. The interpretive program may 
include artist installations, preferably by local Native 
American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, 
artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels 
or other informational displays. 


Less Than 
Significant 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


C‐CP‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
vicinity could result in cumulative impacts to historic 
architectural resources. 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


See Table S‐1 Significant 


C‐CP‐2: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
vicinity could result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of previously undiscovered archaeological 
resources, human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries; and tribal resources should such resources 
exist on or beneath the project site. 


Significant Implement Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2: Accidental 
Discovery of Archeological Resources; Mitigation Measure 
M‐CP‐3: Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated 
Funerary Objects; and Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐4: Tribal 
Cultural Resources Interpretive Program 


Less Than 
Significant 


Transportation and Circulation 
TR‐1: The proposed project would not conflict with an 
applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, 
taking into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and non‐motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but not 
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


TR‐2: The proposed project would not result in substantially 
increased hazards due to particular design features (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


TR‐3: The proposed project would not result in inadequate 
emergency access. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


TR‐4: The proposed project would not conflict with adopted 
policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, 
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance 
or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in 
transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or 
proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


C‐TR‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not 
result in substantial cumulative transportation impacts. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Noise 
NO‐1: The proposed project would not result in exposure of 
persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in San Francisco’s Noise Ordinance, nor would the 
proposed project result in a substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels above levels existing without the project. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required. N/A 


NO‐2: Project demolition and construction would result in a 
temporary and periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above existing conditions. 


Significant Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐2: Construction Noise Reduction 
 


The project contractor shall implement the following 
measures during construction of the project: 
• Conduct noise monitoring at the beginning of major 


construction phases (e.g., demolition, excavation) to 
determine the need and the effectiveness of noise‐ 
attenuation measures. 


• Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around the 
construction site where the site adjoins noise‐sensitive 
receivers. 


• Utilize noise control blankets on the building structures 
adjacent to the proposed project ‐ and possibly other 
noise‐sensitive receivers ‐ as the building is erected to 
reduce noise emission from the site. 


• Post signs on‐site pertaining to permitted construction 
days and hours, complaint procedures, and who to 
notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers 
listed. 


• Notify the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) and 
neighbors in advance of the schedule for each major 
phase of construction and expected loud activities. 


Less Than 
Significant 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐2 Continued  • When feasible, select ʺquietʺ construction methods and 
equipment (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, 
use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and 
acoustically‐attenuating shields or shrouds). 


• Require that all construction equipment be in good 
working order and that mufflers are inspected to be 
functioning properly. Avoid unnecessary idling of 
equipment and engines. 


• Mobile noise‐generating equipment (e.g., dozers, 
backhoes, and excavators) shall be required to prepare 
the entire site. However, the developer will endeavor to 
avoid placing stationary noise generating equipment 
(e.g., generators, compressors) within noise‐sensitive 
buffer areas (measured at linear 20 feet) between 
immediately adjacent neighbors. 


• The project sponsor shall require the general contractor 
to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement 
breakers, and rock drills) that are hydraulically or 
electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise 
associated with compressed air exhaust from 
pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic 
tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the 
compressed air exhaust shall be used, along with 
external noise jackets on the tools. 


• Ensure that all general construction related activities are 
restricted to between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. per San 
Francisco Police Code Article 29. 


 


NO‐3: The proposed project would not expose people to 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


NO‐4: The proposed project would not be substantially 
affected by existing noise levels. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


C‐NO‐1: The proposed project in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would not 
create a significant cumulative noise or vibration impact. 


Significant None required Less Than 
Significant 


Air Quality 
AQ‐1: Implementation of the proposed project would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the local 
applicable air quality plan. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


AQ‐2: Implementation of the proposed project would not 
violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


AQ‐3: Implementation of the proposed project would not 
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is non‐attainment under 
an applicable federal, State, or regional ambient air quality 
standard. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


AQ‐4: Implementation of the proposed project would not 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


AQ‐5: Implementation of the proposed project would not 
create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐AQ‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the 
project area would not contribute to a cumulative air quality 
impact. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
C‐GG‐1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas 
emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant 
impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


C‐GG‐1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas 
emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant 
impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Wind and Shadow 
WS‐1: The proposed project would not alter wind in a manner 
that substantially affects public areas within the vicinity of the 
project area. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


WS‐2: The proposed project would not create new shadow in 
a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities 
or other public areas. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐WS‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not 
result in a cumulative wind or shadow impacts. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Recreation 
RE‐1: The proposed project would not increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


RE‐2: The proposed project would not include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


RE‐3: The proposed project would not physically degrade 
existing recreational resources. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐RE‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not 
result in a cumulative impact on recreational facilities or open 
space resources. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


Utilities and Service Systems 
UT‐1: Implementation of the proposed project would not 
exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, would not exceed the 
capacity of the wastewater treatment provider that would 
serve the project, and would not require the construction of 
new or expansion of existing wastewater treatment or 
stormwater drainage facilities. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


UT‐2: The proposed project would not require expansion or 
construction of new water supply or treatment facilities. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


UT‐3: The proposed project would be served by a landfill with 
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


UT‐4: Construction and operation of the proposed project 
would comply with all applicable statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐UT‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not 
result in a cumulative impact related to utilities or service 
systems. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Public Services 
PS‐1: The proposed project would not result in a substantial 
adverse physical impact associated with the provision of 
police services. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


PS‐2: The proposed project would not result in a substantial 
adverse physical impact associated with the provision of fire 
services. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


PS‐3: The proposed project would not result in a substantial 
adverse physical impact associated with the provision of 
school services. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


PS‐4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial 
adverse physical impact associated with the provision of other 
public services, such as libraries. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐PS‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, would not result 
in a cumulative impact on public services. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Biological Resources 
BI‐1: The proposed project would not have a substantial 
adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special‐status species, riparian habitat or sensitive 
natural communities, and would not interfere substantially 
with any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


BI‐2: The proposed project would not conflict with any local 
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 
a tree preservation policy or ordinance. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐BI‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not 
result in a cumulative impact related to biological resources. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Geology and Soils 
GE‐1: The proposed project would not increase the exposure 
of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of 
a known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, 
liquefaction, lateral spreading, or landslides. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


GE‐2: The proposed project would not result in substantial 
loss of topsoil or erosion. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


GE‐3: The proposed project would not be located on a 
geologic unit that is unstable, or that would become unstable 
as a result of the project, and potentially result in on‐ or off‐ 
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 
collapse. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


GE‐4: The proposed project could be located on expansive 
soil, as defined in the California Building Code, creating 
substantial risk to life or property. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


GE‐5: The proposed project would not substantially change 
the topography of the site or any unique geologic or physical 
features of the site. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


GE‐6: The proposed project would not indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐GE‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not 
result in a cumulative impact related to geology and soils. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Hydrology and Water Quality 
HY‐1: The proposed project would not violate water quality 
standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


HY‐2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


HY‐3: The proposed project would not result in altered 
drainage patterns that would cause substantial erosion or 
flooding. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


HY‐4: The proposed project would not contribute runoff 
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐HY‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site 
vicinity, would result in less‐than‐significant cumulative 
impacts to hydrology and water quality. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
HZ‐1: The proposed project would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


HZ‐2: The proposed project would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


HZ‐3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous 
emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing 
school. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


HZ‐4: The project site is not included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5, and the proposed project would create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 
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Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS 
 
 
 


Environmental Impacts 


Level of 
Significance 


Without 
Mitigation 


 
 
 


Mitigation/Improvement Measures 


Level of 
Significance 


With 
Mitigation 


HZ‐5: The proposed project would not impair implementation 
of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan and would not expose 
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving fires. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐HZ‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site 
vicinity, would result in less‐than‐significant cumulative 
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Mineral and Energy Resources 
ME‐1: The proposed project would not encourage activities 
which would result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, 
or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


C‐ME‐1: The proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site 
vicinity, would result in less‐than‐significant cumulative 
impacts to minerals and energy. 


Less Than 
Significant 


None required N/A 


Source: LSA, 2017, 150 Eureka Street Notice of Preparation/Initial Study. 





		Table S‐1: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the EIR

		Table S‐2: Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures Identified in the NOP/IS









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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Black, Kate
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES $9 MILLION IN STATE FUNDING TO SERVE

SURVIVORS OF HUMAN TRAFFICKING
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 10:55:52 AM
Attachments: 7.10.19 CDSS Grant - Human Trafficking.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 10:36 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES $9 MILLION IN STATE
FUNDING TO SERVE SURVIVORS OF HUMAN TRAFFICKING
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, July 10, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES $9 MILLION IN
STATE FUNDING TO SERVE SURVIVORS OF HUMAN

TRAFFICKING
San Francisco is the only recipient of a grant from the California Department of Social

Services to provide services to youth survivors of commercial sexual exploitation
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, along with service providers, today
announced that San Francisco has received a $9.3 million grant from the California
Department of Social Services (CDSS) to provide housing and services for San Francisco
youth who are survivors or at risk of human trafficking, specifically commercial sexual
exploitation (CSE). Youth at risk of CSE can include youth who are homeless or who are
involved in the child welfare or juvenile justice systems. The grant will allow several
organizations to develop a model of care that offers a continuum of housing placement options
and services for those youth. San Francisco is the only county in the State to receive funding
for the 3-year pilot program.
 
“Any young person who is homeless or experiencing exploitation in our streets is one too
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, July 10, 2019 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES $9 MILLION IN 


STATE FUNDING TO SERVE SURVIVORS OF HUMAN 


TRAFFICKING 
San Francisco is the only recipient of a grant from the California Department of Social Services 


to provide services to youth survivors of commercial sexual exploitation 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, along with service providers, today announced 


that San Francisco has received a $9.3 million grant from the California Department of Social 


Services (CDSS) to provide housing and services for San Francisco youth who are survivors or 


at risk of human trafficking, specifically commercial sexual exploitation (CSE). Youth at risk of 


CSE can include youth who are homeless or who are involved in the child welfare or juvenile 


justice systems. The grant will allow several organizations to develop a model of care that offers 


a continuum of housing placement options and services for those youth. San Francisco is the 


only county in the State to receive funding for the 3-year pilot program. 


 


“Any young person who is homeless or experiencing exploitation in our streets is one too many. 


We must do better in San Francisco,” said Mayor Breed. “This funding will allow us to develop 


programs and provide services that help our most vulnerable residents and survivors of 


commercial sexual exploitation, and prevent chronic homelessness in our City.”  


 


Human trafficking is a serious issue throughout California and in San Francisco. In 2017, 22 


public and non-profit agencies in the Mayor’s Task Force on Anti-Human Trafficking identified 


673 cases of human trafficking in San Francisco. 55% of those trafficking cases were in 


commercial sex. The Task Force determined that at least 307 youth reported experiencing 


exploitation in the commercial sex industries in San Francisco. 33% of all persons trafficked in 


commercial sex were minors and 50% were youth between 18 and 24 years old. 70% of 


survivors of human trafficking in San Francisco are people of color.  


 


The San Francisco Department on the Status of Women, Freedom Forward, and Huckleberry co-


authored the grant application to the CDSS. The other grant partners include the San Francisco 


Human Services Agency (HSA), Larkin Street Youth Services, Family Builders, WestCoast 


Children’s Clinic, Edgewood Center for Children and Families, Claire’s House, Learning for 


Action, and the UC Berkeley Human Rights Center.  


 


Senator Scott Wiener and Assemblymember Phil Ting authored letters of support for the grant, 


and Assemblymember David Chiu was part of San Francisco’s efforts to establish the Mayor’s 


Task Force on Anti-Human Trafficking. 
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“This grant will ensure that our homeless youth can receive additional support so they can be 


housed and access vital services,” said Senator Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco). “It is shameful 


to see so many of our youth struggling. LGBTQ homeless youth also make up 40% of homeless 


youth, making our community more susceptible to commercial sexual exploitation. I am thankful 


to Mayor Breed and the coalition of service providers for coming together to address this critical 


issue.” 


 


“Supportive services are key to helping young victims of human trafficking heal from their 


trauma and move on with their lives. This State and local partnership aims to strengthen that care 


system, and it is my hope that successes from San Francisco’s pilot program help us determine 


how else to direct State funding to make the most impact on survivors,” said Assemblymember 


Phil Ting (D-San Francisco), Chair of the Assembly Budget Committee. 


 


“Commercial sexual exploitation is a devastating reality for hundreds of youth in San Francisco,” 


said Assemblymember David Chiu (D-San Francisco). “With this new funding, we can break 


this heartbreaking cycle of exploitation and poverty and give youth safe and stable homes with 


wrap around services.” 


 


Over the past several years, this group of partner organizations has laid the groundwork for 


serving youth in San Francisco. The Huckleberry Advocacy and Response Team, funded by 


HSA, has provided crucial crisis response and case management to youth since 2016. Other 


organizations have provided necessary emergency shelter, case management, healthcare services, 


and job training. This grant will allow San Francisco to build off this existing network of service 


providers and expand housing options and other services available to youth who have 


experienced or are at risk of CSE.  


 


As part of the collaborative, Larkin Street Youth Services and Huckleberry Youth Programs will 


provide youth with immediate safety from the streets and will help them explore their options for 


a more stable housing situation. This grant will also create a youth-designed drop-in center, 


hosted by Freedom Forward, so that youth can access services in a user-friendly and welcoming 


environment.  


 


“From our pioneering Huckleberry Advocacy and Response Team, we know youth do best when 


they define safety, healing, and success on their own terms. This grant will allow us to meet 


youth where they are,” said Douglas Styles, Executive Director of Huckleberry Youth Programs.  


 


Claire’s House in Oakland and Edgewood Center for Children and Families in San Francisco 


will provide housing to youth who are ready for a longer-term housing situation, but not yet 


ready for a foster family placement. Freedom Forward, in partnership with Family Builders, 


WestCoast Children’s Clinic, and Huckleberry Youth Programs, will create a new model of 


family-based foster care for teens that nurtures connections with loved ones and provides mental 


health services.  


 


“We know youth—like everyone else—thrive when they are connected to the people and 


community they care most about, something our City has struggled to create for the youth in our 
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foster system,” said Alia Whitney-Johnson, Executive Director of Freedom Forward. “This grant 


will enable us to reimagine the way we support these teens and the adults in their lives, so they 


can maintain loving relationships, access the professional services they choose, and pursue a life 


that brings them joy.” 


 


Learning for Action will conduct an evaluation of all the elements of the placement and service 


programs, except for the family-based foster care pilot. The UC Berkeley Human Rights Center 


will evaluate the family-based foster care pilot program.  


 


“San Francisco is proud to be a statewide pioneer in this work,” said Dr. Emily Murase, Director 


of the Department on the Status of Women. “With a rigorous evaluation, this pilot can be 


replicated across the state and the nation.”  


 


Grant partners will begin providing housing placement and services in winter 2019. 


 


### 


 







many. We must do better in San Francisco,” said Mayor Breed. “This funding will allow us to
develop programs and provide services that help our most vulnerable residents and survivors
of commercial sexual exploitation, and prevent chronic homelessness in our City.”
 
Human trafficking is a serious issue throughout California and in San Francisco. In 2017, 22
public and non-profit agencies in the Mayor’s Task Force on Anti-Human Trafficking
identified 673 cases of human trafficking in San Francisco. 55% of those trafficking cases
were in commercial sex. The Task Force determined that at least 307 youth reported
experiencing exploitation in the commercial sex industries in San Francisco. 33% of all
persons trafficked in commercial sex were minors and 50% were youth between 18 and 24
years old. 70% of survivors of human trafficking in San Francisco are people of color.
 
The San Francisco Department on the Status of Women, Freedom Forward, and Huckleberry
co-authored the grant application to the CDSS. The other grant partners include the San
Francisco Human Services Agency (HSA), Larkin Street Youth Services, Family Builders,
WestCoast Children’s Clinic, Edgewood Center for Children and Families, Claire’s House,
Learning for Action, and the UC Berkeley Human Rights Center.
 
Senator Scott Wiener and Assemblymember Phil Ting authored letters of support for the grant,
and Assemblymember David Chiu was part of San Francisco’s efforts to establish the Mayor’s
Task Force on Anti-Human Trafficking.
 
“This grant will ensure that our homeless youth can receive additional support so they can be
housed and access vital services,” said Senator Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco). “It is
shameful to see so many of our youth struggling. LGBTQ homeless youth also make up 40%
of homeless youth, making our community more susceptible to commercial sexual
exploitation. I am thankful to Mayor Breed and the coalition of service providers for coming
together to address this critical issue.”
 
“Supportive services are key to helping young victims of human trafficking heal from their
trauma and move on with their lives. This State and local partnership aims to strengthen that
care system, and it is my hope that successes from San Francisco’s pilot program help us
determine how else to direct State funding to make the most impact on survivors,” said
Assemblymember Phil Ting (D-San Francisco), Chair of the Assembly Budget Committee.
 
“Commercial sexual exploitation is a devastating reality for hundreds of youth in San
Francisco,” said Assemblymember David Chiu (D-San Francisco). “With this new funding,
we can break this heartbreaking cycle of exploitation and poverty and give youth safe and
stable homes with wrap around services.”
 
Over the past several years, this group of partner organizations has laid the groundwork for
serving youth in San Francisco. The Huckleberry Advocacy and Response Team, funded by
HSA, has provided crucial crisis response and case management to youth since 2016. Other
organizations have provided necessary emergency shelter, case management, healthcare
services, and job training. This grant will allow San Francisco to build off this existing
network of service providers and expand housing options and other services available to youth
who have experienced or are at risk of CSE.
 
As part of the collaborative, Larkin Street Youth Services and Huckleberry Youth Programs
will provide youth with immediate safety from the streets and will help them explore their



options for a more stable housing situation. This grant will also create a youth-designed drop-
in center, hosted by Freedom Forward, so that youth can access services in a user-friendly and
welcoming environment.
 
“From our pioneering Huckleberry Advocacy and Response Team, we know youth do best
when they define safety, healing, and success on their own terms. This grant will allow us to
meet youth where they are,” said Douglas Styles, Executive Director of Huckleberry Youth
Programs.
 
Claire’s House in Oakland and Edgewood Center for Children and Families in San Francisco
will provide housing to youth who are ready for a longer-term housing situation, but not yet
ready for a foster family placement. Freedom Forward, in partnership with Family Builders,
WestCoast Children’s Clinic, and Huckleberry Youth Programs, will create a new model of
family-based foster care for teens that nurtures connections with loved ones and provides
mental health services.
 
“We know youth—like everyone else—thrive when they are connected to the people and
community they care most about, something our City has struggled to create for the youth in
our foster system,” said Alia Whitney-Johnson, Executive Director of Freedom Forward.
“This grant will enable us to reimagine the way we support these teens and the adults in their
lives, so they can maintain loving relationships, access the professional services they choose,
and pursue a life that brings them joy.”
 
Learning for Action will conduct an evaluation of all the elements of the placement and
service programs, except for the family-based foster care pilot. The UC Berkeley Human
Rights Center will evaluate the family-based foster care pilot program.
 
“San Francisco is proud to be a statewide pioneer in this work,” said Dr. Emily Murase,
Director of the Department on the Status of Women. “With a rigorous evaluation, this pilot
can be replicated across the state and the nation.”
 
Grant partners will begin providing housing placement and services in winter 2019.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: DR Support 25 & 27 17th Avenue
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 10:19:08 AM
Attachments: DR Letter.docx

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Jim Riley <jim@jdr-designs.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 09, 2019 9:53 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: DR Support 25 & 27 17th Avenue
 

 

Please see attached letter in support of DR referenced.
Thank you,
Jim Riley
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Jim Riley                                                                                                                                                                           1601 Lake Street                                                                                                                                                          San Francisco, CA 94121

July 8, 2019

To: Commissioner Affairs

Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400                                                                                                                                San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re: Support of Discretionary Review of the following:   



Jerry Dratler					                                                                                                       27 17th Ave.                                                        Record # 2017-000987DRP-040                        Block/ lot   1341-026                                             Building Permit #20180625842

Alan Greinetz.                                                              27 17th Ave.                                                     Record # 2017-000987DRP-030                         Block/ lot   1341-026                                                   Building Permit # 20180625842

Alan Greinetz                                                            25 17th Avenue                                                   Record # 2017-000987DRP-020                          Block lot   1341/025                                      Building permit # 201707071206

Jerry Dratler                                                             25 17th Ave                                                      Record 2017-000987DRP                                  Block lot 1341/025                                        Building permit #201707071206



Dear Commission Affairs,

This project has been dishonest, misleading and legally questionable from the very beginning. Certain parties involved have made it suspicious even before the lying and fraudulent plans were exposed.   Why are bad actors and bad behavior given such free reign in SF? 

Those involved with this project have submitted 4 sets of architectural plans, 3 from their architect and one from the structural engineer involved, one Mr. Rodrigo Santos. The square footage has been as large as 5,817 SF and as small as 4,858 SF. The current set claims the existing home at 25 17th Ave is 5,067 sf.  We were mislead and lied to from day one at the first meeting held at the Richmond Recreation Center when the numbers just were not adding up. At that meeting I pointed out that I had been in 25 17th Ave and the ceiling height of the ground floor did not make it habitable space. Mr. Brown acknowledged that fact and called it “non-heatable space”. Whatever that is?

The current plans for 25 17th Ave have the following errors:

· An existing 4th floor deck does not exist – Does a door on to a roof does make it a deck!

· The existing rooftop solar panels are not shown.

· The wing walls on either side of the garage and the garage pedestrian door are not shown on plans and all 3 structural elements were removed without permit by the current owner.        Why was an NOV not issued for these like the unpermitted 3-story bay removal?

· The Environmental Evaluation form submitted claims 31 CY of soil to be excavated to make the ground floor habitable space. The proposed 9’-8” and 8’-0” ceiling heights could require more than 50 CY to be removed. This fact also is proof of my previous point that the ground floor was not habitable space and should not be included in existing square footage calculations.          Why is an amended Environmental Evaluation and a geotechnical report not required?

In 2017 Rodrigo Santos submitted a permit to abate the unpermitted removal of the deck and 3-story bay, DBI increased the stated value of the work on the permit from $100K to $200K. That permit was denied by the Board of Appeals. The BOA did allow the completion of the permitted foundation replacement under the footprint of the existing 25 17th Avenue only. That work was abandoned in 2018. Why?



I have lived at 1601 Lake Street for over 2 decades and enjoy all the neighborhood offers. I particularly like the green space we have around our homes and the Presidio nearby. My home looks north toward the Sutro home across the street with it 3 mature palm trees, green space mid block and beyond into the Presido. If 27 17th Ave is built as planned, I will see 3 stories of siding. A view that would be sold for billboard space if it were south of Market. Consideration for sides of structures can be just as important as the front and rear façade. The cruise ship analogy has been used and is most appropriate for what the end product looks like with projects like this. I have one visible from my kitchen. Prior to it’s launch there was always a nice tree lined skyscape with the moon, stars and planets in the southwest sky. Now at night I see 500 recessed light fixtures on 3 floors above the trees. Please do not allow either ship to dock on 17th Avenue and ruin the character of our neighborhood.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration,

Jim Riley



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: SPUR endorses 3333 California Street (Laurel Heights)
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 10:18:23 AM
Attachments: SPUR Endorsement of 3333 California.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Kristy Wang <kwang@spur.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 9:39 AM
To: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis <richhillissf@gmail.com>;
Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; 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>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Zushi, Kei (CPC) <kei.zushi@sfgov.org>; Herzstein, Daniel (BOS)
<daniel.herzstein@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Dan Safier <dsafier@pradogroup.com>; Don Bragg <dbragg@pradogroup.com>; Cindy Park
<cpark@pradogroup.com>; Dan Kingsley <DKingsley@sksre.com>; Charmaine Curtis
<charmaine@curtis-development.com>; Diane Filippi <dfilippisf@gmail.com>
Subject: SPUR endorses 3333 California Street (Laurel Heights)
 

 

Dear Supervisor Stefani and Planning Commissioners,
 
Laurel Heights Partners, LLC presented the 3333 California Street project in Laurel Heights to SPUR’s
Project Review Advisory Board at our May 2019 meeting for review and consideration. SPUR is
generally focused on policies, plans and codes rather than on individual projects. In order to make
infill development easier, we prefer to help set good rules around zoning, fees, housing affordability,
sustainability, etc.  However, on occasion, SPUR’s Project Review Advisory Board will review and
endorse development proposals of citywide or regional importance, evaluating their potential to
enhance the vitality of the city and region according to the policy priorities and principles of good
placemaking supported by SPUR.  
 
The SPUR Project Review Advisory Board finds this development to be an appropriate and
welcome use for this site and endorses 3333 California Street.
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June 3, 2019           
 
 
Supervisor Catherine Stefani  
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
RE: SPUR Endorsement of 3333 California Street  
 
Dear Supervisor Stefani and Planning Commissioners: 
 
Laurel Heights Partners, LLC presented the 3333 California Street project in Laurel Heights to SPUR’s 
Project Review Advisory Board at our May 2019 meeting for review and consideration. The SPUR 
Project Review Advisory Board finds this development to be an appropriate and welcome use for 
this site and endorses 3333 California Street. 
 
SPUR is generally focused on policies, plans and codes rather than on individual projects. In order to 
make infill development easier, we prefer to help set good rules around zoning, fees, housing affordability, 
sustainability, etc.  However, on occasion, SPUR’s Project Review Advisory Board will review and 
endorse development proposals of citywide or regional importance, evaluating their potential to enhance 
the vitality of the city and region according to the policy priorities and principles of good placemaking 
supported by SPUR.   
 
3333 California Street is a major mixed-use development project planned for a 10.25-acre parcel in the 
Presidio Heights neighborhood. The site is currently occupied by UCSF’s Laurel Heights campus. The 
proposed project will transform the site from a corporate campus with office, research, child care and 
parking uses into an mixed-use neighborhood with residential, retail, office, child care and parking uses. 
3333 California Street will include 13 new buildings and the adaptive reuse of the existing office building, 
which would be split into two residential buildings.  
 
Laurel Heights Partners is considering two variations on the project, one of which includes more housing 
units instead of office space. The project will include between 558 and 743 residential units, up to 49,999 
square feet of office space, 34,000 to 40,000 square feet of retail and 13,000-15,000 square feet of child 







care space. The SPUR Project Review Advisory Board prefers the proposal with higher residential 
density. 
 
3333 California Street in Laurel Heights:  
 


ü Is located at an appropriate location for development, near transit and infrastructure and not on 
a greenfield site. This site is located near the future Geary bus rapid transit (BRT) line and several 
other good bus lines that run frequently. The site has been underutilized to date, with buildings on 
only 3 of its 10 acres, in spite of being located at the intersection of many neighborhoods and 
close to many amenities.  


ü Provides an appropriate mix of land uses of residential and retail, contributing to diverse stock 
of housing, fostering economic development, providing amenities and services to the surrounding 
community. The proposed project would bring new housing to a part of the city that has seen little 
new residential development, and it includes a significant retail component that ties into the 
existing Laurel Village corridor.  


ü Provides sufficient density at the site at 54 to 72 dwelling units per acre, supporting adjacent 
transit and prevents underutilization of land, serving the future needs of Bay Area residents. This 
project makes good use of this key site, which has been until now a suburban campus walled off 
from the adjacent neighborhoods. 


ü Creates a good place for people and contributes to a walkable environment with active 
ground floor uses. The plan for the site integrates the proposed buildings into the neighborhood, 
connecting to cross streets and breaking up the superblock into more appropriately scaled street 
blocks. The retail uses along California Street connect visually and functionally to the existing 
Laurel Village retail corridor, and the other street frontages have designed to be porous and 
pedestrian-friendly. The public realm plan, which includes several different kinds of public and 
open spaces, brings the public into and across the project site.  
 


The SPUR Project Review Advisory Board finds this development to be an appropriate and welcome use 
for this site and endorses 3333 California Street. The urban design and site plan are particularly 
thoughtful, especially in dealing with the major grade changes at this location. The quantity, quality and 
variety of open space are excellent, and we appreciate the project team’s decision to protect some of the 
older trees onsite as well as adapt the existing building to a new use. We also appreciate that the project 
team includes several different architects and landscape architects, helping to foster the feeling of a 
neighborhood built over time rather than a single master-planned project.  
 
The potential partnership with the Jewish Community Center is an excellent idea that could help fill retail 
spaces if there is not sufficient retail demand in the neighborhood. We are also impressed with the 
neighborhood outreach given the sensitivity and location of this site.  
 







Our only concern with this plan is the amount of parking. While we appreciate that all parking will be 
tucked out of sight in underground parking garages in order to maximize the useable open space, we feel 
that the project parking could be further reduced. Given the project’s transit-oriented location near many 
bus lines, the Geary BRT line currently underway, and our city’s evolving transportation options, SPUR 
recommends that the project sponsor consider reducing the number of parking spaces. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us or Kristy Wang, SPUR’s Community Planning Policy Director, with 
any questions or clarifications.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Charmaine Curtis   Diane Filippi 
Co-Chairs, SPUR Project Review Advisory Board  
 
cc: SPUR Board of Directors 







 
Please see attached letter for full details. Do not hesitate to reach out if you have any questions.
 
Best,
Kristy Wang
 
Kristy Wang, LEED AP
Community Planning Policy Director
SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
(415) 644-4884
(415) 425-8460 m
kwang@spur.org
 
SPUR | Facebook | Twitter | Join | Get Newsletters

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


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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Black, Kate
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** BOARD OF SUPERVISORS VOTES UNANIMOUSLY TO PLACE $600 MILLION

AFFORDABLE HOUSING BOND ON NOVEMBER BALLOT
Date: Tuesday, July 09, 2019 2:57:42 PM
Attachments: 7.09.19 Affordable Housing Bond Approval.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, July 09, 2019 2:51 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** BOARD OF SUPERVISORS VOTES UNANIMOUSLY TO PLACE $600
MILLION AFFORDABLE HOUSING BOND ON NOVEMBER BALLOT
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, July 9, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS VOTES UNANIMOUSLY TO

PLACE $600 MILLION AFFORDABLE HOUSING BOND ON
NOVEMBER BALLOT

The Bond, proposed by Mayor London Breed and Board of Supervisors President Norman
Yee, will appear on the November ballot and, if approved by voters, will fund the creation and

preservation of affordable housing in San Francisco
 

San Francisco, CA — The Board of Supervisors voted unanimously today to place a
$600 million Affordable Housing Bond onto the November ballot to fund the creation,
preservation, and rehabilitation of affordable housing in San Francisco. The Bond, proposed
by Mayor London N. Breed and Board of Supervisors President Norman Yee, is co-sponsored
by Supervisors Vallie Brown, Ahsha Safaí, Shamann Walton, Catherine Stefani, Hillary
Ronen, and Rafael Mandelman.
 
Funding from the Bond would enable approximately 2,800 units of affordable housing to start
construction in the next four years. These projects would serve vulnerable residents, including
seniors, formerly homeless individuals, veterans, families, and educators. Funding would also
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mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, July 9, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS VOTES UNANIMOUSLY TO 


PLACE $600 MILLION AFFORDABLE HOUSING BOND ON 
NOVEMBER BALLOT 


The Bond, proposed by Mayor London Breed and Board of Supervisors President Norman Yee, 
will appear on the November ballot and, if approved by voters, will fund the creation and 


preservation of affordable housing in San Francisco 
 


San Francisco, CA — The Board of Supervisors voted unanimously today to place a 
$600 million Affordable Housing Bond onto the November ballot to fund the creation, 
preservation, and rehabilitation of affordable housing in San Francisco. The Bond, proposed by 
Mayor London N. Breed and Board of Supervisors President Norman Yee, is co-sponsored by 
Supervisors Vallie Brown, Ahsha Safaí, Shamann Walton, Catherine Stefani, Hillary Ronen, and 
Rafael Mandelman. 
 
Funding from the Bond would enable approximately 2,800 units of affordable housing to start 
construction in the next four years. These projects would serve vulnerable residents, including 
seniors, formerly homeless individuals, veterans, families, and educators. Funding would also 
expand the pipeline for new housing projects, especially for 100% supportive housing projects, 
fund the rehabilitation of public housing units, and support new housing opportunities for 
middle-income residents. 
 
In January, Mayor Breed announced that an Affordable Housing Bond would be added to the 
City’s Capital Plan, which lays out the schedule of the upcoming 10 years of General Obligation 
Bonds. Previously, there had been no Affordable Housing Bond scheduled for any upcoming 
election. Mayor Breed then worked with Board President Norman Yee to convene a working 
group consisting of a diverse group of community leaders, housing activists, developers, 
neighborhood representatives, and other stakeholders to craft the measure, which was officially 
introduced in April. The Board of Supervisors will take a second vote on July 16th before the 
Bond is officially placed on the November 2019 ballot. The Bond requires 2/3 voter approval. 
 
“We are in a housing crisis that is pushing out our low- and middle-income residents and we 
desperately need more affordable housing,” said Mayor Breed. “This Bond will allow us to 
create more affordable homes for seniors, continue rebuilding our public housing throughout the 
City, begin construction on projects for low-income residents that are ready to be built today, and 
keep current tenants housed. Building more housing requires a wide range of solutions, and this 
Bond is a key part of that effort.” 
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“This Bond is a reflection of what is possible when we work together collaboratively. I am 
hopeful that the voters of San Francisco will agree overwhelmingly that affordable housing is a 
public need and that this Bond is worthy of their support,” said Board President Norman Yee. “I 
look forward to ongoing discussions to ensure that we continue this momentum and increase our 
local investments to housing where the Federal government has fallen short. With this funding, 
we will be able to preserve existing housing and bring nearly 2,800 units online. I am also proud 
to see that this Bond is comprehensive in addressing households across the income spectrum and 
is dedicating funding to address the growing crisis that our City’s senior population is facing.” 
 
“San Franciscans want more options to stay and grow right here in San Francisco—not in 
Oakland, not in Daly City,” said Supervisor Vallie Brown. “We need to raise funds now to build 
more affordable housing. That’s at least half the battle.” 
 
“I am a proud co-sponsor of our historic $600-million-dollar bond that will fund the creation and 
rehabilitation of affordable-housing without raising property taxes,” said Supervisor Ahsha Safaí. 
“The bond is expected to yield at least 2,000 new units, will expedite shovel-ready projects, and 
provide funding for low-income seniors and middle-income families, a win-win for everyone.” 
 
“This bond will allow us to complete the rehab and construction of public housing in 
San Francisco and ensure that some of the city’s families with low incomes have quality homes,” 
said Supervisor Shamann Walton. “In addition, we will build affordable housing through the 
bond, so that we can work towards our goals of making San Francisco more affordable for 
everyone.” 
 
“This bond is essential for us to create housing for working families, people exiting 
homelessness, seniors and people with disabilities, educators, nonprofit workers, and all those 
struggling to stay in San Francisco,” said Supervisor Hillary Ronen. “With the Mission 
continuing to be ground zero for evictions and displacement, I needed to be sure that the bond 
would support affordable developments in my district. I am proud to have added my name as co-
sponsor, and am confident that, with the unanimous support of the Board and the Mayor, we will 
get this bond passed in November.” 
 
“The neighborhoods that I represent have seen the highest number of Ellis Act evictions in the 
City, yet have seen far too little new affordable housing production. This affordable housing 
bond, which is the largest in San Francisco history, will allow us to preserve existing affordable 
units and build new homes for seniors, youth and families in District 8 and across the City,” said 
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman. 
 
As a result of the Working Group’s recommendation, the Bond would fund the following uses: 
 
Public Housing – $150 million to repair and rebuild distressed public housing and its underlying 
infrastructure. 
 
Low-Income Housing – $220 million to finish the construction, acquisition, and rehabilitation 
of permanently affordable, shovel-ready rental projects that will begin construction within four 
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years. These projects would serve individuals and families earning from 0% to 80% of Area 
Median Income (AMI), including vulnerable populations such as working families, veterans, 
seniors, people with disabilities, transitional aged youth, and people experiencing homelessness. 
 
Affordable Housing Preservation – Approximately $30 million for the acquisition and 
rehabilitation of rental housing at risk of losing affordability, whether through market forces or a 
building’s physical decline. Projects would serve low- to middle-income households earning 
between approximately 30% and 120% of AMI, such as current residents living in housing at-
risk of losing affordability and future generations of tenants. 
 
Middle-Income Housing – Approximately $30 million to fund the creation of new affordable 
housing opportunities through down payment assistance loans, and the purchase of building or 
lands for new affordable construction. This serves households earning between 80% and 175% 
of AMI and educators through the Teacher Next Door program. 
 
Senior Housing – $150 million to fund the creation of new affordable senior housing rental 
opportunities through new construction and acquisition. This serves seniors on fixed incomes 
earning from 0% to 80% of AMI who are especially vulnerable in San Francisco’s housing 
market. 
 
Educator Housing – $20 million to fund the pre-development and construction for permanent 
affordable rental housing serving San Francisco Unified School District and City College of 
San Francisco educators and employees earning between 30% and 140% of AMI. 
 
“This bond is an important step in expanding and creating more opportunities for safe and 
affordable housing for seniors,” said Anni Chung, Executive Director of Self Help for the 
Elderly, and Housing Working Group Community Co-Chair. “As the City’s senior population 
increases, these resources are a critical part of helping us to ensure residents are able to age with 
the dignity and support they need in their communities.” 
 
“San Francisco’s housing affordability crisis is impacting too many of our residents,” said 
Tomiquia Moss, Executive Director and CEO of Hamilton Families, and Housing Working 
Group Community Co-Chair. “By working collaboratively with Mayor Breed, President Yee, 
and countless community stakeholders, we have crafted a bond which will invest in housing for 
some of our City’s most vulnerable residents including seniors, those exiting homelessness, and 
renters at risk of displacement, while also creating opportunities for middle income residents. 
These funds will also allow us to continue to advance our long-standing commitment to 
rebuilding our City’s dilapidated public housing sites and transforming them into thriving 
communities.” 
 
“San Francisco’s most important strength is the incredible diversity of its communities. We must 
pass this bond to ensure that our diverse communities continue to have a home in this city,” said 
Malcolm Yeung, Deputy Director of Chinatown Community Development Corporation, and 
Housing Working Group Community Co-Chair. 


### 







expand the pipeline for new housing projects, especially for 100% supportive housing
projects, fund the rehabilitation of public housing units, and support new housing
opportunities for middle-income residents.
 
In January, Mayor Breed announced that an Affordable Housing Bond would be added to the
City’s Capital Plan, which lays out the schedule of the upcoming 10 years of General
Obligation Bonds. Previously, there had been no Affordable Housing Bond scheduled for any
upcoming election. Mayor Breed then worked with Board President Norman Yee to convene a
working group consisting of a diverse group of community leaders, housing activists,
developers, neighborhood representatives, and other stakeholders to craft the measure, which
was officially introduced in April. The Board of Supervisors will take a second vote on July
16th before the Bond is officially placed on the November 2019 ballot. The Bond requires 2/3
voter approval.
 
“We are in a housing crisis that is pushing out our low- and middle-income residents and we
desperately need more affordable housing,” said Mayor Breed. “This Bond will allow us to
create more affordable homes for seniors, continue rebuilding our public housing throughout
the City, begin construction on projects for low-income residents that are ready to be built
today, and keep current tenants housed. Building more housing requires a wide range of
solutions, and this Bond is a key part of that effort.”
 
“This Bond is a reflection of what is possible when we work together collaboratively. I am
hopeful that the voters of San Francisco will agree overwhelmingly that affordable housing is
a public need and that this Bond is worthy of their support,” said Board President Norman
Yee. “I look forward to ongoing discussions to ensure that we continue this momentum and
increase our local investments to housing where the Federal government has fallen short. With
this funding, we will be able to preserve existing housing and bring nearly 2,800 units online. I
am also proud to see that this Bond is comprehensive in addressing households across the
income spectrum and is dedicating funding to address the growing crisis that our City’s senior
population is facing.”
 
“San Franciscans want more options to stay and grow right here in San Francisco—not in
Oakland, not in Daly City,” said Supervisor Vallie Brown. “We need to raise funds now to
build more affordable housing. That’s at least half the battle.”
 
“I am a proud co-sponsor of our historic $600-million-dollar bond that will fund the creation
and rehabilitation of affordable-housing without raising property taxes,” said Supervisor
Ahsha Safaí. “The bond is expected to yield at least 2,000 new units, will expedite shovel-
ready projects, and provide funding for low-income seniors and middle-income families, a
win-win for everyone.”
 
“This bond will allow us to complete the rehab and construction of public housing in
San Francisco and ensure that some of the city’s families with low incomes have quality
homes,” said Supervisor Shamann Walton. “In addition, we will build affordable housing
through the bond, so that we can work towards our goals of making San Francisco more
affordable for everyone.”
 
“This bond is essential for us to create housing for working families, people exiting
homelessness, seniors and people with disabilities, educators, nonprofit workers, and all those
struggling to stay in San Francisco,” said Supervisor Hillary Ronen. “With the Mission



continuing to be ground zero for evictions and displacement, I needed to be sure that the bond
would support affordable developments in my district. I am proud to have added my name as
co-sponsor, and am confident that, with the unanimous support of the Board and the Mayor,
we will get this bond passed in November.”
 
“The neighborhoods that I represent have seen the highest number of Ellis Act evictions in the
City, yet have seen far too little new affordable housing production. This affordable housing
bond, which is the largest in San Francisco history, will allow us to preserve existing
affordable units and build new homes for seniors, youth and families in District 8 and across
the City,” said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman.
 
As a result of the Working Group’s recommendation, the Bond would fund the following uses:
 
Public Housing – $150 million to repair and rebuild distressed public housing and its
underlying infrastructure.
 
Low-Income Housing – $220 million to finish the construction, acquisition, and rehabilitation
of permanently affordable, shovel-ready rental projects that will begin construction within four
years. These projects would serve individuals and families earning from 0% to 80% of Area
Median Income (AMI), including vulnerable populations such as working families, veterans,
seniors, people with disabilities, transitional aged youth, and people experiencing
homelessness.
 
Affordable Housing Preservation – Approximately $30 million for the acquisition and
rehabilitation of rental housing at risk of losing affordability, whether through market forces or
a building’s physical decline. Projects would serve low- to middle-income households earning
between approximately 30% and 120% of AMI, such as current residents living in housing at-
risk of losing affordability and future generations of tenants.
 
Middle-Income Housing – Approximately $30 million to fund the creation of new affordable
housing opportunities through down payment assistance loans, and the purchase of building or
lands for new affordable construction. This serves households earning between 80% and 175%
of AMI and educators through the Teacher Next Door program.
 
Senior Housing – $150 million to fund the creation of new affordable senior housing rental
opportunities through new construction and acquisition. This serves seniors on fixed incomes
earning from 0% to 80% of AMI who are especially vulnerable in San Francisco’s housing
market.
 
Educator Housing – $20 million to fund the pre-development and construction for permanent
affordable rental housing serving San Francisco Unified School District and City College of
San Francisco educators and employees earning between 30% and 140% of AMI.
 
“This bond is an important step in expanding and creating more opportunities for safe and
affordable housing for seniors,” said Anni Chung, Executive Director of Self Help for the
Elderly, and Housing Working Group Community Co-Chair. “As the City’s senior population
increases, these resources are a critical part of helping us to ensure residents are able to age
with the dignity and support they need in their communities.”
 
“San Francisco’s housing affordability crisis is impacting too many of our residents,” said



Tomiquia Moss, Executive Director and CEO of Hamilton Families, and Housing Working
Group Community Co-Chair. “By working collaboratively with Mayor Breed, President Yee,
and countless community stakeholders, we have crafted a bond which will invest in housing
for some of our City’s most vulnerable residents including seniors, those exiting
homelessness, and renters at risk of displacement, while also creating opportunities for middle
income residents. These funds will also allow us to continue to advance our long-standing
commitment to rebuilding our City’s dilapidated public housing sites and transforming them
into thriving communities.”
 
“San Francisco’s most important strength is the incredible diversity of its communities. We
must pass this bond to ensure that our diverse communities continue to have a home in this
city,” said Malcolm Yeung, Deputy Director of Chinatown Community Development
Corporation, and Housing Working Group Community Co-Chair.

###



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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Black, Kate
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS CELEBRATE

GROUNDBREAKING OF NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING BY THE NORTHEAST WATERFRONT
Date: Tuesday, July 09, 2019 12:45:54 PM
Attachments: 7.09.19 88 Broadway 735 Davis.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, July 09, 2019 12:38 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS CELEBRATE
GROUNDBREAKING OF NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING BY THE NORTHEAST WATERFRONT
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, July 9, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS

CELEBRATE GROUNDBREAKING OF NEW AFFORDABLE
HOUSING BY THE NORTHEAST WATERFRONT

Two new 100% affordable housing developments will create 178 units for families and seniors
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Aaron Peskin, and community
leaders today celebrated the joint groundbreakings of 88 Broadway and 735 Davis near The
Embarcadero. Together, the buildings will provide 178 new permanently affordable homes for
families, seniors, and formerly homeless seniors.
 
88 Broadway is currently a surface parking lot owned by the Port of San Francisco on a parcel
remaining from the former Embarcadero Freeway. 735 Davis is a former San Francisco Public
Works parking lot that was transferred to the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development through the City’s surplus land ordinance to make developable sites available
for affordable housing on public lands.
 
“88 Broadway and 735 Davis are a model for taking underutilized land and turning it into
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, July 9, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS 


CELEBRATE GROUNDBREAKING OF NEW AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING BY THE NORTHEAST WATERFRONT 


Two new 100% affordable housing developments will create 178 units for families and seniors 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Aaron Peskin, and community 
leaders today celebrated the joint groundbreakings of 88 Broadway and 735 Davis near The 
Embarcadero. Together, the buildings will provide 178 new permanently affordable homes for 
families, seniors, and formerly homeless seniors.  
 
88 Broadway is currently a surface parking lot owned by the Port of San Francisco on a parcel 
remaining from the former Embarcadero Freeway. 735 Davis is a former San Francisco Public 
Works parking lot that was transferred to the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 
Development through the City’s surplus land ordinance to make developable sites available for 
affordable housing on public lands.  
 
“88 Broadway and 735 Davis are a model for taking underutilized land and turning it into what 
we need most in this city—100% affordable housing,” said Mayor London Breed. “The 
$600 million Affordable Housing Bond, which will go in front of the Board of Supervisors this 
afternoon, will allow us to provide housing for our most vulnerable residents, including seniors, 
formerly homeless individuals, veterans, educators and low-income families.” 
 
With a particular focus on meeting the housing needs of the immediate neighborhood, 
88 Broadway and 735 Davis’s units will be available to future tenants—including formerly 
homeless seniors—with incomes ranging from 0% to 120% of Area Median Income. This 
vibrant mixed-income community will also feature a childcare center operated by the YMCA, a 
restaurant space, and a public walkway connecting the two sites.  
 
In October 2018, Mayor Breed announced a $1.5 million investment to make 88 Broadway and 
735 Davis affordable to very low-income seniors. The funding cuts rents in half for 13 units of 
senior housing, lowering the monthly rent for a one-bedroom apartment from $1,421 to $710. 
 
In 2018, Assemblymember David Chiu authored Assembly Bill (AB) 1423 to permit the City to 
build an affordable housing development at 88 Broadway. AB 1423 also clarified that the project 
could include a childcare facility and a restaurant. 
 
“This is exactly the type of project San Francisco desperately needs, and I am grateful to have a 
small role in making it happen,” said Assemblymember David Chiu (D-San Francisco). “A bill I 







OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  LONDON N. BREED 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
 


 


authored and passed last year, Assembly Bill 1423, ensured 88 Broadway would include housing 
for both low-income and middle-income San Franciscans and create an affordable, vibrant 
community for San Francisco families.” 
 
“I have been advocating for affordable housing on this site for over 20 years,” said Supervisor 
Aaron Peskin. “The process of getting input from the neighborhood—everyone from the Barbary 
Coast Neighborhood Association to Chinatown seniors—was critical to making this project 
better, and ultimately more deeply affordable. With 88 Broadway/735 Davis in mind, 
President Yee and I have created the first ever Senior Operating Subsidies (SOS) Fund in this 
year’s budget, to ensure that the majority of seniors who don’t qualify for affordable housing 
because of their fixed incomes have a chance to live and thrive in District 3. I’m thrilled to see 
this project finally break ground in a waterfront neighborhood where we have a long history of 
community-led affordable housing victories.” 
 
“MOHCD would like to thank the many stakeholders who worked so hard to make this project a 
reality. From the non-profit developers to the neighbors, to Mayor Lee and Mayor Breed, this 
development truly epitomizes San Francisco as a city for all,” said Kate Hartley, Director of the 
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development.  
 
“The Port is working to create a thriving waterfront for all San Franciscans and proud to add 125 
units of 100% affordable housing for families and 53 units for seniors,” said Elaine Forbes, 
Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco. “88 Broadway and 735 Davis will enrich the 
waterfront while working to help address the City’s housing shortage.” 
 
BRIDGE Housing Corporation and The John Stewart Company are partners on this multi-
building development, and they have enlisted local architecture firm Leddy Maytum Stacy and 
Cahill Contractors to bring this project to completion. 
 
“This is a rare opportunity to bring a much-needed range of affordability and services to the 
neighborhood,” said BRIDGE Housing President and CEO Cynthia Parker. “We’re proud to be 
part of this effort to serve people—from the city’s most vulnerable seniors to working families.” 
 
“Another unique feature of this hybrid development is the combination of some formerly 
homeless residents plus a cohort known as the ‘missing middle,’ such as nurses, teachers and 
first responders,” said John Stewart, Chairman of The John Stewart Company. 
 
Both affordable housing developments have been made possible by financing from the 
San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, Bank of America, and 
the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee. Barings Multifamily Capital LLC contributed 
to 88 Broadway and the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco contributed to 735 Davis.  
 
“Bank of America Merrill Lynch Community Development Banking was pleased to provide 
financing for 88 Broadway and 735 Davis to help provide safe, affordable housing for seniors, 
formerly homeless and low-income residents in San Francisco. This public-private partnership 
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will significantly impact not only the residents but also the broader community that calls our city 
‘home,’” said Liz Minick, San Francisco-East Bay market executive, Bank of America. 
 
88 Broadway and 735 Davis have expected move-in dates of mid-2021.  


 
### 







what we need most in this city—100% affordable housing,” said Mayor London Breed. “The
$600 million Affordable Housing Bond, which will go in front of the Board of Supervisors
this afternoon, will allow us to provide housing for our most vulnerable residents, including
seniors, formerly homeless individuals, veterans, educators and low-income families.”
 
With a particular focus on meeting the housing needs of the immediate neighborhood,
88 Broadway and 735 Davis’s units will be available to future tenants—including formerly
homeless seniors—with incomes ranging from 0% to 120% of Area Median Income. This
vibrant mixed-income community will also feature a childcare center operated by the YMCA,
a restaurant space, and a public walkway connecting the two sites.
 
In October 2018, Mayor Breed announced a $1.5 million investment to make 88 Broadway
and 735 Davis affordable to very low-income seniors. The funding cuts rents in half for 13
units of senior housing, lowering the monthly rent for a one-bedroom apartment from $1,421
to $710.
 
In 2018, Assemblymember David Chiu authored Assembly Bill (AB) 1423 to permit the City
to build an affordable housing development at 88 Broadway. AB 1423 also clarified that the
project could include a childcare facility and a restaurant.
 
“This is exactly the type of project San Francisco desperately needs, and I am grateful to have
a small role in making it happen,” said Assemblymember David Chiu (D-San Francisco). “A
bill I authored and passed last year, Assembly Bill 1423, ensured 88 Broadway would include
housing for both low-income and middle-income San Franciscans and create an affordable,
vibrant community for San Francisco families.”
 
“I have been advocating for affordable housing on this site for over 20 years,” said Supervisor
Aaron Peskin. “The process of getting input from the neighborhood—everyone from the
Barbary Coast Neighborhood Association to Chinatown seniors—was critical to making this
project better, and ultimately more deeply affordable. With 88 Broadway/735 Davis in mind,
President Yee and I have created the first ever Senior Operating Subsidies (SOS) Fund in this
year’s budget, to ensure that the majority of seniors who don’t qualify for affordable housing
because of their fixed incomes have a chance to live and thrive in District 3. I’m thrilled to see
this project finally break ground in a waterfront neighborhood where we have a long history of
community-led affordable housing victories.”
 
“MOHCD would like to thank the many stakeholders who worked so hard to make this project
a reality. From the non-profit developers to the neighbors, to Mayor Lee and Mayor Breed,
this development truly epitomizes San Francisco as a city for all,” said Kate Hartley, Director
of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development.
 
“The Port is working to create a thriving waterfront for all San Franciscans and proud to add
125 units of 100% affordable housing for families and 53 units for seniors,” said Elaine
Forbes, Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco. “88 Broadway and 735 Davis will
enrich the waterfront while working to help address the City’s housing shortage.”
 
BRIDGE Housing Corporation and The John Stewart Company are partners on this multi-
building development, and they have enlisted local architecture firm Leddy Maytum Stacy and
Cahill Contractors to bring this project to completion.
 



“This is a rare opportunity to bring a much-needed range of affordability and services to the
neighborhood,” said BRIDGE Housing President and CEO Cynthia Parker. “We’re proud to
be part of this effort to serve people—from the city’s most vulnerable seniors to working
families.”
 
“Another unique feature of this hybrid development is the combination of some formerly
homeless residents plus a cohort known as the ‘missing middle,’ such as nurses, teachers and
first responders,” said John Stewart, Chairman of The John Stewart Company.
 
Both affordable housing developments have been made possible by financing from the
San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, Bank of America,
and the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee. Barings Multifamily Capital LLC
contributed to 88 Broadway and the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco contributed to
735 Davis.
 
“Bank of America Merrill Lynch Community Development Banking was pleased to provide
financing for 88 Broadway and 735 Davis to help provide safe, affordable housing for seniors,
formerly homeless and low-income residents in San Francisco. This public-private partnership
will significantly impact not only the residents but also the broader community that calls our
city ‘home,’” said Liz Minick, San Francisco-East Bay market executive, Bank of America.
 
88 Broadway and 735 Davis have expected move-in dates of mid-2021.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: #215 Proposal
Date: Monday, July 08, 2019 5:13:59 PM
Attachments: 215 Permit Revisions for 217.pdf
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Commissioners,
Please be advised that the DR on this week’s Agenda has been withdrawn.
 
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: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, July 08, 2019 5:00 PM
To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Washington, Delvin (CPC) <delvin.washington@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: #215 Proposal
 
Item #19, 215 Montana DRP that was scheduled for this Thursday July 11, 2019 has been
withdrawn.
 
Thank you,
Bridget Hicks
Planner II, SW Quadrant, Current Planning
Direct: 415-575-9054 | Fax: 415-558-6409
 

SF Planning
Department

 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Hours of Operation | Property Information Map

                                
 
From: JK Hui <jk88sf@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 08, 2019 4:55 PM
To: Hui Zhang <huiqzhang@sbcglobal.net>
Cc: Bolt Design Studio <boltstudio@yahoo.com>; Washington, Delvin (CPC)
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

<delvin.washington@sfgov.org>; Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Bolt Design Studio
<boltdesignstudio@gmail.com>; Reza Khoshnevisan <reza@siaconsult.com>
Subject: Re: #215 Proposal
 

 

Hello Hui Zhang,
 
I hope you also had a wonderful July 4 Holiday with your family.
 
After reviewing the latest version of your plan, we are pleased that you have addressed and
corrected the issues we raised per the revised drawings provided on 6/24/19. We will coordinate
with Ms. Hicks on withdrawing the DR request based on the drawings.
 
Again, we also genuinely hope to maintain a good neighbor relationship with you and your family
and hope that you’ll have a successful project.
 
Hi Ms. Hicks,
 
Thank you for facilitating the discussion between the project sponsor and us regarding the concerns
we had. After this discussion with Hui Zhang, we would like to withdraw the DR request under the
conditions per the submitted plan presented to us on 6/24/19 addressing the issues we raised. We
have attached the revised drawings and initialed as the version you will be approving for your
convenience.
 
Please let us know what process is needed for us to withdraw the DR hearing so that Hui Zhang can
get their permit approval. Thank you.
 
Best,
 
Kelly and Jason
217 Montana
 

Virus-free. www.avast.com

 
On Sat, Jul 6, 2019 at 9:53 PM Hui Zhang <huiqzhang@sbcglobal.net> wrote:

Hi Jason and Kelly,
 
Hope you are having a great July 4th weekend! 
 
I would like to check in with you and see if you have any concerns or questions with the revised plan. 
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We genuinely hope to maintain good relationship with you as friendly neighbors and that we could
have all your concerns addressed and issues resolved. 
 
We look forward to hearing from you prior to the DR date. 
 
Kindest regards,
Hui
 
On Tuesday, June 25, 2019, 01:01:01 PM EDT, JK Hui <jk88sf@gmail.com> wrote:
 
 
Hello Nadia and Hui,
 
Thank you for the revision. We will review and get back to you if we have any questions or comments.
 
Kelly and Jason
 

Virus-free. www.avast.com

 
On Mon, Jun 24, 2019 at 10:56 PM Hui Zhang <huiqzhang@sbcglobal.net> wrote:

Hi Nadia,
 
Thank you very much for your help.
 
 
Best regards,
 
Hui
 
On Monday, June 24, 2019, 4:51:15 PM PDT, Bolt Design Studio <boltstudio@yahoo.com> wrote:
 
 
Hello.
The complete set of revised plans I believe addressing all items attached.
The window area facing 217 neighbors is 9.8% of the wall area, which is well below the code
requirements.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 

 

 

 

 

 

Cheers.

Nadia Pichko, M.Arch
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CEO- Bolt Design Studio
 

boltdesignstudio.com

586 N 1st St., Ste 226, San Jose CA 95112

Direct: 408-646-2195

 
 
On Friday, June 21, 2019, 11:59:49 AM PDT, JK Hui <jk88sf@gmail.com> wrote:
 
 
Hello Hui Zhang,
 
We have been communicating our requests actively with Ms. Hicks and we appreciate the
Planning department throughout this process as they were helping facilitate this conversation
between both parties.
 
We are happy to see that your updated drawing addressed our privacy concerns regarding
window and deck. Since your survey results were shared with us by Ms. Hicks last month, we
are waiting for the revised complete architectural site plan set showing the existing and
proposed correction of the rear structure. We would like to see the existing rear structures
conditions shown in the finalized permit set to be accurate and understand that the items that
you promised to correct in the proposed design will be reflected and addressed. A proper
finalized set will allow the contractor and inspector performing the work to understand the
situation and follow accordingly giving us confidence of the future correction.
 
In the meantime, we are looking forward to receiving the revised complete permit set drawings
reflecting the changes from Nadia in a timely manner for our review to show every effort and
due diligence of resolving prior to the DR date.
 
Kelly and Jason

 

 
On Tue, Jun 18, 2019 at 7:20 PM Hui Zhang <huiqzhang@sbcglobal.net> wrote:

Hi Jason and Kelly, 
 
I am hoping that you would provide a response to our earlier emails about our proposal of 2-story
rear addition at 215 Montana St. Back in March this year, we have worked and improved our
plans according to your specific requests through working with your family friend, Gabriel. 
 
In April/May, we have also hired a surveyor to define clear boundaries between our properties to
ensure that our proposed addition would stay within the boundaries of our property. 
 
We are waiting for your response in order to avoid having to go to a Discretionary Review Hearing
- we have done all that you have requested. As such, having to prepare and attend this hearing

http://boltdesignstudio.com/
mailto:jk88sf@gmail.com
mailto:huiqzhang@sbcglobal.net


would be a waste of time and effort for us and for public resources. 
 
I wish to be a good neighbor, and I trust we all do. Please review our latest email updates and
respond to me, or my architect, Nadia at your earliest convenience. Please let us know if you
have any questions. We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Kind regards,
Hui
 

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Black, Kate
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE TO STREAMLINE CITY

EVENTS PERMITTING PROCESS
Date: Monday, July 08, 2019 12:15:51 PM
Attachments: 7.08.19 Special Events Executive Directive.pdf

EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE - Special Events Steering Committee.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, July 08, 2019 12:12 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE TO
STREAMLINE CITY EVENTS PERMITTING PROCESS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, July 8, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE
TO STREAMLINE CITY EVENTS PERMITTING PROCESS

Goal is to make it easier to put on events in San Francisco – from large cultural festivals to
neighborhood block parties

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed issued an Executive Directive on Friday, July
5 to improve and streamline the City’s permitting process for special events, including street
fairs, festivals, parades, and neighborhood block parties. Under the existing system, San
Francisco’s community and cultural event producers must navigate a complex and
decentralized City permitting process. Executive Directive 19-02 directs the City
Administrator and the Office of Economic and Workforce Development to co-chair a Special
Events Steering Committee—comprised of representatives from City agencies and
departments—to review the current system for permitting special events and identify
opportunities for improving interagency coordination and customer experience.
 
“Everyone in our city should have the ability to experience arts, culture, and community in
their neighborhood,” said Mayor Breed. “Our iconic street fairs, concerts, cultural events and
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Monday, July 8, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE 
TO STREAMLINE CITY EVENTS PERMITTING PROCESS 


Goal is to make it easier to put on events in San Francisco – from large cultural festivals to 
neighborhood block parties 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed issued an Executive Directive on Friday, July 5 
to improve and streamline the City’s permitting process for special events, including street fairs, 
festivals, parades, and neighborhood block parties. Under the existing system, San Francisco’s 
community and cultural event producers must navigate a complex and decentralized City 
permitting process. Executive Directive 19-02 directs the City Administrator and the Office of 
Economic and Workforce Development to co-chair a Special Events Steering Committee—
comprised of representatives from City agencies and departments—to review the current system 
for permitting special events and identify opportunities for improving interagency coordination 
and customer experience. 
 
“Everyone in our city should have the ability to experience arts, culture, and community in their 
neighborhood,” said Mayor Breed. “Our iconic street fairs, concerts, cultural events and 
neighborhood block parties help us to celebrate our community and make San Francisco more 
vibrant. We need to make it easier to put these events on, not force people to spend countless 
hours applying for permits.” 
 
Mayor Breed’s Executive Directive will help the City centralize, standardize, and clarify the 
permitting process for special events by updating the permitting system to ensure that all events 
are safe and successful. Outdoor community and cultural events—including street fairs, music 
festivals, and parades—produce more than $1.1 billion in direct and indirect impact on the City’s 
economy, attract over 3 million attendees annually, and support 9,300 private sector jobs.  
 
“From neighborhood fairs to outdoor music festivals, special events are a major economic driver 
for San Francisco, creating jobs for our residents, bringing visitors to our city, and supporting 
local merchants and small businesses,” said Joaquín Torres, Director of the Office of Economic 
and Workforce Development. “This directive will help us streamline the process for organizers 
providing social spaces for people to engage with our neighborhoods and build community 
through shared experience and cultural expression.” 
 
“I commend Mayor Breed for her innovative leadership to address the challenges facing our 
special events and entertainment communities, along with her deep commitment to support 
equitable access to entertainment, arts, and culture across all San Francisco neighborhoods,” said 
Maggie Weiland, Executive Director of the Entertainment Commission. “We are looking 
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forward to collaborating with other City agencies to ensure a friendly, streamlined, and efficient 
permitting process for events of all sizes, as well as the City agencies tasked with supporting 
these events.”  
 
Currently, obtaining comprehensive information on event applications, applying for permits, and 
obtaining approval for special events is difficult for event organizers because there is no central 
department or website that coordinates the process. Permitting a major event in San Francisco 
can involve eight or more City agencies, each with different fees for permits and City services. 
As a result, the City places the burden on event organizers to achieve compliance, and City 
departments face challenges in ensuring successful and safe events. 
 
“The current permitting process creates inequity among special event producers, particularly 
those who work to activate underserved neighborhoods in San Francisco,” said Tyra Fennell, 
Founding Director of Imprint City. “The Mayor's Executive Directive will help alleviate what 
feels like a disjointed permitting process, empowering all event producers to prepare and plan 
successful projects.” 
 
“Producing events in San Francisco gets more challenging every year,” said Patrick Finger, 
Executive Director of Folsom Street Events. “I am very pleased that Mayor Breed is taking steps 
to simplify the process.” 
 
“How Weird Street Faire is fully supportive of the formation of the Special Events Steering 
Committee at the directive of the Mayor,” said Michael O’Rourke, Executive Producer of How 
Weird Street Faire. “This will enable a more efficient process for permitting special events, 
which are an important part of the cultural fabric of San Francisco.” 
 
“As Co-founder and Producer of Sunset Mercantile and current organizer of the monthly Inner 
Sunset Sunday’s Flea Market, I am thrilled at the prospect of a more streamlined and efficient 
permitting process through Mayor Breed’s proposed Executive Directive,” said Angie Petitt-
Taylor. “The current number of City departments, fees and permits one must go through is 
confusing, daunting and cost prohibitive to the community organizers who are simply trying to 
bring the community together, and to the small businesses, artists and organizations hoping to 
connect with the community through these events.” 
 
This Executive Directive builds off of previous efforts to improve the City’s special events 
process. In response to recommendations from the City Controller and the Civic Bridge program, 
the City has developed a Master Calendar of Special Events to have a singular source of special 
event information. Additionally, the City created an Outdoor Event Planning and Permitting 
Guide, which is an online roadmap designed to empower event organizers with the knowledge to 
produce safer and more successful special events. 
 
The Special Events Steering Committee will convene this summer and fall and will provide 
Mayor Breed with their recommendations within the next six months. 
 


### 



https://sfgov.org/entertainment/sf-outdoor-event-planning-and-permitting-guide

https://sfgov.org/entertainment/sf-outdoor-event-planning-and-permitting-guide
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Executive Directive 19-02 


Supporting Special Events  


July 5, 2019 


San Francisco is a national hub for special events, from iconic street fairs, to annual concerts, 


large athletic events, cultural events, and neighborhood block parties. Special events of all sizes 


are an important part of our neighborhoods, providing social spaces for residents and visitors to 


get to know one another and engage in artistic and cultural expression.  According to a report 


issued by the Controller in 2015, outdoor events in San Francisco produce more than $1.1 billion 


annually in economic benefits, attract 3.3 million attendees, reach every Supervisorial District, 


support 9,300 private sector jobs, and define the identity of the many communities that together 


make up San Francisco. In 2017, the Controller and the City’s Civic Bridge program issued 


reports on how the City bureaucracy permits these important outdoor events, making a series of 


recommendations for improvement.   


Two recommendations from the 2017 reports have already been implemented, including:  


 Publishing a central process map and permit cost calculator that lays out the permit 


process and deadlines; and 


 Creating a master calendar to be used by all City departments as the singular source 


of special event information. 


In spring 2018, the Entertainment Commission began managing the Citywide Master Calendar of 


Special Events in collaboration with the Department of Emergency Management with the goal of 


improving the City’s situational awareness and use of resources for special events. In September 


2018, the Entertainment Commission launched the City’s first SF Outdoor Event Planning & 


Permitting Guide, an online roadmap designed to empower event organizers with the knowledge 


to produce safer and more successful special events. The Guide and its accompanying Permit Fee 


Estimator serve to assist event organizers in navigating the rules, permits, agencies, fees, and 


best practices related to outdoor events.  


Furthermore, the reports made recommendations to centralize, standardize, and clarify the 


permitting process by implementing: 


 A special events task force, or steering committee, to scope and consider the 


development of an organizational model that facilitates a streamlined permitting 


process, for both City departments and event organizers; and 


 A consolidated digital permitting system to clarify requirements for the customer and 


centralize communications between departments. 







 


 


 


Currently, the City permitting process for special events is decentralized and involves multiple 


departments and committees. According to both 2017 reports, obtaining comprehensive 


information on, applying for, and obtaining permits for special events is difficult for event 


organizers because there is no central department – or website – that coordinates the process. 


Permitting a major event in San Francisco can involve up to 8 primary and 7 secondary City 


agencies, each with different fees for permits and City services. The primary City agency 


permitting the event struggles to confirm that other agencies have approved the event and exactly 


what they approved. As a result, the City places burdens on event organizers to achieve 


compliance, and City departments face challenges in ensuring successful and safe events. 


It is imperative that San Francisco, like other large urban areas around the country, step forward 


and review the current system to help ensure that all future events, whether they are large scale 


street festivals or small neighborhood events, are safe, successful, and enjoyable for all.  By 


supporting a diverse pool of events and organizers, the City can help unify and strengthen 


communities and neighborhoods across San Francisco.  With the impending opening of 49 South 


Van Ness, where several permitting agencies will have a footprint, the City should consider 


alternative options for special events permitting structures.  Citywide coordination will be 


challenging, but we should utilize our shared location and resources to consider options that can 


better serve our constituents, while continuing to support the community, cultural, and economic 


vitality of events in San Francisco.  


Directives: 


Through this Executive Directive, I hereby direct that: 


1. An interagency body named the Special Events Steering Committee (Committee) shall be 


convened to review the recommendations from the aforementioned reports and to 


develop an implementation plan for those recommendations and any others made by the 


Committee. Specifically, this body shall be charged with advancing significant reforms to 


the permitting process with the following key objectives in mind: 


a. Special events are good for the city, are good for our neighborhoods, and support 


the vibrant culture of San Francisco, and City employees tasked with reviewing 


permit applications shall be driven by that perspective; 


b. The process to apply for a permit shall be friendly, streamlined, and efficient;  


c. Fees shall be kept to a minimum; and 


d. The existing framework for permit review does not meet the above objectives, 


and therefore, alternative organizational models should be considered. 


2. The Committee shall be co-chaired by the City Administrator and the Director of the 


Office of Economic and Workforce Development, who shall develop an organizational 
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structure for this Committee, as well as a list of participating Departments including but 


not limited to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Public Works, the 


Department of Public Health, the Entertainment Commission, the Fire Department, the 


Police Department, the Port, the Digital Services Agency, and the Recreation and Parks 


Department. 


3. The Committee shall prepare a report to the Mayor within six months of the date of this 


Directive.   


This Executive Directive will take effect immediately and will remain in place until rescinded by 


future written communication. 


 


 
London N. Breed 


Mayor, City & County of San Francisco 







neighborhood block parties help us to celebrate our community and make San Francisco more
vibrant. We need to make it easier to put these events on, not force people to spend countless
hours applying for permits.”
 
Mayor Breed’s Executive Directive will help the City centralize, standardize, and clarify the
permitting process for special events by updating the permitting system to ensure that all
events are safe and successful. Outdoor community and cultural events—including street fairs,
music festivals, and parades—produce more than $1.1 billion in direct and indirect impact on
the City’s economy, attract over 3 million attendees annually, and support 9,300 private sector
jobs.
 
“From neighborhood fairs to outdoor music festivals, special events are a major economic
driver for San Francisco, creating jobs for our residents, bringing visitors to our city, and
supporting local merchants and small businesses,” said Joaquín Torres, Director of the Office
of Economic and Workforce Development. “This directive will help us streamline the process
for organizers providing social spaces for people to engage with our neighborhoods and build
community through shared experience and cultural expression.”
 
“I commend Mayor Breed for her innovative leadership to address the challenges facing our
special events and entertainment communities, along with her deep commitment to support
equitable access to entertainment, arts, and culture across all San Francisco neighborhoods,”
said Maggie Weiland, Executive Director of the Entertainment Commission. “We are looking
forward to collaborating with other City agencies to ensure a friendly, streamlined, and
efficient permitting process for events of all sizes, as well as the City agencies tasked with
supporting these events.”
 
Currently, obtaining comprehensive information on event applications, applying for permits,
and obtaining approval for special events is difficult for event organizers because there is no
central department or website that coordinates the process. Permitting a major event in San
Francisco can involve eight or more City agencies, each with different fees for permits and
City services. As a result, the City places the burden on event organizers to achieve
compliance, and City departments face challenges in ensuring successful and safe events.
 
“The current permitting process creates inequity among special event producers, particularly
those who work to activate underserved neighborhoods in San Francisco,” said Tyra Fennell,
Founding Director of Imprint City. “The Mayor's Executive Directive will help alleviate what
feels like a disjointed permitting process, empowering all event producers to prepare and plan
successful projects.”
 
“Producing events in San Francisco gets more challenging every year,” said Patrick Finger,
Executive Director of Folsom Street Events. “I am very pleased that Mayor Breed is taking
steps to simplify the process.”
 
“How Weird Street Faire is fully supportive of the formation of the Special Events Steering
Committee at the directive of the Mayor,” said Michael O’Rourke, Executive Producer of
How Weird Street Faire. “This will enable a more efficient process for permitting special
events, which are an important part of the cultural fabric of San Francisco.”
 
“As Co-founder and Producer of Sunset Mercantile and current organizer of the monthly Inner
Sunset Sunday’s Flea Market, I am thrilled at the prospect of a more streamlined and efficient



permitting process through Mayor Breed’s proposed Executive Directive,” said Angie Petitt-
Taylor. “The current number of City departments, fees and permits one must go through is
confusing, daunting and cost prohibitive to the community organizers who are simply trying to
bring the community together, and to the small businesses, artists and organizations hoping to
connect with the community through these events.”
 
This Executive Directive builds off of previous efforts to improve the City’s special events
process. In response to recommendations from the City Controller and the Civic Bridge
program, the City has developed a Master Calendar of Special Events to have a singular
source of special event information. Additionally, the City created an Outdoor Event Planning
and Permitting Guide, which is an online roadmap designed to empower event organizers with
the knowledge to produce safer and more successful special events.
 
The Special Events Steering Committee will convene this summer and fall and will provide
Mayor Breed with their recommendations within the next six months.
 

###
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Black, Kate
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND MAYOR SAM LICCARDO ON PROPOSED WILDFIRE

LEGISLATION
Date: Monday, July 08, 2019 11:07:07 AM
Attachments: 07.08.2019 Letter.pdf

07.08.2019 Proposed Wildfire Legislation.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, July 08, 2019 11:02 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND MAYOR SAM LICCARDO ON PROPOSED
WILDFIRE LEGISLATION
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, July 8, 2019
Contacts: Mayor Breed’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131;

    Mayor Liccardo’s Office of Communications, 408-535-4840
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND MAYOR SAM LICCARDO ON

PROPOSED WILDFIRE LEGISLATION
 

San Francisco Mayor London Breed and San Jose Mayor Sam Liccardo today issued the
following statement regarding AB 1054.
 
“We support the current efforts of our state leadership to provide assistance to the victims of
the recent California wildfires and to ensure the state government does everything it can to
reduce the likelihood and severity of future wildfires. However, we respectfully express our
significant concerns with last-minute amendments incorporated into the July 5 version of
Assembly Bill 1054, which would expand the California Public Utilities Commission’s
(CPUC) authority over local government decision-making when considering the acquisition of
assets from an electrical corporation.
 
This proposed expansion of CPUC authority is unnecessary to achieve the goals of the bill and
would not meaningfully address the risk of future catastrophic wildfires. Additionally, this
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July 8, 2019 


 


Governor Gavin Newsom 


Senate President Pro Tem Toni Atkins 


Assembly Speaker Anthony Rendon 


 


RE: AB 1054 (Holden) – Wildfires – CONCERNS and Request for Amendments 


 


Dear Governor Newsom, President Pro Tem Atkins, and Speaker Rendon:  


 


As mayors of three of the state’s largest cities, we believe local governments can and should play a 


leading role in ensuring that our electricity is safe, reliable, affordable, and clean. We support your 


efforts to ensure that the victims of the recent devastating California wildfires are made whole and that 


the state government does everything it can to reduce the likelihood and severity of future wildfires. 


 


We respectfully express our significant concerns about the July 5 version of AB 1054 (Holden), which 


would expand the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC’s) authority over local government 


decision-making when considering the acquisition of assets from an electrical corporation. This 


proposed expansion of CPUC authority is unnecessary to achieve the goals of the bill and would not 


meaningfully address the risk of future catastrophic wildfires. Additionally, this section of the bill would 


set a dangerous precedent by limiting local government autonomy over its own employee relationships 


established through locally-negotiated collective bargaining agreements. To our knowledge, this specific  


language was added to the bill on July 5, was not circulated to potentially impacted stakeholders, 


including in our cities, and had not been publicly discussed prior to being amended into the bill. 


 


AB 1054 would amend Public Utilities Code (PUC) Sections 854 and 854.2 to require a “voluntary or 


involuntary change in ownership of assets from an electrical or gas corporation to ownership by a public 


entity” to first secure authorization to do so from the CPUC. This language would expand CPUC 


authority and impinge on local governments’ ability to provide utility service, something they are 


empowered to do by the California Constitution (Article XI, Sections 5 and 9).    


 


The amended section (PUC Sec. 854.2) is entirely unrelated to the state’s wildfire crisis. Nor is it needed 


to protect utility customers. PUC Sec. 851 already empowers the CPUC to analyze the acquisition of 


utility assets to ensure that remaining bundled customers are not adversely impacted.   


 


We appreciate that this bill’s intent is to reduce the risk of future catastrophic wildfires. However, the 


amendments described above do not help the state achieve a safer electric grid and would impede local 







 


 


control. We encourage you and your colleagues in the Legislature to remove these amendments from 


AB 1054. 


 


Sincerely, 


 
Mayor London Breed, San Francisco 


 


 
Mayor Sam Liccardo, San Jose 


 


 
Mayor Libby Schaaf, Oakland 


 


 


cc.   San Francisco State Delegation 


 San Jose State Delegation 


 Oakland State Delegation 


 


 








 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, July 8, 2019 


Contacts: Mayor Breed’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131;  


    Mayor Liccardo’s Office of Communications, 408-535-4840 


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND MAYOR SAM LICCARDO ON 


PROPOSED WILDFIRE LEGISLATION 
 


San Francisco Mayor London Breed and San Jose Mayor Sam Liccardo today issued the 


following statement regarding AB 1054. 


 


“We support the current efforts of our state leadership to provide assistance to the victims of the 


recent California wildfires and to ensure the state government does everything it can to reduce 


the likelihood and severity of future wildfires. However, we respectfully express our significant 


concerns with last-minute amendments incorporated into the July 5 version of Assembly Bill 


1054, which would expand the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) authority over 


local government decision-making when considering the acquisition of assets from an electrical 


corporation. 


  


This proposed expansion of CPUC authority is unnecessary to achieve the goals of the bill and 


would not meaningfully address the risk of future catastrophic wildfires. Additionally, this 


section of the bill would set a dangerous precedent by limiting local government autonomy over 


its own employee relationships established through locally-negotiated collective bargaining 


agreements.  


  


We have requested that the legislature amend the bill to remove the sections in the bill that 


expand CPUC authority at the expense of local control, as these sections do not address the bill’s 


ultimate wildfire safety goals. As we work to implement solutions to confront climate change 


and its impacts, our cities and local governments can and should play a leading role in ensuring 


that our electricity is safe, reliable, affordable, and clean.” 


 







section of the bill would set a dangerous precedent by limiting local government autonomy
over its own employee relationships established through locally-negotiated collective
bargaining agreements.
 
We have requested that the legislature amend the bill to remove the sections in the bill that
expand CPUC authority at the expense of local control, as these sections do not address the
bill’s ultimate wildfire safety goals. As we work to implement solutions to confront climate
change and its impacts, our cities and local governments can and should play a leading role in
ensuring that our electricity is safe, reliable, affordable, and clean.”
 
 
 



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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN

(CAT)
Subject: RE: CPC Calendars for July 11, 2019
Date: Friday, July 05, 2019 2:54:24 PM
Attachments: 20190711_cal.docx

20190711_cal.pdf

Commissioners,
My apologizes, I forgot to delete the word “Draft” on the previous email. Attached is the correct version.
 
Thank you,
Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.6926 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

From: Son, Chanbory (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 2:08 PM
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>;
planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis <richhillissf@gmail.com>
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN -
SENIOR MANAGERS <CPC.SeniorManagers@sfgov.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT)
<Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>
Subject: CPC Calendars for July 11, 2019
 
Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for July 11, 2019.
 
Commissioners Johnson and Melgar,

Please review the original hearing and materials for 344 14th Street from June 27, 2019 . You’ve probably
already done this, but just making sure.
 
Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.6926 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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Agenda





Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, July 11, 2019

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Myrna Melgar, President

Joel Koppel, Vice President

Frank Fung, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, 

Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin





Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422





Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org

Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78

Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26







Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.




Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

[bookmark: _Hlk879281]Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. 



For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

Privacy Policy

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department 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 Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department 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 Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.



San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.

 

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 



Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.



Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 



Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 



Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.



Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.



SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.



CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的

至少48個小時提出要求。



TAGALOG: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 



RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 





ROLL CALL:		

[bookmark: _Hlk429617]		President:	Myrna Melgar		Vice-President:	Joel Koppel

		Commissioners:                	Frank Fung, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, 

			Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE



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



1a.	2018-000547CUA	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

42 ORD COURT – through lot bounded by Ord Court and States Street, Lot 060 in Assessor’s Block 2619 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 249.77 and 303(c), to construct a vertical and horizontal addition to an existing 1,110 gross square foot, two-story single-family home located on a through lot that extends to States Street. An unoccupied, illegal dwelling unit is located within a 297 square foot uninhabitable (6’-10” internal height) area of the 1st floor. The existing structure will remain but be lifted 2 feet in height, two floors will be added on top of the rear portion of the existing structure and a 4-story horizontal rear addition will be constructed. In total, the proposed structure is 4,110 gross square feet in size and will provide two residential units and a new garage. The project is within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District, 40-X Height and Bulk District, and Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District (Planning Code Sec 249.77). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 25, 2019)

Note: On April 25, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 11, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0.

(Proposed Continuance to August 22, 2019)



1b.	2018-000547VAR	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

42 ORD COURT – through lot bounded by Ord Court and States Street, Lot 060 in Assessor’s Block 2619 (District 8) – Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback requirements, pursuant to Planning Code Section 132. The subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential – House, Two Family) Zoning District, the Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

(Proposed Continuance to August 22, 2019)



2.	2018-016625DNX	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

50 POST STREET – through-lot on the north side of Post Street and the south side of Sutter Street between Kearny and Montgomery Streets; Lots 015 and 016 in Assessor’s Block 0292 (District 3) – Request for a Downtown Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 309 and 137, to modify the existing Privately-Owned Public Open Space (POPOS) and renovate the existing structure located within a C-3-O (Downtown – Office) Zoning District and 250-S Height and Bulk District. The project proposes a minor relocation and design modifications of the rooftop open space but does not propose any reduction in usable area. Additionally, the project proposes interior and exterior alterations to the Crocker Galleria that would reduce the amount of retail space from 45,833 square feet (sf) to 24,544 sf, add 12,780 sf of office space at the third floor, and create a new two-level stair and interior public seating area that helps enhance the connection to the modified rooftop open space. 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 August 22, 2019)



3.	2019-000268CUA	(K. DURANDET: (415) 575-6816)

121 GATES STREET – between Eugenia and Powhattan Streets, Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 5651 (District 11) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and 317, to legalize the unauthorized demolition of a two-story single-family residence and construct a new, code-complying, two-story single-family residence within a RH-1 (Residential House, Single Family) Zoning District, Bernal Heights 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 August 29, 2019)



4.	2015-006825CUA	(V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173)

367 HAMILTON AVENUE – between Burrows and Bacon Streets; Lot 022 of Assessor’s Block 5987 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to allow demolition of an existing 950 square foot single-family home and unauthorized dwelling unit and new construction of a three-story 3,115 square foot single-family home with an Accessory Dwelling Unit on the ground floor per Ordinance 95-17. The project site 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

(Proposed Continuance to September 12, 2019)



5.	2017-002545DRP	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

2417 GREEN STREET – south side of Green Street, between Pierce and Scott Streets; Lot 028 in Assessor’s Block 0560 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.04.28.5244 proposing to construct 1- and 3-story horizontal rear additions, construct 3rd and 4th floor vertical additions, and lower all floor plates in the existing single-family dwelling by approximately 2 feet. The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet and would include a one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet on the first floor. The project also proposes the partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, façade alterations, and interior modifications including the expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate another vehicle 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: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 

 (Proposed Continuance to September 19, 2019)



6.	2017-003559ENV	(J. POLING: (415) 575-9072)

3700 CALIFORNIA STREET – The project site is the former CPMC California campus, comprising the full block bounded by California, Cherry, Maple, and Sacramento streets, and portions of the adjacent blocks to the east and west, (Assessors Block 1015, Lots 001, 052, and 053; Block 1016, Lots 001–009; and Block 1017, Lots 027 and 028) – Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project would demolish five of the six existing hospital buildings on the project site; renovate a portion of the Marshal Hale hospital building at 3698 California Street for residential use; retain and renovate an existing nine-unit residential building at 401 Cherry Street; and construct 31 new residential buildings. The proposed 273 dwelling units would include 14 single-family homes and 19 multi-family residential buildings on three blocks, with buildings ranging from three to seven stories (36 to 80 feet). A total of 416 vehicle parking spaces and 424 bicycle parking spaces would be provided. The project site is located in a RH-2 (Residential, House – Two Family) and RM-2 (Residential, Mixed – Moderate Density) Zoning Districts and 80-E and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment

(Proposed Continuance to September 19, 2019)



B.	CONSENT CALENDAR 



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



7.	2019-000362CUA	(S. CISNEROS: (415) 575-9186)

[bookmark: _Hlk11399223][bookmark: _Hlk12971354]1501C SLOAT BOULEVARD – south side of Sloat Boulevard between Clearfield Drive and Everglade Drive, within the Lakeshore Plaza Shopping Center, Lot 004 of Assessor’s Block 7255 (District 7) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 713, and 780.1, to permit a formula retail use (dba Sprint by Verity Wireless) in a space previously occupied by a formula retail use. The project scope of work consists of an interior remodel. The subject property is located within a NC-S (Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center Zoning District), Lakeshore Plaza Special Use District, and 26-40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



8.	2019-004597CUA	(S. CISNEROS: (415) 575-9186)

1509-1511 SLOAT BOULEVARD – south side of Sloat Boulevard between Clearfield Drive and Everglade Drive, within the Lakeshore Plaza Shopping Center, Lot 004 of Assessor’s Block 7255 (District 7) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 713, and 780.1, to permit the expansion of an existing formula retail use (dba Peet’s Coffee) into a vacant space previously occupied by a formula retail use. The project scope of work consists of an interior remodel and modifications to an existing storefront. The subject property is located within a NC-S (Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center Zoning District), Lakeshore Plaza Special Use District, and 26-40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



9.	2017-001427CUA	(G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8747)

2187 MARKET STREET – between Sanchez and 15th Streets, Lot 148 in Assessor’s Block 3558 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.2, 303, and 764 for the establishment of a Massage Establishment with an Accessory Personal Service Use (d.b.a. M Spa) at an approximately 3,305 square-foot tenant space at the ground floor of an existing four-story mixed-use building, currently occupied by the listed tenant for Personal Service Use, within an Upper Market Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) Zoning District and 60/65-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



10.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for June 20, 2019 – Joint with BIC

· Draft Minutes for June 20, 2019 – Regular 

· Draft Minutes for June 27, 2019 – Regular 



11.	Commission Comments/Questions

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

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


D.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



12.	Director’s Announcements



13.	Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic Preservation Commission

	

E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to the end of the Agenda.



F. REGULAR CALENDAR  



The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



14.	2015-000940CWP	(L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083)

MARKET OCTAVIA PLAN AMENDMENT – Informational Presentation on the Market Octavia Plan Amendment (“The Hub”) including updated land use, urban form, public realm and public benefits recommendations. More information can be found at 

http://sf-planning.org/market-street-hub-project

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational



[bookmark: _Hlk5612801]15.	2014.0948ENX	(E. JARDINES: (415) 575-9144)

[bookmark: _Hlk5612813]344 14TH STREET – north side of 14th Street between Stevenson and Woodward Street, Lot 013 in Assessor’s Block 3532 (District 9) – Request for Large Project Authorization (LPA) pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, for the Project proposing new construction of a 78-foot tall, 7-story residential building (measuring approximately 84,630 gross square feet (gsf)) with ground floor commercial. The Project would construct a total of 60 dwelling units, 5,890 square feet of ground floor commercial. The proposed project would utilize the State Density Bonus Law (California Government Code Sections 65915‐65918) and proposes waivers for: 1) rear yard (PC 134), 2) usable open space (PC 135), and 3) height (PC 260). The project site is located within a UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District and a 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

(Continued from Regular hearing on June 27, 2019)

Note: On April 4, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to June 6, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0.

On June 6, 2019, without hearing, continued to June 27, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0 (Fung absent).

On June 27, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment and a motion to approve with conditions failed +3 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Johnson, Melgar absent); continued to July 11, 2019 by a vote of +4 -1 (Fung against; Johnson, Melgar absent).



16a.	2015-012490ENX	(L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)

88 BLUXOME STREET – located on the northeast intersections of 5th, Brannan and Bluxome Streets, Lot 037, Block 3786 (District 6) – Request for Large Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections  249.78, 329, and 848, for new construction over 85-ft in height and measuring more than 50,000 gross square feet in size, and for the demolition of the existing 288,570 square foot Bay Club SF Tennis building and construction of three new building components: the West Component, the East Component, and the Community Center/Affordable Housing Component, with a total of 1,262,400 GSF of space, including 840,110 GSF of office, 134,460 GSF of tennis club, 106,220 GSF of 100% affordable housing, 29,690 GSF of community recreation, 8,080 GSF of PDR, 16,590 GSF of retail, and 4,630 GSF of child care, 163 off-street parking spaces, four loading spaces, four substitute loading spaces, and 381 bicycle spaces (311 Class I, 70 Class II). The Project also includes approximately 11,330 square feet of additional on-site open space, including privately-owned public open space (POPOS). The project site was identified as a “key site” in the Central SoMa Plan and is anticipated to provide qualified amenities, including a land dedication to the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, a new Recreation and Community Center (“Gene Friend Aquatic Annex”), and development of a new public park (“Bluxome Linear Park”), measuring approximately 13,157 square feet.  Under the Large Project Authorization, the project is requesting exceptions from the following Planning Code (PC) requirements: PC 132.4 [Building Setbacks, Streetwall Articulation and Tower Separation]; PC Section 152.1 and 154; [Off-Street Freight Loading Requirements]; PC 249.78(c)(5) [PDR Space Requirements]; PC 249.78(d)(9) [Wind]; PC 260(b)(1)(L) [Height Limits]; PC 270(h) [Bulk Controls]; PC 270.1 [Horizontal Mass Reduction]; and PC 261.1 [Narrow and Mid-Block Alley Controls]. The project site is located in a CMUO Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use District and 130-CS and 200-CS Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



16b.	2015-012490OFA	(L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)

88 BLUXOME STREET – located on the northeast intersections of 5th, Brannan and Bluxome Streets, Lot 037, Block 3786 (District 6) – Request for Office Development Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 321 and 322 to authorize 470,000 square feet of office space from the Office Development Annual Limit. The project site is located in a CMUO Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use District and 130-CS and 200-CS Height and Bulk Districts. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



16c.	2015-012490VAR	(L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)

88 BLUXOME STREET – located on the northeast intersections of 5th, Brannan and Bluxome Streets, Lot 037, Block 3786 (District 6) – Request for a Variance pursuant to Planning Code Sections 145.1(c)(2) [Parking and Loading Entrances] and 249.78 [Micro-Retail] to construct 1,262,400 GSF of space, including 840,110 GSF of office, 134,460 GSF of tennis club, 106,220 GSF of 100% affordable housing, 29,690 GSF of community recreation, 8,080 GSF of PDR, 16,590 GSF of retail, and 4,630 GSF of child care, 163 off-street parking spaces, four loading spaces, four substitute loading spaces, and 381 bicycle spaces (311 Class I, 70 Class II). The project site is located in the CMUO Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use District and 130-CS and 200-CS Height and Bulk Districts.



17a.	2015-011274ENV	(G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8747)

150 EUREKA STREET – between 18th and 19th Streets, Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 2692 (District 8) – The proposal requests Planning Commission consideration of adoption of CEQA Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act for the conversion and expansion of an existing two-story building, formerly utilized as the Metropolitan Community Church of San Francisco, into a four-unit residential building within a Residential-House, Two Family (RH-2) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

	Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt CEQA Findings



17b.	2015-011274CUA	(G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8747)

150 EUREKA STREET – between 18th and 19th Streets, Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 2692 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 207 and 303 for the conversion and expansion of an existing two-story building, formerly utilized as the Metropolitan Community Church of San Francisco, into a four-unit residential building within a Residential-House, Two Family (RH-2) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

	

17c.	2015-011274VAR	(G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8747)

150 EUREKA STREET – between 18th and 19th Streets, Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 2692 (District 8) – Request for a Variance pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134 and 140 for the conversion and expansion of an existing two-story building, formerly utilized as the Metropolitan Community Church of San Francisco, into a four-unit residential building within a Residential-House, Two Family (RH-2) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposed building will encroach 16 feet into the required rear yard and two of the proposed four new dwelling units will not comply with Section 140.



18.	2016-003994CUA	(C. TOWNES: (415) 575-9195)

55 BELCHER STREET – east side of Belcher Street between 14th Street and Duboce Avenue; Lots 098, 099, 100 in Assessor’s Block 3537 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.7, 207(a), 209.4, 303, 303(r) to merge three lots into one lot (10,603 square foot) for the construction of an approximately 27,406 square foot, four-story building, up to 40 feet tall with 25 residential dwelling units, 12 off-street parking spaces, and 25 bicycle parking spaces. The subject property is located within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) 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

(Continued from Regular hearing on June 13, 2019)



G. [bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR  



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



19.	2018-013582DRP	(B. HICKS: (415) 575-9054)

215 MONTANA STREET – southside between Capitol Avenue and Faxon Avenue.; Lot 042A in Assessor’s Block 7069 (District 11) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.10.03.2178, to construct a two-story rear addition that will add 967 square feet of floor area, the project also includes the addition of an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) within a RH-1 (Residential, House, Single 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:  Do Not take Discretionary Review and Approve



ADJOURNMENT


Hearing Procedures

The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org. 



Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item. 

· When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.



Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).



For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



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

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

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

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

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

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by the Chair;

11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.



Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).



For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



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

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

3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.

4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.

6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.



The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.



Hearing Materials

Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part of the public record for any public hearing. 



Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.



Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.



These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.



Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.  



Appeals

The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission hearing.



		Case Type

		Case Suffix

		Appeal Period*

		Appeal Body



		Office Allocation

		OFA (B)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals**



		Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit Development

		CUA (C)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Building Permit Application (Discretionary Review)

		DRP/DRM (D)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		EIR Certification

		ENV (E)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Coastal Zone Permit

		CTZ (P)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Planning Code Amendments by Application

		PCA (T)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Variance (Zoning Administrator action)

		VAR (V)

		10 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods 

		LPA (X)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown Residential Districts

		DNX (X)

		15-calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Zoning Map Change by Application

		MAP (Z)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors







* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter.



**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.



For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 



Challenges

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.



CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code

If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.



Protest of Fee or Exaction

You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.   



The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.
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 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance. 
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the 
City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City 
operations are open to the people's review.  
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 
554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San 
Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
Privacy Policy 
Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department 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 Planning Department and its 
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made 
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department 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 Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may 
inspect or copy. 
 
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist 
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about 
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday 
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at 
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in 
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato 
para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的 
至少48個小時提出要求。 
 
TAGALOG: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig 
(headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  
 
RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым 
устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов 
до начала слушания.  



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

http://www.sfgov.org/ethics

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Myrna Melgar 


 Vice-President: Joel Koppel 
  Commissioners:                 Frank Fung, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson,  
   Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards 
 
A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 
 


The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may 
choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or 
to hear the item on this calendar. 
 
1a. 2018-000547CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925) 


42 ORD COURT – through lot bounded by Ord Court and States Street, Lot 060 in Assessor’s 
Block 2619 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 249.77 and 303(c), to construct a vertical and horizontal addition to an 
existing 1,110 gross square foot, two-story single-family home located on a through lot 
that extends to States Street. An unoccupied, illegal dwelling unit is located within a 297 
square foot uninhabitable (6’-10” internal height) area of the 1st floor. The existing 
structure will remain but be lifted 2 feet in height, two floors will be added on top of the 
rear portion of the existing structure and a 4-story horizontal rear addition will be 
constructed. In total, the proposed structure is 4,110 gross square feet in size and will 
provide two residential units and a new garage. The project is within a RH-2 (Residential 
House, Two-Family) Zoning District, 40-X Height and Bulk District, and Corona Heights 
Large Residence Special Use District (Planning Code Sec 249.77). This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 25, 2019) 
Note: On April 25, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 11, 
2019 by a vote of +6 -0. 
(Proposed Continuance to August 22, 2019) 
 


1b. 2018-000547VAR (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925) 
42 ORD COURT – through lot bounded by Ord Court and States Street, Lot 060 in Assessor’s 
Block 2619 (District 8) – Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback 
requirements, pursuant to Planning Code Section 132. The subject property is located 
within a RH-2 (Residential – House, Two Family) Zoning District, the Corona Heights Large 
Residence Special Use District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.  
(Proposed Continuance to August 22, 2019) 


 
2. 2018-016625DNX (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 


50 POST STREET – through-lot on the north side of Post Street and the south side of Sutter 
Street between Kearny and Montgomery Streets; Lots 015 and 016 in Assessor’s Block 0292 
(District 3) – Request for a Downtown Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 309 and 137, to modify the existing Privately-Owned Public Open Space (POPOS) 
and renovate the existing structure located within a C-3-O (Downtown – Office) Zoning 
District and 250-S Height and Bulk District. The project proposes a minor relocation and 
design modifications of the rooftop open space but does not propose any reduction in 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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usable area. Additionally, the project proposes interior and exterior alterations to the 
Crocker Galleria that would reduce the amount of retail space from 45,833 square feet (sf) 
to 24,544 sf, add 12,780 sf of office space at the third floor, and create a new two-level stair 
and interior public seating area that helps enhance the connection to the modified rooftop 
open space. 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 August 22, 2019) 


 
3. 2019-000268CUA (K. DURANDET: (415) 575-6816) 


121 GATES STREET – between Eugenia and Powhattan Streets, Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 
5651 (District 11) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 303 and 317, to legalize the unauthorized demolition of a two-story single-family 
residence and construct a new, code-complying, two-story single-family residence within a 
RH-1 (Residential House, Single Family) Zoning District, Bernal Heights 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 August 29, 2019) 
 


4. 2015-006825CUA (V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173) 
367 HAMILTON AVENUE – between Burrows and Bacon Streets; Lot 022 of Assessor’s Block 
5987 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 303 and 317 to allow demolition of an existing 950 square foot single-family 
home and unauthorized dwelling unit and new construction of a three-story 3,115 square 
foot single-family home with an Accessory Dwelling Unit on the ground floor per 
Ordinance 95-17. The project site 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 
(Proposed Continuance to September 12, 2019) 


 
5. 2017-002545DRP (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 


2417 GREEN STREET – south side of Green Street, between Pierce and Scott Streets; Lot 028 
in Assessor’s Block 0560 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
Application No. 2017.04.28.5244 proposing to construct 1- and 3-story horizontal rear 
additions, construct 3rd and 4th floor vertical additions, and lower all floor plates in the 
existing single-family dwelling by approximately 2 feet. The floor area would increase from 
approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet and would include a 
one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet on the 
first floor. The project also proposes the partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken 
terrace, façade alterations, and interior modifications including the expansion of the 
existing basement level garage to accommodate another vehicle 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: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  



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

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

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article3zoningprocedures?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_303

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article3zoningprocedures?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_317

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

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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 (Proposed Continuance to September 19, 2019) 
 


6. 2017-003559ENV (J. POLING: (415) 575-9072) 
3700 CALIFORNIA STREET – The project site is the former CPMC California campus, 
comprising the full block bounded by California, Cherry, Maple, and Sacramento streets, 
and portions of the adjacent blocks to the east and west, (Assessors Block 1015, Lots 001, 
052, and 053; Block 1016, Lots 001–009; and Block 1017, Lots 027 and 028) – Public 
Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project would demolish 
five of the six existing hospital buildings on the project site; renovate a portion of the 
Marshal Hale hospital building at 3698 California Street for residential use; retain and 
renovate an existing nine-unit residential building at 401 Cherry Street; and construct 31 
new residential buildings. The proposed 273 dwelling units would include 14 single-family 
homes and 19 multi-family residential buildings on three blocks, with buildings ranging 
from three to seven stories (36 to 80 feet). A total of 416 vehicle parking spaces and 424 
bicycle parking spaces would be provided. The project site is located in a RH-2 (Residential, 
House – Two Family) and RM-2 (Residential, Mixed – Moderate Density) Zoning Districts 
and 80-E and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment 
(Proposed Continuance to September 19, 2019) 


 
B. CONSENT CALENDAR  


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


 
7. 2019-000362CUA (S. CISNEROS: (415) 575-9186) 


1501C SLOAT BOULEVARD – south side of Sloat Boulevard between Clearfield Drive and 
Everglade Drive, within the Lakeshore Plaza Shopping Center, Lot 004 of Assessor’s Block 
7255 (District 7) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 303, 713, and 780.1, to permit a formula retail use (dba Sprint by Verity Wireless) 
in a space previously occupied by a formula retail use. The project scope of work consists of 
an interior remodel. The subject property is located within a NC-S (Neighborhood 
Commercial Shopping Center Zoning District), Lakeshore Plaza Special Use District, and 26-
40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project 
for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
 


8. 2019-004597CUA (S. CISNEROS: (415) 575-9186) 
1509-1511 SLOAT BOULEVARD – south side of Sloat Boulevard between Clearfield Drive 
and Everglade Drive, within the Lakeshore Plaza Shopping Center, Lot 004 of Assessor’s 
Block 7255 (District 7) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 303, 713, and 780.1, to permit the expansion of an existing formula retail 
use (dba Peet’s Coffee) into a vacant space previously occupied by a formula retail use. The 
project scope of work consists of an interior remodel and modifications to an existing 
storefront. The subject property is located within a NC-S (Neighborhood Commercial 
Shopping Center Zoning District), Lakeshore Plaza Special Use District, and 26-40-X Height 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-000362CUA.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-004597CUA.pdf
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and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 


 
9. 2017-001427CUA (G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8747) 


2187 MARKET STREET – between Sanchez and 15th Streets, Lot 148 in Assessor’s Block 3558 
(District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 121.2, 303, and 764 for the establishment of a Massage Establishment with an 
Accessory Personal Service Use (d.b.a. M Spa) at an approximately 3,305 square-foot 
tenant space at the ground floor of an existing four-story mixed-use building, currently 
occupied by the listed tenant for Personal Service Use, within an Upper Market Street 
Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) Zoning District and 60/65-X Height and Bulk 
District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


10. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for June 20, 2019 – Joint with BIC 
• Draft Minutes for June 20, 2019 – Regular  
• Draft Minutes for June 27, 2019 – Regular  


 
11. Commission Comments/Questions 


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


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


 
D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


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


Preservation Commission 
  


E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 


At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With 
respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the 
item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to 
three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment 
may be moved to the end of the Agenda. 


 



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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-001427CUA.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20190620_Jntbic_min.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20190620_cal_min.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20190627_cal_min.pdf
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F. REGULAR CALENDAR   
 


The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that 
the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 
 
14. 2015-000940CWP (L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083) 


MARKET OCTAVIA PLAN AMENDMENT – Informational Presentation on the Market Octavia 
Plan Amendment (“The Hub”) including updated land use, urban form, public realm and 
public benefits recommendations. More information can be found at  
http://sf-planning.org/market-street-hub-project 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 
 


15. 2014.0948ENX (E. JARDINES: (415) 575-9144) 
344 14TH STREET – north side of 14th Street between Stevenson and Woodward Street, Lot 
013 in Assessor’s Block 3532 (District 9) – Request for Large Project Authorization (LPA) 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, for the Project proposing new construction of a 
78-foot tall, 7-story residential building (measuring approximately 84,630 gross square 
feet (gsf)) with ground floor commercial. The Project would construct a total of 60 dwelling 
units, 5,890 square feet of ground floor commercial. The proposed project would utilize 
the State Density Bonus Law (California Government Code Sections 65915‐65918) and 
proposes waivers for: 1) rear yard (PC 134), 2) usable open space (PC 135), and 3) height 
(PC 260). The project site is located within a UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District and a 
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 
(Continued from Regular hearing on June 27, 2019) 
Note: On April 4, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to June 6, 
2019 by a vote of +6 -0. 
On June 6, 2019, without hearing, continued to June 27, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0 (Fung 
absent). 
On June 27, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment and a motion to approve with 
conditions failed +3 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Johnson, Melgar absent); continued to 
July 11, 2019 by a vote of +4 -1 (Fung against; Johnson, Melgar absent). 
 


16a. 2015-012490ENX (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823) 
88 BLUXOME STREET – located on the northeast intersections of 5th, Brannan and Bluxome 
Streets, Lot 037, Block 3786 (District 6) – Request for Large Project Authorization, pursuant 
to Planning Code Sections  249.78, 329, and 848, for new construction over 85-ft in height 
and measuring more than 50,000 gross square feet in size, and for the demolition of the 
existing 288,570 square foot Bay Club SF Tennis building and construction of three new 
building components: the West Component, the East Component, and the Community 
Center/Affordable Housing Component, with a total of 1,262,400 GSF of space, including 
840,110 GSF of office, 134,460 GSF of tennis club, 106,220 GSF of 100% affordable housing, 
29,690 GSF of community recreation, 8,080 GSF of PDR, 16,590 GSF of retail, and 4,630 GSF 
of child care, 163 off-street parking spaces, four loading spaces, four substitute loading 
spaces, and 381 bicycle spaces (311 Class I, 70 Class II). The Project also includes 
approximately 11,330 square feet of additional on-site open space, including privately-



http://sf-planning.org/market-street-hub-project

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2014.0948ENXc2.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-012490ENXOFAVAR.pdf
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owned public open space (POPOS). The project site was identified as a “key site” in the 
Central SoMa Plan and is anticipated to provide qualified amenities, including a land 
dedication to the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, a new 
Recreation and Community Center (“Gene Friend Aquatic Annex”), and development of a 
new public park (“Bluxome Linear Park”), measuring approximately 13,157 square 
feet.  Under the Large Project Authorization, the project is requesting exceptions from the 
following Planning Code (PC) requirements: PC 132.4 [Building Setbacks, Streetwall 
Articulation and Tower Separation]; PC Section 152.1 and 154; [Off-Street Freight Loading 
Requirements]; PC 249.78(c)(5) [PDR Space Requirements]; PC 249.78(d)(9) [Wind]; PC 
260(b)(1)(L) [Height Limits]; PC 270(h) [Bulk Controls]; PC 270.1 [Horizontal Mass 
Reduction]; and PC 261.1 [Narrow and Mid-Block Alley Controls]. The project site is located 
in a CMUO Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use District and 130-CS and 200-CS Height 
and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
 


16b. 2015-012490OFA (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823) 
88 BLUXOME STREET – located on the northeast intersections of 5th, Brannan and Bluxome 
Streets, Lot 037, Block 3786 (District 6) – Request for Office Development Authorization 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 321 and 322 to authorize 470,000 square feet of office 
space from the Office Development Annual Limit. The project site is located in a CMUO 
Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use District and 130-CS and 200-CS Height and Bulk 
Districts.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
16c. 2015-012490VAR (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823) 


88 BLUXOME STREET – located on the northeast intersections of 5th, Brannan and Bluxome 
Streets, Lot 037, Block 3786 (District 6) – Request for a Variance pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 145.1(c)(2) [Parking and Loading Entrances] and 249.78 [Micro-Retail] to construct 
1,262,400 GSF of space, including 840,110 GSF of office, 134,460 GSF of tennis club, 106,220 
GSF of 100% affordable housing, 29,690 GSF of community recreation, 8,080 GSF of PDR, 
16,590 GSF of retail, and 4,630 GSF of child care, 163 off-street parking spaces, four loading 
spaces, four substitute loading spaces, and 381 bicycle spaces (311 Class I, 70 Class II). The 
project site is located in the CMUO Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use District and 
130-CS and 200-CS Height and Bulk Districts. 


 
17a. 2015-011274ENV (G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8747) 


150 EUREKA STREET – between 18th and 19th Streets, Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 2692 
(District 8) – The proposal requests Planning Commission consideration of adoption of 
CEQA Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act for the conversion and 
expansion of an existing two-story building, formerly utilized as the Metropolitan 
Community Church of San Francisco, into a four-unit residential building within a 
Residential-House, Two Family (RH-2) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.  


 Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt CEQA Findings 
 
17b. 2015-011274CUA (G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8747) 


150 EUREKA STREET – between 18th and 19th Streets, Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 2692 
(District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 207 and 303 for the conversion and expansion of an existing two-story building, 



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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-012490ENXOFAVAR.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-012490ENXOFAVAR.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-011274ENVCUAVAR.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-011274ENVCUAVAR.pdf
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formerly utilized as the Metropolitan Community Church of San Francisco, into a four-unit 
residential building within a Residential-House, Two Family (RH-2) Zoning District and 40-
X Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
  


17c. 2015-011274VAR (G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8747) 
150 EUREKA STREET – between 18th and 19th Streets, Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 2692 
(District 8) – Request for a Variance pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134 and 140 for 
the conversion and expansion of an existing two-story building, formerly utilized as the 
Metropolitan Community Church of San Francisco, into a four-unit residential building 
within a Residential-House, Two Family (RH-2) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk 
District. The proposed building will encroach 16 feet into the required rear yard and two of 
the proposed four new dwelling units will not comply with Section 140. 
 


18. 2016-003994CUA (C. TOWNES: (415) 575-9195) 
55 BELCHER STREET – east side of Belcher Street between 14th Street and Duboce Avenue; 
Lots 098, 099, 100 in Assessor’s Block 3537 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.7, 207(a), 209.4, 303, 303(r) to 
merge three lots into one lot (10,603 square foot) for the construction of an approximately 
27,406 square foot, four-story building, up to 40 feet tall with 25 residential dwelling units, 
12 off-street parking spaces, and 25 bicycle parking spaces. The subject property is located 
within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) 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 
(Continued from Regular hearing on June 13, 2019) 
 


G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR   
 


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


 
19. 2018-013582DRP (B. HICKS: (415) 575-9054) 


215 MONTANA STREET – southside between Capitol Avenue and Faxon Avenue.; Lot 042A 
in Assessor’s Block 7069 (District 11) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
Application No. 2018.10.03.2178, to construct a two-story rear addition that will add 967 
square feet of floor area, the project also includes the addition of an accessory dwelling 
unit (ADU) within a RH-1 (Residential, House, Single 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:  Do Not take Discretionary Review and Approve 


 
ADJOURNMENT  



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-011274ENVCUAVAR.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-003994CUA.pdf

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

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-013582DRP.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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Hearing Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year 
and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.  
 
Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.  
 When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 
3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


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



http://www.sfplanning.org/





San Francisco Planning Commission  Thursday, July 11, 2019 


 


Notice of Hearing & Agenda        Page 11 of 12 
 


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


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


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


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


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


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


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of 
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 
hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision 
letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an 
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 



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


 



mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Black, Kate
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED NAMES LEADERSHIP TO GUIDE TRANSITION OF SAN

FRANCISCO HOUSING AUTHORITY RESTRUCTURING
Date: Wednesday, July 03, 2019 11:06:32 AM
Attachments: 7.03.19 Housing Authority Transition.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2019 11:04 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED NAMES LEADERSHIP TO GUIDE
TRANSITION OF SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING AUTHORITY RESTRUCTURING
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, July 3, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED NAMES LEADERSHIP TO GUIDE
TRANSITION OF SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING AUTHORITY

RESTRUCTURING
Over the next 12 months, the City will assume the San Francisco Housing Authority’s

essential functions and has a plan in place to ensure a smooth transition
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today named Tonia Lediju to manage and
guide the planned restructuring of the San Francisco Housing Authority (Housing Authority).
As the City begins assuming the Housing Authority’s essential functions, Mayor Breed and
City leaders are committed to ensuring that San Francisco’s 14,000 residents who rely on
Housing Authority subsidies are well served and keep their housing.
 
“As the City takes on this important task of restructuring the Housing Authority, our focus is
to ensure housing stability for the thousands of households who depend on subsidies and to
complete our long-planned revitalization and transformation of Sunnydale and Potrero Hill as
part of our HOPE SF initiative,” said Mayor London Breed. “This restructuring is an
opportunity to increase accountability, and ensure that we are providing quality public housing
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Wednesday, July 3, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED NAMES LEADERSHIP TO GUIDE 
TRANSITION OF SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING AUTHORITY 


RESTRUCTURING 
Over the next 12 months, the City will assume the San Francisco Housing Authority’s essential 


functions and has a plan in place to ensure a smooth transition 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today named Tonia Lediju to manage and guide 
the planned restructuring of the San Francisco Housing Authority (Housing Authority). As the 
City begins assuming the Housing Authority’s essential functions, Mayor Breed and City leaders 
are committed to ensuring that San Francisco’s 14,000 residents who rely on Housing Authority 
subsidies are well served and keep their housing. 
 
“As the City takes on this important task of restructuring the Housing Authority, our focus is to 
ensure housing stability for the thousands of households who depend on subsidies and to 
complete our long-planned revitalization and transformation of Sunnydale and Potrero Hill as 
part of our HOPE SF initiative,” said Mayor London Breed. “This restructuring is an opportunity 
to increase accountability, and ensure that we are providing quality public housing for our 
residents.” 
 
Earlier this year, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) issued a letter 
to the Housing Authority detailing how the Housing Authority was in default of various 
agreements and obligations. HUD’s letter requires the Housing Authority to correct the default 
and directs the City to assume responsibility for the Housing Authority’s essential functions 
under a Memorandum of Understanding, which must include plans for the Housing Authority to 
contract with third-party experts to administer the Housing Choice Voucher and the Low Rent 
Public Housing Programs. 
 
Lediju will lead a Transition Team, which includes representatives from the Mayor’s Office of 
Housing and Community Development, the Controller’s Office, the Department of Human 
Resources, the City Attorney’s Office, the Office of Economic and Workforce Development, and 
HOPE SF. 
 
As Transition Team Leader, Lediju will develop and implement a Transition Plan that includes 
timelines, performance metrics, risks and opportunities analyses, staffing needs, and budget 
requirements for the restructuring. Over the next year, the Transition Team will help the Housing 
Authority transition from being a direct provider of housing vouchers and public housing 
programs to a contract management, compliance, and reporting agency that manages the work of 
third-party contractors and ensures compliance with HUD requirements. The restructured 
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Housing Authority will report on activities to HUD, the City, and community stakeholders. The 
Transition Team will also focus on identifying short- and long-term staffing needs and creating 
successful pathways to other employment opportunities for impacted Housing Authority staff. 
 
Lediju currently serves as the City’s Chief Audit Executive and brings over 20 years of 
experience transforming complex organizations and systems. Additionally, Lediju conducted a 
comprehensive assessment of the Housing Authority’s financial structure, management controls, 
systems, and staffing approaches in 2017. She has a doctorate in Organizational Systems and a 
Master of Arts in Leadership. Prior to working for the City, she was a Division Chief at the 
California Employment Development Department. 
 


### 
 







for our residents.”
 
Earlier this year, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) issued a
letter to the Housing Authority detailing how the Housing Authority was in default of various
agreements and obligations. HUD’s letter requires the Housing Authority to correct the default
and directs the City to assume responsibility for the Housing Authority’s essential functions
under a Memorandum of Understanding, which must include plans for the Housing Authority
to contract with third-party experts to administer the Housing Choice Voucher and the Low
Rent Public Housing Programs.
 
Lediju will lead a Transition Team, which includes representatives from the Mayor’s Office of
Housing and Community Development, the Controller’s Office, the Department of Human
Resources, the City Attorney’s Office, the Office of Economic and Workforce Development,
and HOPE SF.
 
As Transition Team Leader, Lediju will develop and implement a Transition Plan that includes
timelines, performance metrics, risks and opportunities analyses, staffing needs, and budget
requirements for the restructuring. Over the next year, the Transition Team will help the
Housing Authority transition from being a direct provider of housing vouchers and public
housing programs to a contract management, compliance, and reporting agency that manages
the work of third-party contractors and ensures compliance with HUD requirements. The
restructured Housing Authority will report on activities to HUD, the City, and community
stakeholders. The Transition Team will also focus on identifying short- and long-term staffing
needs and creating successful pathways to other employment opportunities for impacted
Housing Authority staff.
 
Lediju currently serves as the City’s Chief Audit Executive and brings over 20 years of
experience transforming complex organizations and systems. Additionally, Lediju conducted a
comprehensive assessment of the Housing Authority’s financial structure, management
controls, systems, and staffing approaches in 2017. She has a doctorate in Organizational
Systems and a Master of Arts in Leadership. Prior to working for the City, she was a Division
Chief at the California Employment Development Department.
 

###



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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Black, Kate
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND BOARD PRESIDENT NORMAN YEE CALL FOR

CONSENSUS BUSINESS TAX EFFORT
Date: Wednesday, July 03, 2019 11:02:14 AM
Attachments: 7.03.19 Gross Receipts Tax.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2019 8:07 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND BOARD PRESIDENT NORMAN YEE
CALL FOR CONSENSUS BUSINESS TAX EFFORT
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, July 3, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND BOARD PRESIDENT

NORMAN YEE CALL FOR CONSENSUS BUSINESS TAX
EFFORT

Letter issued requests City Controller Ben Rosenfield convene collaborative, data-driven
effort to develop a ballot measure for the November 2020 ballot

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Board of Supervisors President Norman
Yee sent a letter yesterday to City Controller Ben Rosenfield requesting his office convene a
collaborative, data-driven process to develop a measure for the November 2020 ballot to
comprehensively address the City’s business tax system. This effort would focus on the City’s
current gross receipts tax structure, which was put in place by voters in the November 2012
election. That 2012 ballot measure, which was approved with over 70% of the vote, also came
out of an effort led by the City Controller.
 
“We need a collaborative, data-driven approach to make sure our business taxes are working
for everyone and generating the revenue we need to fund critical city services,” said Mayor
London Breed. “By bringing together all stakeholders and leading a consensus process, the
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Wednesday, July 3, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND BOARD PRESIDENT 


NORMAN YEE CALL FOR CONSENSUS BUSINESS TAX 
EFFORT 


Letter issued requests City Controller Ben Rosenfield convene collaborative, data-driven effort 
to develop a ballot measure for the November 2020 ballot 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Board of Supervisors President Norman 
Yee sent a letter yesterday to City Controller Ben Rosenfield requesting his office convene a 
collaborative, data-driven process to develop a measure for the November 2020 ballot to 
comprehensively address the City’s business tax system. This effort would focus on the City’s 
current gross receipts tax structure, which was put in place by voters in the November 2012 
election. That 2012 ballot measure, which was approved with over 70% of the vote, also came 
out of an effort led by the City Controller.  
 
“We need a collaborative, data-driven approach to make sure our business taxes are working for 
everyone and generating the revenue we need to fund critical city services,” said Mayor London 
Breed. “By bringing together all stakeholders and leading a consensus process, the Controller 
can help guide a measure that will ensure we have a stable and progressive business tax that 
addresses some of the challenges of our current system, including impacts on small businesses. 
Working together, we can come up with solutions that work for our City, our residents, and our 
businesses.”   
 
“The City has grown exponentially over the past few years. Our tax structure can help us manage 
the growth and ensure that we have sufficient resources to address the infrastructure and social 
service needs that come with a growing and changing population. We can and should examine all 
the options with a specific focus on the impacts and needs citywide, not just district by district,” 
stated Board of Supervisors President Norman Yee. 
 
Mayor Breed and Board President Yee requested that the proposition for November create a 
more efficient tax system while also ensuring that the system is fair and equitable, including for 
small businesses. The effort would also identify ways to generate additional revenue to address 
the cost of housing and homelessness, support youth and families, improve behavioral health, 
and enhance the City’s public transportation system.  
 
The letter can be read here. 
 
“To be fair and reliable, our local business tax system needs to keep pace with our dynamic 
economy,” said Supervisor Vallie Brown. “It has to facilitate economic equality as much as job 



https://drive.google.com/file/d/170fBmtTYHgzzphREa00WIK3EDUPSxhKj/view
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creation—it’s all about balance, and that’s what this broad stakeholder process will support. Our 
economy depends on it.” 
 
“I commend Mayor Breed and President Yee for initiating this effort to develop a gross receipts 
tax reform measure for the 2020 ballot,” said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman. “With all 
stakeholders at the table, this is an opportunity to achieve a consensus approach to raising the 
revenue we need to meet our City’s most pressing needs. Given our chronic underinvestment in 
Muni infrastructure, I am particularly hopeful that we will be able to identify funding for the 
public transportation investments that will finally give our residents the world-class transit 
system they deserve.” 
 
“Years after transitioning from taxing payroll to gross receipts for the majority of our business 
tax revenue, there’s much we’ve learned about its impacts, promise, and shortcomings,” said 
Supervisor Gordon Mar. “There were winners and losers through that transition, and it’s time we 
look at reform to balance our needs and the needs of our businesses—to give small businesses a 
fair shake, ensure wealthy corporations pay their fair share, and increase our investments in the 
most urgent needs facing our City, including homelessness, affordable housing, public 
transportation, and services for working people and families.” 
 
“The City made a commitment to voters in 2014 that it would undertake a careful analysis of the 
impacts of our Gross Receipts Tax overhaul and level-up our tax structure in the most equitable 
way possible, particularly for our small business community,” said Supervisor Aaron Peskin. 
“We have been meeting regularly with our Controller to discuss next steps for a transparent and 
comprehensive process that we know must include a broad coalition of citywide stakeholders.  
It’s a massive and complicated undertaking that even more than number-crunching will require 
diplomacy and teamwork.” 
 
“I am happy to collaborate with all stakeholders and help spearhead this revamping of our local 
tax structure to draft a ballot initiative that is equitable and centered on uplifting all 
San Franciscans,” said Supervisor Ahsha Safaí. “I join Mayor Breed, Board President Yee, and 
the Controller in the urgency and willingness to make our local tax system more balanced and 
fair.” 
 
“I am excited the City is taking this important step to help make our tax structure work for all 
San Franciscans,” said Supervisor Catherine Stefani. “One-off tax measures make it challenging 
to do business here. We must ensure that we have a tax system in place that both funds the 
important City services we provide and allows for a thriving economy.” 
 
In 2012, at the request of then-Mayor Ed Lee and then-Board President David Chiu, the 
Controller worked with a range of stakeholders to develop Proposition E, which began the City’s 
transition from a payroll tax to a gross receipts tax. Broad-based consensus was secured during 
the development of the measure, and Prop E passed with 70% of the vote. 
 
Mayor Breed and Board President Yee requested that City Controller Rosenfield work with all 
necessary stakeholders to develop a measure for the November 2020 ballot. The process for 
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developing this ballot measure will begin later this summer, and the Controller will submit his 
recommendations for the ballot measure to Mayor Breed by spring of 2020. 
 
“I look forward to working with representatives from both inside and outside of City Hall to 
analyze our existing tax policies and present possible changes for consideration,” said Controller 
Ben Rosenfield. 
 


### 







Controller can help guide a measure that will ensure we have a stable and progressive business
tax that addresses some of the challenges of our current system, including impacts on small
businesses. Working together, we can come up with solutions that work for our City, our
residents, and our businesses.” 
 
“The City has grown exponentially over the past few years. Our tax structure can help us
manage the growth and ensure that we have sufficient resources to address the infrastructure
and social service needs that come with a growing and changing population. We can and
should examine all the options with a specific focus on the impacts and needs citywide, not
just district by district,” stated Board of Supervisors President Norman Yee.
 
Mayor Breed and Board President Yee requested that the proposition for November create a
more efficient tax system while also ensuring that the system is fair and equitable, including
for small businesses. The effort would also identify ways to generate additional revenue to
address the cost of housing and homelessness, support youth and families, improve behavioral
health, and enhance the City’s public transportation system.
 
The letter can be read here.
 
“To be fair and reliable, our local business tax system needs to keep pace with our dynamic
economy,” said Supervisor Vallie Brown. “It has to facilitate economic equality as much as
job creation—it’s all about balance, and that’s what this broad stakeholder process will
support. Our economy depends on it.”
 
“I commend Mayor Breed and President Yee for initiating this effort to develop a gross
receipts tax reform measure for the 2020 ballot,” said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman. “With
all stakeholders at the table, this is an opportunity to achieve a consensus approach to raising
the revenue we need to meet our City’s most pressing needs. Given our chronic
underinvestment in Muni infrastructure, I am particularly hopeful that we will be able to
identify funding for the public transportation investments that will finally give our residents
the world-class transit system they deserve.”
 
“Years after transitioning from taxing payroll to gross receipts for the majority of our business
tax revenue, there’s much we’ve learned about its impacts, promise, and shortcomings,” said
Supervisor Gordon Mar. “There were winners and losers through that transition, and it’s time
we look at reform to balance our needs and the needs of our businesses—to give small
businesses a fair shake, ensure wealthy corporations pay their fair share, and increase our
investments in the most urgent needs facing our City, including homelessness, affordable
housing, public transportation, and services for working people and families.”
 
“The City made a commitment to voters in 2014 that it would undertake a careful analysis of
the impacts of our Gross Receipts Tax overhaul and level-up our tax structure in the most
equitable way possible, particularly for our small business community,” said Supervisor Aaron
Peskin. “We have been meeting regularly with our Controller to discuss next steps for a
transparent and comprehensive process that we know must include a broad coalition of
citywide stakeholders.  It’s a massive and complicated undertaking that even more than
number-crunching will require diplomacy and teamwork.”
 
“I am happy to collaborate with all stakeholders and help spearhead this revamping of our
local tax structure to draft a ballot initiative that is equitable and centered on uplifting all

https://drive.google.com/file/d/170fBmtTYHgzzphREa00WIK3EDUPSxhKj/view


San Franciscans,” said Supervisor Ahsha Safaí. “I join Mayor Breed, Board President Yee,
and the Controller in the urgency and willingness to make our local tax system more balanced
and fair.”
 
“I am excited the City is taking this important step to help make our tax structure work for all
San Franciscans,” said Supervisor Catherine Stefani. “One-off tax measures make it
challenging to do business here. We must ensure that we have a tax system in place that both
funds the important City services we provide and allows for a thriving economy.”
 
In 2012, at the request of then-Mayor Ed Lee and then-Board President David Chiu, the
Controller worked with a range of stakeholders to develop Proposition E, which began the
City’s transition from a payroll tax to a gross receipts tax. Broad-based consensus was secured
during the development of the measure, and Prop E passed with 70% of the vote.
 
Mayor Breed and Board President Yee requested that City Controller Rosenfield work with all
necessary stakeholders to develop a measure for the November 2020 ballot. The process for
developing this ballot measure will begin later this summer, and the Controller will submit his
recommendations for the ballot measure to Mayor Breed by spring of 2020.
 
“I look forward to working with representatives from both inside and outside of City Hall to
analyze our existing tax policies and present possible changes for consideration,” said
Controller Ben Rosenfield.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: #25-17th Ave
Date: Tuesday, July 02, 2019 2:26:30 PM
Attachments: Final Letter 17th Ave #1.docx

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Judi Rosen <judirosen@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2019 2:19 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: #25-17th Ave
 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.

Dear Director Ionin,

        Attached is my letter regarding #25-17th Ave.

                                        Sincerly,

                                                Judith Rosen
                                                #30-18th Ave
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						Judith l. Rosen

						30-18th Avenue

						San Francisco, CA 9412



July 1, 2019



To: President Myrna Melgar

Planning Commission,

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, 

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414.



Re: 



Jerry Dratler				

27 17th Ave. 

Record # 2017-000987DRP-040

Block/ lot   1341-026

Building Permit # 20180625842,



Alan Greinetz.

27 17th Ave.  

Record # 2017-000987DRP-030

Block/ lot   1341-026

Building Permit # 20180625842



Alan Greinetz

25 17th Avenue 

Record # 2017-000987DRP-020

Block lot   1341/025

Building permit # 201707071206



Jerry Dratler

25 17th Ave 

Record 2017-000987DRP

Block lot 1341/025

Building permit #201707071206



Dear Commissioner Melgar,

[bookmark: _GoBack]	I am the owner of the property directly in back of the current garage on the 50- foot long lot on 17th Ave. I have lived in my home for fifty-five years. The developers’ plans to build both houses, infringes on my privacy and space with their massive size. From the beginning, the developers have been disingenuous and with numerous code violations (which have been brought to your attention through my neighbors).  In particular, they have neglected to file for permits when:

· They removed the deck /parking structure 

· They removed the 3 -story bay. 

· They removed the wing walls and pedestrian door on the front façade of 25-17th Ave

· They improperly removed an asbestos laden heating plant and ducts

· They jacked up their 4-story house and put it on shoring prior to obtaining a building permit

These violations are particularly appalling, which brings to light their credibility. 

In addition, the developers have misrepresented the facts when questioned 

about the permits and an actual work being done. In my opinion, these people have 

been less than honest in dealing with us.

 The scope and scale of the proposed houses in not in keeping with the 

neighborhood.  Thank you for your consideration.

Most Sincerely,





						Judith l. Rosen



		









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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN

(CAT); YANG, AUSTIN (CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for July 4, 2019
Date: Friday, June 28, 2019 4:05:04 PM
Attachments: CPC Hearing Results 2019.docx
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Advance Calendar - 20190704.xlsx

Commissioners,

Attached are your Calendars for the canceled July 4th hearing.
 
Enjoy the break,
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
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To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20478

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0655

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



June 27, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-011962DRP

		869 Alvarado Street

		Chandler

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Durandet

		Continued to July 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to October 10, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-001794SHD

		95 Hawthorne Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-001794DNX

		95 Hawthorne Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2019-000297DRP

		1608-1610 Vallejo Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20473

		2018-014378CUA

		733 Washington Street

		Phung

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20474

		2018-008277CUA

		952 Clement Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-008277VAR

		952 Clement Street

		Weissglass

		Acting ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 13, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2013.1753CXV

		1066 Market Street

		Adina

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		

		Senate Bill 330: Housing Crisis Act of 2019

		Bintliff

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		After hearing and closing public comment and a Motion to Approve with Conditions failed +3 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Johnson, Melgar absent); Continued to July 11, 2019

		+4 -1 (Fung against; Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20475

		2017-007582CUA

		225 Vasquez Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. Limiting the floor to ceiling height of the living room to 12’6”; and 

2. Increasing the setback of the living room portion from 7’6” to 10’.

		+4 -1 (Richards against; Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20476

		2015-005763CUA

		247 17th Avenue

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. Provide five foot setbacks on the roof deck;

2. Provide an ADU behind the garage with direct access to the street; and

3. Eliminate the interior stair between ground and second level.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20477

		2016-006164CUA

		2478 Geary Boulevard

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions as amended, to provide a six foot opaque privacy screen.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)







June 20, 2019 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-017028PCA

		Controls on Residential Demolition, Merger, Conversion, and Alterations

		Butkus

		Reviewed and Commented

		







June 20, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 6, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Richards, Johnson absent)



		R-20469

		2019-006421PCA

		Temporary Uses: Intermittent Activities [BF 190459]

		Flores

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2000.0875CWP

		Downtown Plan Monitoring Report 2018

		Harris

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20470

		2014-000203ENX

		655 04th Street

		Hoagland

		Approved as amended by Staff and Corrected

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20471

		2014-000203CUA

		655 04th Street

		Hoagland

		Approved as amended by Staff and Corrected

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20472

		2016-015814CUA

		5400 Geary Boulevard

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Johnson against; Hillis, Richards absent)



		DRA-0654

		2018-016871DRP

		3600 Scott Street

		Wilborn

		Did NOT Take DR

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent)







June 13, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-003994CUA

		55 Belcher Street

		Townes

		Continued to July 11, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20463

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Oceanview Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Approved as Proposed

		+7 -0



		M-20464

		2015-007816CUA

		400-444 Divisadero Street and 1048-1064 Oak Street

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -2 (Fung, Moore against)



		

		2017-000663PRJ

		610-698 Brannan Street

		Samonsky

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20465

		2019-006418PCA

		North of Market Affordable Housing Fees and Citywide Affordable Housing Fund

		Flores

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		

		ConnectSF

		Chan

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2017-016313CWP

		Public Land for Housing and Balboa Reservoir

		Hong

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20466

		2018-009861CUA

		1633 Fillmore Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20467

		2019-004216CUA

		3989 17th Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Koppel absent)



		M-20468

		2019-001048CUA

		1398 California Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Fung against; Hillis, Koppel absent)







June 6, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to June 27, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2018-016625DNX

		50 Post Street

		Perry

		Continued to July 11, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2019-000183CUA

		435-441 Jackson Street

		Adina

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2017-013309DRP-04

		1 Winter Place

		Tran

		Continued to July 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 16, 2019 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 16, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 23, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted as Amended

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2011.1356

		Affordable Housing in Central SoMa

		Sucre

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2019-004406CRV

		Office Development Annual Limit

		Rahaim

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20457

		2015-010013IKA

		30 Otis Street

		Langlois

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		M-20458

		2015-015203DNX-02

		135 Hyde Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Fung, Hillis absent)



		M-20459

		2012.0640ENX

		598 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff and adding an 18 month update report

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		M-20460

		2012.0640B

		598 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff and adding an 18 month update report

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		R-20461

		2012.0640PRJ

		598 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Directed the Planning Director to enter into Agreement

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		M-20462

		2017-013801CUA

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		

		2017-013801VAR

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2017-006245DRP

		50 Seward Street

		Campbell

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 18, 2019.

		+4 -1 (Richards against; Fung, Hillis absent)



		

		2018-009534CUA

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Adina

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 18, 2019.

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		

		2018-009534VAR

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Adina

		ZA after hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 18, 2019.

		







May 23, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-013801CUA

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		Continued to June 6, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2017-013801VAR

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		Acting ZA Continued to June 6, 2019

		



		

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to June 27, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2017-008431DRP

		2220 Turk Boulevard

		Phung

		Continued to September 5, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2017-008412DRP

		2230 Turk Boulevard

		Phung

		Continued to September 5, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2017-007582CUA

		225 Vasquez Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to June 27, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2015-007816CUA

		400-444 Divisadero Street and 1048-1064 Oak Street

		Woods

		Continued to June 13, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 9, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20453

		2019-002217PCA

		Legitimization Program for Certain Non-Residential Uses at 3150 18th Street (Board File No. 190165)

		Butkus

		Approved with Modification, permitting office uses to participate in the legitimization program for up to three years.

		+7 -0



		

		2015-005255CWP

		Sea Level Rise Vulnerability and Consequences Assessment

		Varat

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2015-012490ENXOFA

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2014-000203ENX

		655 4th Street

		Hoagland

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20454

		2019-000189CUA

		1860 9th Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended, for Sponsor to continue working with Staff in order to strengthen the ADU entrance.

		+7 -0



		M-20455

		2019-000186CUA

		828 Innes Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended: 

1. Restricting a Type 8 license; and

2. Informational update presentation, one year from operation.

		+6 -1 (Fung against)



		M-20456

		2019-000697CUA

		1370 Wallace Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2016-009503DRP

		149 Mangels Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-0653

		2018-008362DRP

		237 Cortland Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -1 (Moore against)







May 16, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Asserted Attorney-Client Privilege

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Richards absent)



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to NOT Disclose

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)







May 16, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-007816CUA

		400-444 Divisadero Street And 1048-1064 Oak Street

		Woods

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20451

		2018-016996CUA

		517 Clement Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 2, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted as Amended

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2015-000937CWP

		Civic Center Public Realm Plan

		Perry

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2017-003559PRJ

		3700 California Street

		May

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20452

		2018-014905CUA

		1711 Haight Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)







May 9, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-002217PCA

		Legitimization Program for Certain Non-Residential Uses at 3150 18th Street (Board File No. 190165)

		Butkus

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2017-007582CUA

		225 Vasquez Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-013230CUA

		2215 Quesada Avenue

		Christensen

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Durandet

		Continued to June 27, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to June 6, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to June 6, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 25, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2019-006143CWP

		Youth Engagement in Planning

		Exline

		None - Informational

		



		R-20449

		2017-016416PCA

		Code Reorg. Phase 3: Chinatown [Board File TBD]

		Starr

		Approved with Modifications

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20450

		2019-003581PCA

		Upper Market NCT and NCT-3 Zoning Districts (Board File No. 190248)

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications including a recommendation that the Board consider:

1. Including Health Services within the definition of Formula Retail; and 

2. Eliminating the Philanthropic Administrative Services use category.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2011.1356

		Central SoMa Open Space

		Small

		None - Informational

		



		

		2012.0640

		598 Brannan Street

		Sucre

		None - Informational

		



		

		2018-009551DRP

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 18, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-009551VAR

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; ZA Continued to July 18, 2019

		



		DRA-0652

		2017-013328DRP-02

		2758 Filbert Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications

		+4 -1 (Moore against, Johnson, Richards absent)







May 2, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-008362DRP

		237 Cortland Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2015-015199CUA

		562 28th Avenue

		Dito

		Continued to July 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued Indefinitely

		



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2019-000189CUA

		1860 9th Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2019-000186CUA

		828 Innes Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20441

		2019-001017CUA

		1700 Irving Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20442

		2019-003637CUA

		2200 Market Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 18, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		CASA

		Pappas

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20443

		2016-011011GPR

		Seawall Lots 323 & 324

		Alexander

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20444

		2015-016326CUA

		Seawall Lots 323 & 324

		Alexander

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20445

		2018-012709CUA

		990 Pacific Avenue

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards recused, Melgar absent)



		M-20446

		2018-013395CUA

		10 29th Street

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Richards recused; Moore, Melgar absent)



		M-20447

		2017-000280CUA

		915 North Point Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-000280VAR

		915 North Point Street

		Perry

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20448

		2018-015127CUA

		4526 Third Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)







April 25, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Durandet

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+6 -0



		M-20433

		2018-017254CUA

		2750 Jackson Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2016-000240DRP

		1322 Wawona Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 11, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		R-20434

		2018-011653PCA

		Temporary Uses on Development Sites

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2015-010192CWP

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		None - Informational

		



		R-20435

		2016-007303PCA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Approved

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		M-20436

		2016-007303DNX

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions as Amended

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		M-20437

		2016-007303CUA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions as Amended

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		M-20438

		2015-015789ENX

		828 Brannan Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions as Amended

		+6 -0



		

		2018-000547CUA

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 11, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-000547VAR

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; ZA Continued to July 11, 2019

		



		M-20439

		2018-010426CUA

		2675 Geary Boulevard

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20440

		2017-012697CUA

		3944a Geary Boulevard

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		DRA-0651

		2018-003223DRP

		15 El Sereno Court

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0







April 18, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-002217PCA

		Legitimization Program for Certain Non-Residential Uses At 3150 18th Street (Board File No. 190165)

		Butkus

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013841DRP

		295 Coso Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		

		



		M-20428

		2019-000475CND

		863 Haight Street

		Wilborn

		Approved 

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 4, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		1996.0013CWP

		2018 Housing Inventory Report

		Ambati

		None – Informational 

		



		M-20429

		2018-006127CUA

		201 19th Avenue

		Weissglass

		Disapproved

		+6 -0



		M-20430

		2018-016549CUA

		40 West Portal Avenue

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20431

		2018-012416CUA

		1345 Underwood Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20432

		2018-013332CUA

		1555 Yosemite Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0







April 11, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to April 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-003223DRP

		15 El Sereno Court

		Winslow

		Continued to April 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-016326GPR

		Seawall Lots 323 & 324

		Alexander

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-016326CUA

		Seawall Lots 323 & 324

		Alexander

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-016667CUA

		3307 Sacramento Street

		Ganetsos

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20417

		2018-017057CUA

		1226 9th Avenue

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 7, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20418

		2019-003571MAP

		915 Cayuga Avenue Project Zoning Map Amendments [BF 190251]

		Flores

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0



		R-20419

		2016-013850PCAMAP

		915 Cayuga Avenue Project Special Use District [BF 190250]

		Flores

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0



		M-20420

		2016-013850DVA

		915 Cayuga Avenue Development Agreement [BF 190249]

		Flores

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0



		M-20421

		2016-013850CUA

		915 Cayuga Avenue

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		R-20422

		2019-001604PCA

		Building Standards

		Sanchez

		Approved with Staff Modifications and direction to Staff to pursue similar controls for RM districts.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		R-20423

		2013.4117CWP

		San Francisco Biodiversity Resolution

		Fisher

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		R-20424

		2017-016416PCA

		Code Reorganization Phase 3: Chinatown

		Starr

		Initiated and Scheduled a Hearing on or after May 9, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2016-013156SRV

		Citywide Cultural Resources Survey

		LaValley

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		After hearing and Closing public comment; Continued to May 23, 2019 with direction from the Commission

		+6 -0



		M-20425

		2018-004711DNX

		555 - 575 Market Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20426

		2018-004711CUA

		555 - 575 Market Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20427

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include an update memo in one year.

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		DRA-0649

		2018-007006DRP

		2000 Grove Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0



		DRA-0650

		2017-010147DRP

		1633 Cabrillo Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and approved per private agreement

		+6 -0







April 4, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued to May 2, 2019

		



		

		2017-015590DRP

		4547 20th Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20409

		2019-000325CUA

		3600 Taraval Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 14, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20410

		2018-000532CUA

		468 Valley Street

		Ajello-Hoagland

		After being pulled off of Consent Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2014.0012E

		Better Market Street

		Thomas

		Received Public Comment

		



		

		2019-004406CRV

		Office Development Annual Limit Program Update

		Teague; Sucre

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2017-013801CUA

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		After hearing and Closing public comment; Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013801VAR

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		After hearing and Closing public comment; ZA Continued to May 23, 2019

		



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		After hearing and Closing public comment; Continued to June 6, 2019

		+6 -0



		M-20411

		2018-013413CUA

		1001 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2018-013230CUA

		2215 Quesada

		Christensen

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		M-20412

		2018-015071CUA

		2166 Market Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. No Amplified music outdoors;

2. Outdoor activities limited to 10 pm daily;

3. Outdoor activities with amplified music limited to 12 am on NYE, Castro Street Fair, Folsom Street Fair, Pride Week, and Halloween, only; and 

4. Provide a Community Liaison.

		+6 -0



		M-20413

		2018-017008CUA

		3512 16th Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards recused)



		M-20414

		2017-010011CUA

		840 Folsom Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20415

		2018-003066CUA

		1233 Connecticut

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		M-20416

		2018-003916CUA

		1326 11th Avenue

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Richards, Koppel absent)



		[bookmark: _Hlk5010645]DRA-0647

		2017-013473DRP

		115 Belgrave Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved as revised per the private agreement

		+4 -0 (Richards, Koppel absent)



		DRA-0648

		2018-001541DRP

		2963 22nd Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+4 -0 (Richards, Melgar absent)







March 14, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-007303PCA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-007303DNXCUA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-006127CUA

		201 19th Avenue

		Weissglass

		Continued to March 21, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-004711DNXCUA

		555 - 575 Market Street

		Adina

		Continued to April 11, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-009503DRP

		149 Mangels Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2013.0655CUA

		1513A-F York Street

		Sucre

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2013.0655VAR

		1513A-F York Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued Indefinitely

		



		M-20402

		2018-003264CUA

		2498 Lombard Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 28, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		Senate Bill 50: Planning and Zoning: Housing Development: Equitable Communities Incentive (2019)

		Ikezoe

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20405

		2018-003593CUA

		906 Broadway

		Tran

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20406

		2018-007204CUA

		754 35th Avenue

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include fire access to the roof be replaced by a shipladder.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-007204VAR

		754 35th Avenue

		Ajello

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20407

		2018-007460CUA

		1226 10th Avenue

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20408

		2018-012687CUA

		657 - 667 Mission Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0645

		2017-014420DRP

		2552 Baker Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with a three-foot setback of the third-floor terrace railing.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0646

		2016-006123DRP-02

		279 Bella Vista Way

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with a condition to continue working with Staff on façade modifications.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)







March 7, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Continued to April 11, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-000547CUA

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		Continued to April 25, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Continued to April 25, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2015-015129DRP

		1523 Franklin Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20397

		2018-012727CUA

		3327-3380 19th Street

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20398

		2018-000813CUA

		939 Ellis Street

		Jimenez

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2018-000813VAR

		939 Ellis Street

		Jimenez

		Assistant ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20399

		2016-005805CUA

		430 Broadway

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20400

		2017-008875CUA

		920 North Point Street

		Salgado

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 21, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		R-20401

		2019-000048PCA

		Small Business Permit Streamlining

		Butkus

		Approved with modification, requiring CU for outdoor bar uses.

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 11, 2019.

		+6 -0



		

		2018-010552PCA

		Employee Cafeterias Within Office Space

		Sanchez

		Disapproved

		+3 -3 (Hillis, Johnson, Koppel against)



		R-20403

		2018-016401PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction

		Flores

		Approved with Staff modifications, except No. 2

		+5 -1 (Richards against)



		M-20404

		2018-007253CUA

		3356-3360 Market Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2017-007582CUA

		225 Vasquez Avenue

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to May 9, 2019.

		+6 -0



		DRA-0643

		2016-005189DRP

		216 Head Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with the condition that the lightwell be extended to accommodate the bedroom and bathroom windows.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0644

		2018-001681DRP

		120 Varennes Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+6 -0







February 28, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-007204CUA

		754 35th Avenue

		Ajello

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-007204VAR

		754 35th Avenue

		Ajello

		Acting ZA Continued to March 14, 2019

		



		

		2019-000048PCA

		Small Business Permit Streamlining

		Butkus

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 14, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20394

		2019-000931PCA

		Homeless Shelters in PDR and SALI Districts

		Conner

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20395

		2018-003324CUA

		2779 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended: 

1. Setback roof decks five feet from east and west property lines; and

2. Comply with the Planning Code.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Johnson absent)



		

		2018-003324VAR

		2779 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2009.3461CPW

		Area Plan Implementation Update and Inter-Department Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) Report

		Snyder

		None - Informational

		



		M-20396

		2017-016520CUA

		828 Arkansas Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended: 

1. Provide a matching lightwell in length; and

2. Provide a roof deck compliant with the Roof Deck Policy.

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)







February 21, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-003593CUA

		906 Broadway

		Tran

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-003916CUA

		1326 11th Avenue

		Dito

		Continued to April 4, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued to April 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 7, 2019

		Silva

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20389

		2018-016400PCA

		Arts Activities and Nighttime Entertainment Uses in Historic Buildings

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20390

		2019-000592PCA

		C-3 Retail to Office Conversion [Board File No. 190030, Previously Board File No. 180916]

		Butkus

		Approved

		+7 -0



		

		2014.0012E

		Better Market Street

		Perry

		None - Informational

		



		M-20391

		2016-011101CTZ

		Great Highway

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20392

		2016-015997CUA

		820 Post Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended, to work with staff on wall coloring/treatment.

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		M-20393

		2017-009635CUA

		432 Cortland Avenue

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions as amended: 

3. Work with staff on façade design;

4. Add Construction Impact Mitigation Plan; and

5. Remove roof deck & stair penthouse.

		+6 -1 (Melgar against)



		

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Sucre

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 21, 2019.

		+7 -0



		

		2017-012929DRP

		830 Olmstead Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2016-004967DRP

		929 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-0642

		2014-002435DRP

		95 Saint Germain Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as Proposed

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







February 14, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-016401PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction

		Flores

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-006127CUA

		201 19th Avenue

		Weissglass

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Continued to April 4, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued to April 4, 2019

		



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to April 4, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2017-005279VAR

		448 Valley Street

		Horn

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20380

		2018-013462CUA

		3995 Alemany Boulevard

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 24, 2019 – Joint with HPC

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 24, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 31, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20381

		2018-015439CUA

		205 Hugo Street

		Weissglass

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Limiting hours of operation to 9 pm; and 

2. Restricting amplified music outdoors.

		+7 -0



		

R-20382

		2018-015471CRV

		FY 2019-2021 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Johnson absent)



		

		

		Executive Directive on Housing (17-02) Report

		Bintliff

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

R-20383

		2019-001351CRV

		Nonprofit Organizations’ First-Right-To-Purchase Multi-Family Residential Buildings [BF 181212]

		Ikezoe

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval as amended, encouraging the pursuit of incentives.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

R-20384

		2018-016562PCA

		Inclusionary Housing Fee for State Density Bonus Projects [Bf 181154]

		Bintliff

		Disapproved

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20385

		2016-007303ENV

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Pollak

		Upheld the PMND

		+7 -0



		M-20386

		2018-007049CUA

		3378 Sacramento Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Hillis absent)



		M-20387

		2017-005279CUA

		448 Valley Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20388

		2018-014721CUA

		1685 Haight Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-639

		2016-005555DRP-02

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+4 -1 (Fong against; Hillis, Richards absent)



		

		2016-005555VAR

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		ZA Closed the PH and took the matter under advisement.

		



		DRA-640

		2016-009554DRP

		27 Fountain Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and approved with conditions:

1. Provide an open to the sky  privacy screen for acoustic mitigation; and

2. Continue working with staff on a more defined entry to the garden unit.

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-641

		2017-014666DRP

		743 Vermont Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)







February 7, 2019 Special Off-Site Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.1543

		1979 Mission Street

		Sucre

		Reviewed and Commented

		







January 31, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-009635CUA

		432 Cortland Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to February 21, 2019

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-016494PCA

		Central SoMa “Community Good Jobs Employment Plan”

		Chen

		Continued Indefinitely

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-010630DRP

		1621 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-002409DRP

		1973 Broadway

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20376

		2018-012850CND

		3132-3140 Scott Street

		Wilborn

		Approved

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		M-20377

		2018-009587CUA

		3535 California Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 17, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-016562PCA

		Inclusionary Housing Fee for State Density Bonus Projects [BF 181154]

		Bintliff

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to February 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Housing Strategies and Plans

		Chion

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20378

		2018-007259CUA

		88 Museum Way

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-007259VAR

		88 Museum Way

		Horn

		ZA closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20379

		2016-010079CUA

		3620 Buchanan Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Richards, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-010079VAR

		3620 Buchanan Street

		Ajello

		ZA closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		DRA-638

		2015-008813DRP

		2337 Taraval Street

		Horn

		Took DR and approved with modifications:

1. Eliminating the roof deck; and

2. Providing a clear breezeway for the rear unit.

		+4 -0 (Richards, Koppel, Melgar absent)







January 24, 2019 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Communication Between Commissions

		

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		

		Retained Elements Policy

		

		Reviewed and Commented

		







January 24, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-000813CUA

		939 Ellis Street

		Jimenez

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2013.0655CUA

		1513A-F York Street

		Sucre

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2013.0655VAR

		1513A-F York Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued to March 14, 2019

		



		

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Continued to April 4, 2019

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20373

		2018-011935CUA

		2505 Third Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20374

		2018-010700CUA

		4018 24th Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 10, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2018-015471CRV

		FY 2019-2021 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2016-003351CWP

		Racial & Social Equity Initiative

		Flores

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20375

		2018-008877CUA

		1519 Polk Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		DRA-637

		2015-011216DRP

		277 Judson Avenue

		Kwiatkowska

		Took DR and reduced the depth of the top floor seven feet (allowing a deck to replace the proposed addition) and staff recommended modifications.

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Richards absent)



		

		2016-005189DRP

		216 Head Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 7, 2018 with direction for additional information.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Koppel absent)



		

		2017-013175DRP

		1979 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		







January 17, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-005555DRP-02

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		Continued to February 14, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2016-005555VAR

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		Acting ZA  Continued to February 14, 2019

		



		

		2016-015997CUA

		820 Post Street

		Perry

		Continued to February 21, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012092DRP

		299 Edgewood Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2017-002545DRP

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		

		Election of Officers

		Ionin

		Melgar – President;

Koppel - Vice

		+7 -0



		R-20369

		2018-015443MAP

		170 Valencia Street [Board File No. 181045]

		Butkus

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20370

R-20371

		2018-007888CWP

		Polk / Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines

		Winslow

		Adopted Guidelines and Approved Amendment

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Economic Trends and Housing Pipeline

		Ojeda

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-004568PRJ

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		None - Informational

		



		M-20372

		2018-006212CUA

		145 Laurel Street

		Lindsay

		Approved Staff’s recommended alternative with Conditions as Amended

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







January 10, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-007259CUA

		88 Museum Way

		Horn

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-007259VAR

		88 Museum Way

		Horn

		Acting ZA Continued to January 31, 2019

		



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Continued to February 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued to February 14, 2019

		



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to February 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-009163CUA

		77 Geary Street

		Perry

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-008351DRP-06

		380 Holladay Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-007888CWP

		Polk / Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines

		Winslow

		Continued to January 17, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-012929DRP

		830 Olmstead Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 21, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20364

		2018-012050CUA

		927 Irving Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 13, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 20, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20365

		2016-007467CUA

		360 West Portal Avenue Suite A

		Hicks

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-017238CWP

		Tall Buildings Safety Strategy

		Small

		None - Informational

		



		M-20366

		2017-007943CUA

		3848 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards recused; Johnson absent)



		M-20367

		2018-009178CUA

		2909 Webster Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20368

		2018-001936CUA

		799 Van Ness Avenue

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		DRA-636

		2018-001609DRP

		144 Peralta Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as Proposed

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)







image1.jpeg














SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING COMMISSION 

[image: ]



NOTICE

OF 

CANCELLATION

[bookmark: _GoBack]









Thursday, 

July 4, 2019



Regular Meeting



NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Thursday, July 4, 2019 San Francisco Planning Commission Regular Meeting has been canceled. The next Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled for Thursday, July 11, 2019.



Commissioners:

Myrna Melgar, President

Joel Koppel, Vice President

Frank Fung, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, 

Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin







Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422







Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.







image1.jpeg








Advance



				To:		Planning Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				July 4, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				July 11, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Hillis, Melgar - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-000547CUAVAR		42 Ord Court				fr: 3/7; 4/25		Horn

						Corona Heights SUD		to 8/22

		2018-016625DNX		50 Post Street 				fr: 6/6		Perry

						Crocker Galleria		to: 8/22

		2019-000268CUA		121 Gates St 				to: 8/29		Durandet

						legalization of an unpermitted demolition of a single-family 

		2016-004403CUA		2222 BROADWAY				fr: 1/24; 4/4; 5/2; 5/23		Young

						increase the enrollment cap for Schools of the Sacred Heart (Broadway campus only) 		to: 9/12

		2015-006825CUA		367 Hamilton Avenue				to: 9/12		Flores

						317 tantamount to demo

		2019-000362CUA 		1501B Sloat Blvd 				CONSENT		Cisneros

						Sprint

		2019-004597CUA 		1509 Sloat Blvd 				CONSENT		Cisneros

						Peet's

		2017-003559ENV		3700 California St 						Poling

						DEIR

		2015-000940CWP		Market Octavia Plan Amendment 						Langlois

						Informational

		2015-012490ENXOFA 		88 Bluxome St 						Hoagland

						Entitlements

		2016-003994CUA		55 Belcher Street 				fr: 6/13		Townes

						CUA

		2015-011274CUA		150 Eureka St						Pantoja

						construction of four new dwelling units within the RH-2 Zoning District

		2017-001427CUA		2187 Market St						Pantoja

						massage establishment

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 						May

						Public Initiated DR

		2018-013582DRP		215 MONTANA ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 18, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Hillis - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-006245DRP		50 SEWARD ST				fr: 6/6		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 8/29

		2017-013309DRP-04		1 WINTER				fr: 6/6		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 9/5

		2019-003627PCA		South of Market Community Advisory Committee 						Chen

						Planning Code Amendment

		2019-011895PCA		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-003800CWP		Calle 24 Special Area Design Guidelines						Francis

						Informational

		2017-000663ENXOFADVA 		610-698 Brannan St 						Samonsky

						Flower Mart

		2016-010589ENXOFA		2300 Harrison Street 				fr: 4/25; 5/9; 6/6		Hoagland

						6-story vertical addition, office/24 unit mixed use building, including State Density Bonus

		2018-009534CUAVAR		45 Culebra Terrace				fr: 6/6		Adina

						Demolition of SFD, 2 dwelling new construction

		2015-015199CUA 		562 28th Avenue 				fr: 5/2		Dito

						demo SFD, construct six family dwelling with residential care facility

		2019-003787CUA		3301 Fillmore Street						Wilborn

						Formula Retail tutoring establishment (dba “Mathnasium”)

		2017-004654CUA		1901 Fillmore (Aka 1913 Fillmore) Street						Wilborn

						Legalize an existing Formula Retail Establishment

		2017-013308DRM		1 LA AVANZADA STREET 						Lindsay

						removing and replacing 7 existing antennas

		2018-009551DRPVAR		3847-3849 18TH ST				fr: 5/9		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-007676DRP		3902 CLAY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 25, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Hillis - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-013387CUA		88 Perry Street 				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility macro wireless telecommunications facility 

		2019-001013CUA  		375 32nd Avenue / 3132 Clement Avenue				CONSENT		Jonckheer

						formula retail grocery store -- Safeway (dba Andronico’s Community Market)

		2019-011975PCA 		Jobs Housing Linkage Fee						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

				SB 35 Projects						Rahaim

						Informational Presentation

				Academy of Art IMP 						Perry

						Informational Presentation

		2013.0208PHA		Mission Rock Phase 1 						Snyder

						Informational

		2017-013537CUA		233 San Carlos Street 				fr: 2/21; 3/21; 4/25; 5/9; 6/27		Durandet

						demo a single family residence and construction two new residences

		2018-010465CUA 		349 3rd Avenue 						Dito

						SFD demo and new construction of a 4 family dwelling

		2014.1573CUAVAR		2050 Van Ness Ave						May

						Description

		2018-013122CUA 		2966 24th Street 						Samonsky

						conversion of unauthorized dwelling units back to commercial 

		2019-004451CUA		2075 Mission Street						Christensen

						cosmetic school to Cannabis Retail

		2017-000987DRP		25 17TH AVENUE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-000987DRP		27 17TH AVENUE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-009355DRP		63 LAUSSAT STREET						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				August 1, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				August 8, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				August 15, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				August 22, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-011004CUA 		117 Post Street 				CONSENT		Cisneros

						Vintage Sign Authorization for Britex 

		2018-017311CUA		5420 Mission Street				CB3P		Chandler

						Religious Institutional Use.

		2018-017028PCA 		Controls on Residential Demolition, Merger, Conversion, and Alterations 						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2015-000940ENV, 2017-008051ENV, 2016-014802ENV		The Hub Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and Hub Housing Sustainability District 						White

						DEIR

				Executive Directive on Housing (17-02) Report						Bintliff

						Informational

		2018-000547CUAVAR		42 Ord Court				fr: 3/7; 4/25; 7/11		Horn

						Corona Heights SUD

		2018-016625DNX		50 Post Street 				fr: 6/6; 7/11		Perry

						Crocker Galleria

		2018-001592CUA 		1190 Gough Street 						Dito

						public parking lot legalization

		2015-006356CUA 		336 Pierce Street 						Dito

						legalization of unauthorized demo, re-construction of rear yard dwelling unit

		2017-002951ENX		755 Brannan Street 						Hoagland

						New 57 unit residential building, including State Density Bonus

		2014-003160CUA		3314 Cesar Chavez Street						Liang

						six-story, 65-foot tall mixed-use building

		2017-013654CUA		4720 GEARY BLVD						Young

						massage establishment

		2019-012580CUA		61 Cambon Drive 						Hicks

						Change of use to cannabis retail

		2018-016955DRP		220 SAN JOSE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				August 29, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-006245DRP		50 SEWARD ST				fr: 6/6; 7/18		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 9/12

		2019-001568CUA		101 Bay Shore Boulevard 				CONSENT		Liang

						Convenience store (d.b.a. Extra Mile) that sells beer and wine in an existing gas station.  

		2017-000565CWP		Community Stabilization Strategy 						Nelson

						Informational

		2015-000878CUADNX		300 Grant Avenue						Adina

						Public Art Informational

		2017-014849CUA		220 Post Street						Adina

						Change of Use from Retail to Office on Floors 3-5

		2008.0023CUA		461 29th Street 						Townes

						Residential Demo 

		2018-002179CUA		350 Masonic Ave 						May

						San Francisco Day School 

		2019-000268CUA		121 Gates St 				fr: 7/11		Durandet

						legalization of an unpermitted demolition of a single-family 

		2019-006116CUA 		2621 OCEAN Avenue						Horn

						Formula Retail

		2018-002602CUAVAR		4118 21st St						Tran

						CU for tantamount to demo

		2018-011962DRP		869 ALVARADO ST				fr: 6/27		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-000297DRP		1608 VALLEJO				fr: 6/27		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-002777DRP		4363 26TH STREET						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-012939DRP		2758 23RD ST.						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 5, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-014028ENV		3333 CALIFORNIA STREET 						Zushi

						Certification of Final EIR

		2015-014028CUA		3333 CALIFORNIA STREET 						Foster

						Entitlement

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Francis

						Informational

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Francis

						Introduction of General Plan Amendment

		2017-013309DRP-04		1 WINTER				fr: 6/6; 7/18		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-013317DRP		333 CAMINO DEL MAR						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-013006DRP		550 10th AVENUE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-008431DRP		2220 TURK BLVD				fr: 5/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-008412DRP		2230 TURK BLVD				fr: 5/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 12, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		TBD		Balboa Reservoir 						Poling

						DEIR

		2016-004403CUA		2222 BROADWAY				fr: 1/24; 4/4; 5/2; 5/23; 7/11		Young

						increase the enrollment cap for Schools of the Sacred Heart (Broadway campus only) 

		2015-006825CUA		367 Hamilton Avenue				fr: 7/11		Flores

						317 tantamount to demo

		2018-011446CUA		399 Fremont St						Liang

						public pay parking in the existing accessory parking garage

		2018-015058CUA		2555 Diamond Street						Townes

						CU for Residential Demo

		2017-006245DRP		50 SEWARD ST				fr: 6/6; 7/18; 8/29		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-006557DRP		20 Inverness 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-001940DRP-02		33 Capra Way						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-013947DRP		310 Green						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 19, 2019 - Joint w/Rec&Park

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-005200CUAENX		1025 Howard Street						Samonsky

						Shadow

				September 19, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-001794DNX		95 Hawthorne Street				fr: 6/27		Foster

						Downtown Project Authorization for SDB Project

		TBD		Bayview Industrial Triangle Zoning						Tong

						Initiation

		TBD		2880 VALLEJO 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-012718DRP		1980 EDDY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-013320DRP		1520 DIAMOND ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 26, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Racial & Equity Training						Flores

						Training

				October 3, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Schuett

						FEIR certification and project approvals 

		2018-004614DRP		16 SEACLIFF AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-013111DRP		240 CHENERY ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-009175DRP		3610 WASHINGTON ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 10, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2014.0012E  		Better Market Street Project 						Delumo

						Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report

		2016-006860AHBENVIKA		65 Ocean Av						Flores

						HOME-SF, PMND, and In-Kind Agreement

		2018-015554CUA		95 Nordhoff St. 				fr: 4/11; 5/23; 6/27		Pantoja

						subdivision of an existing parcel into four new parcels

				October 17, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-004545PRJ		351 12th Street						Flores

						State Density Bonus

				October 24, 2019 - Joint w/DPH

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Health Care Services Master Plan						Nickolopoulos

						Adoption

				October 24, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-006860AHBENVIKA		65 Ocean Av						Flores

						HOME-SF, PMND, and In-Kind Agreement

		TBD		Bayview Industrial Triangle Zoning						Tong

						Adoption

				October 31, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Bintliff, Jacob (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: CHA Comments on SB 330
Date: Friday, June 28, 2019 2:32:44 PM
Attachments: CHA Comments on SB 330.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: Lori Brooke <lorimbrooke@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 12:00 AM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin
(CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas
(CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Sherry Archer <sherry.archer88@gmail.com>; Veronica Taisch <vtaisch@gmail.com>; Cari
Gennarelli <Cari@MarinModern.com>; Cynthia Gissler <cgissler@testlabs.com>; Geoff Wood
<ggwood2@gmail.com>; David Bancroft <sfdavidbancroft@gmail.com>; Lori Brooke
<lorimbrooke@gmail.com>; Don A. Emmons <daemmons@mindspring.com>; Anne Boswell
Bertrand <bossbien@aol.com>; Karen Fraser Laughlin <fraserlaug@aol.com>; Claire Mills
<clarable@yahoo.com>
Subject: CHA Comments on SB 330
 

 

Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,
 
Please find the attached letter outlining the Cow Hollow Association’s concerns
about SB 330.
 
Sincerely,
 
Lori Brooke
President, Cow Hollow Association
 

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



!  !  


June 27, 2019 


Re: SB 330 (Skinner, Berkeley) 


Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners, 


The Cow Hollow Association (CHA), bounded by Lyon, Pierce, Greenwich, and Pacific, 
represents approximately 1,900 residents. Our Association is dedicated to the 
preservation of the residential character of the Cow Hollow neighborhood. 


As an Association, we have been deeply involved with understanding the implications of 
the onslaught of proposed housing legislation out of Sacramento and the impact of these 
bills on our neighborhood, San Francisco and California at large.  As such, with regard to 
agenda item F. 11. on the June 27, 2019 agenda, we ask you to please insist on an impact 
study to clarify the following: 


1) What effect will Nancy Skinner's SB 330 have on San Francisco? 


2) What is the relationship between SB 330 and the Housing Accountability Act 
(HAA)? It is our understanding that both SB 330 and SB 592 (Wiener, San 
Francisco) simultaneously seek to amend the HAA.  We believe a more in-depth 
study is essential to better understand the relationship between the two bills and 
their proposed changes to the HAA. 


In addition, we ask that the Board of Supervisors hold a hearing and vote to establish an 
official position for the City of San Francisco regarding SB 330 (as they have done 
previously for SB 50 and SB 827). 


Sincerely, 


Lori Brooke 
President, Cow Hollow Association 


cc: CHA Board







 
 



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: SOMCAN Opposition to 95 Hawthorne Development
Date: Friday, June 28, 2019 2:32:24 PM
Attachments: SOMCAN_95 Hawthorne_6.27.19.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

-----Original Message-----
From: dwoo@somcan.org <dwoo@somcan.org>
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 1:11 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>;
Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
<nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; RivamonteMesa, Abigail (BOS)
<abigail.rivamontemesa@sfgov.org>; Mcdonald, Courtney (BOS) <courtney.mcdonald@sfgov.org>
Subject: SOMCAN Opposition to 95 Hawthorne Development

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Commissioners,

Please see attached SOMCAN's letter opposing the 95 Hawthorne development that will be in front of you today.
We are requesting a 2-month continuance on this project as the developer has not given sufficient time for
community organizations to meet regarding this project.

Thank you,
David
----------
David Woo
Community Development Coordinator
South of Market Community Action Network
415.255.7693 (office)

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org



 


	
  


June 27, 2019 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
 
Re: 95 Hawthorne Street 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
We are writing to oppose the project at 95 Hawthorne St and to request a 2-month continuance. 
 
The developer has stated that SOMCAN supports the project, yet SOMCAN has not stated any 
support for this project and is in fact opposing the project. SOMCAN met with the developer 
once on March 21st, 2019 and no commitments were made by the organization - support was not 
given for the project. The developer stated at the initial meeting that they would conduct a 
follow-up meeting, but no meeting was ever arranged until the developer reached out just 
recently in the middle of June right before the scheduled hearing before the Planning 
Commission for the project. This timeline for meeting is unrealistic and shows a lack of interest 
on behalf of the developer for meeting with and having real dialogue with community 
organizations.  
 
The proposed project located at 95 Hawthorne Street contains only 14% affordable housing. This 
42 story residential project proposes to include 392 units but provides only 55 of those units as 
affordable BMR units. 14% affordability in such a massive development is completely 
unacceptable.  
 
The project utilizes the State Housing Density Bonus to gain additional market-rate housing units 
and highlights how the State Density Bonus negatively affects communities in San Francisco. 
Working-class immigrant communities in San Francisco, like the South of Market, are being 
overburdened with market-rate housing and luxury development. Communities like SoMa need 
affordable housing, not endless amounts of luxury housing that induces even more displacement 
and gentrification. 
 
We ask the Commission to please continue the project for 2 months. 
 
Thank you, 
 


 
 
Angelica Cabande 
Organizational Director 
South of Market Community Action Network 







 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: BiSHoP"s letter in opposition to 95 Hawthorne St. development
Date: Friday, June 28, 2019 2:32:15 PM
Attachments: BiSHoP. 95 Hawthorne St. letter. 06.27.19.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: Theresa Imperial <theresa@bishopsf.org> 
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 1:29 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
<nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; RivamonteMesa, Abigail
(BOS) <abigail.rivamontemesa@sfgov.org>; Mcdonald, Courtney (BOS)
<courtney.mcdonald@sfgov.org>
Subject: BiSHoP's letter in opposition to 95 Hawthorne St. development
 

 

Hello,
 
Below is BiSHoP's letter re: 95 Hawthorne St. development. We requests for continuance re: this
project. Thank you.
 
 
 
Theresa Imperial
Bill Sorro Housing Program
Executive Director
 
Ph: 415-513-5177 Ext. 402
Fax: 1-833-200-6025
Bill Sorro Housing Program

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







1360 Mission Street #400, 
San Francisco, CA 94103
*** This office is a scent-free space; to avoid getting others sick, please refrain from using perfume/cologne, dryer
sheets, or other products with fragrances. Thank you! ***
www.bishopsf.org
 

http://www.bishopsf.org/


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: 95 Hawthorne Street Project
Date: Friday, June 28, 2019 2:32:05 PM
Attachments: BEC 95 Hawthorne Letter.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Mary Roque <mary.roque@sfbec.org> 
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 4:27 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 95 Hawthorne Street Project
 

 

Dear Jonas, 
 
On behalf of the Bayanihan Equity Center, I am submitting our letter of opposition for the proposed
95 Hawthorne Street Project and to request for a continuance. 
 
Best,
Mary 
 
--
Mary
Roque
Administrative
Assistant
Data
Collection Specialist
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
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June 27, 2019 
 
 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
 
      Re: 95 Hawthorne Street Project 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
  
On behalf of the Bayanihan Equity Center (BEC), I am expressing my opposition to the approval of the  
95 Hawthorne Street Project and to request a continuance. 
 
BEC staff attended a meeting with the developer in March; however, no commitments have been made 
from our organization to support the aforementioned project.  Furthermore, the follow-up meeting with 
the developer did not take place as planned. 
 
The proposed project located at 95 Hawthorne Street is a 42-story-residential-project that includes 392 
units and offers 55 affordable BMR units which is unacceptable given the magnitude of such 
development.  The project utilizes the State Housing Density Bonus to gain additional market-rate 
housing units and highlights how the State Density Bonus negatively affects communities in San 
Francisco. Working-class immigrant communities in San Francisco, like the South of Market, are being 
overburdened with market-rate housing and luxury development. Communities like SoMa need 
affordable housing, not endless amounts of luxury housing that induces even more displacement and 
gentrification. 
 
BEC requests that this item be continued to allow our organization some time to analyze its impact in the 
community. 
 


Thank you. 
 
Yours very truly, 


 
 
Luisa M. Antonio 
Executive Director 
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  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: SocketSite™ | Ambitious Potrero Hill Infill Project has Traded Hands
Date: Friday, June 28, 2019 2:31:10 PM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Friday, June 28, 2019 11:00 AM
To: Speirs, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.speirs@sfgov.org>
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>; Washington, Delvin (CPC) <delvin.washington@sfgov.org>; marcelle.boudreaus@sfgov.org; Gordon-
Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: SocketSite™ | Ambitious Potrero Hill Infill Project has Traded Hands
 

 

Dear Mr. Speirs:
Good morning.
I saw from the PIM that you were the assigned Planner on this project and I just wanted to pass on this info to you in case you did not know.
I also saw that there were multiple DRs on this project that were withdrawn so I assume the project never made it to the Commission.
I am not familiar with this project, but I have seen this happen a great deal in Noe Valley where I live….a lot of energy and work is put into a project by
Staff and then the entitlement is sold….for both large and small projects all over the City.  
It seems like there should be some way to monitor this or have a fee paid to the City if an entitlement is sold prior to ground breaking.
Anyway.
I am sending a copy of this to all the quadrant leaders and the Commission Secretary email as well.
Thank you and have a nice weekend.
Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish

https://socketsite.com/archives/2019/06/ambitious-potrero-hill-infill-project-has-traded-hands.html

Ambitious Potrero Hill Infill Project has Traded Hands
June 28, 2019

 

1.   
2.   
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As we outlined back in 2017:

The 125-foot stretch of land between the Potrero Hill homes at 905 and 953 Kansas Street has never before been
developed, perhaps because of the large rock outcropping which dominates the site.
But said stretch is legally five developable parcels.
And as newly envisioned, five modern buildings designed Dawson & Clinton and RG-Architecture will rise up to five
stories across the 923-939 Kansas Street site: a four-level single-family home; two four-level duplexes; and two five-
level duplexes with a total of nine parking spaces between the five garages.
If approved and permitted, construction would take two years, including the required excavation and effective leveling
of the front halves of the lots, straightening of the street, and pouring of a new sidewalk.

1.   
2.   

https://socketsite.com/archives/2017/06/ambitious-plans-for-excavating-and-infilling-potrero-hill.html


Since approved by Planning, the five parcels and plans for the 9-unit development hit the market at the end of last year,
listed as a “once in a lifetime project” with a $8.995 million price tag.
And having recently been permitted, with a previously requested Discretionary Review (DR) having been withdrawn, the
sale of the 923-939 Kansas Street site (which will need to be excavated down to a depth of 24 feet) and approved plans
(which would yield over 33,000 square feet of developed space) have just closed escrow with a $7.15 million contract price.
We’ll keep you posted and plugged-in.



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 150 Eureka - Project Sponsor Brief - July 11 PC Hearing
Date: Friday, June 28, 2019 2:29:53 PM
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Andrew Junius <ajunius@reubenlaw.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 11:48 AM
To: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC) <gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: 150 Eureka - Project Sponsor Brief - July 11 PC Hearing
 

 

Gabriela and Jonas – see below for download link for the letter and a few exhibits.  All one
PDF document.
 
Still trying to figure out if you need hard copies…can you please let me know Gabriela??
 
 
 

Citrix Attachments Expires December 24, 2019

150 Eureka - Plan Comm Sponsor Brief (6-2...19).pdf 6.8 MB

Download Attachments

Andrew Junius uses Citrix Files to share documents securely.
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Andrew J. Junius, Managing Partner
O.  (415) 567-9000
C.  (415)336-3796
ajunius@reubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com
 
SF Office:                                 Oakland Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600      456 8th Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94104       Oakland, CA 94607
 

 
PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE – This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and
may contain confidential or legally privileged information.  If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a
reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Black, Kate
(CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON STATE BUDGET
Date: Friday, June 28, 2019 2:28:37 PM
Attachments: 06.27.19 State Budget.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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 8:10 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON STATE BUDGET
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, June 27, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON STATE BUDGET

 
San Francisco, CA — Governor Gavin Newsom today signed the Fiscal Year 2019-2020
California state budget, which makes significant investments in housing affordability,
homelessness programs, health and human services, education, and other critical services,
while supporting many of San Francisco’s ongoing initiatives.
 
“Our city and state are facing tremendous challenges, and the budget signed today by
Governor Newsom will help address the issues we face around the high cost of rent,
homelessness, behavioral health, and ensuring equity in our communities. Statewide funding
will streamline the creation of new homes and fund new housing production to help make
housing more affordable for all of our residents. San Francisco and cities across the state will
receive direct funding to respond to the homelessness crisis and support our continuing efforts,
including my goal of opening 1,000 new shelter beds by the end of 2020. Furthermore, the
budget provides critical state support for our In-Home Supportive Service workers, who help
ensure that we are caring for our seniors and residents with disabilities.
 
We have a lot of work to do, but the investments that this budget makes in everything from
our parks, to public safety, to supporting our diverse communities will help move our city and
our state forward. I want to thank Governor Newsom, Senator Scott Wiener, Assembly Budget
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  LONDON N. BREED 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, June 27, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** STATEMENT *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON STATE BUDGET  


 
San Francisco, CA — Governor Gavin Newsom today signed the Fiscal Year 2019-2020 
California state budget, which makes significant investments in housing affordability, 
homelessness programs, health and human services, education, and other critical services, while 
supporting many of San Francisco’s ongoing initiatives.  
 
“Our city and state are facing tremendous challenges, and the budget signed today by Governor 
Newsom will help address the issues we face around the high cost of rent, homelessness, 
behavioral health, and ensuring equity in our communities. Statewide funding will streamline the 
creation of new homes and fund new housing production to help make housing more affordable 
for all of our residents. San Francisco and cities across the state will receive direct funding to 
respond to the homelessness crisis and support our continuing efforts, including my goal of 
opening 1,000 new shelter beds by the end of 2020. Furthermore, the budget provides critical 
state support for our In-Home Supportive Service workers, who help ensure that we are caring 
for our seniors and residents with disabilities.  
 
We have a lot of work to do, but the investments that this budget makes in everything from our 
parks, to public safety, to supporting our diverse communities will help move our city and our 
state forward. I want to thank Governor Newsom, Senator Scott Wiener, Assembly Budget Chair 
Phil Ting, and Assemblymember David Chiu for their leadership and their commitment to 
helping San Francisco and all our residents.” 
 


### 
 
 







Chair Phil Ting, and Assemblymember David Chiu for their leadership and their commitment
to helping San Francisco and all our residents.”
 

###
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July 10, 2019

Ms. Myrna Melgar, President
San Francisco Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re: Support for the Flower Mart project

CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CPCMPC

On behalf of Walk San Francisco, I am writing to register our support for the proposed Flower
Mart development by Kilroy Realty located at Brannan between 5th and 6th Streets.

Walk San Francisco is the city's only pedestrian advocacy organization. Our mission is to make
San Francisco the most pedestrian-friendly city in the nation. In 2014, we helped the city adopt
Vision Zero, the goal to end all traffic fatalities and serious injuries by 2024. We use crash data
to determine where we focus our energy in eliminating traffic violence, and prioritize our
pedestrian advocacy on the city's High Injury Network, the 13% of city streets that account for
75% of all serious and fatal crashes.

All three streets surrounding the Flower Mart site -Brannan, 5th and 6th Streets -are listed on
the city's High Injury Network. The current conditions along these three city blocks are extremely
hostile to the neighborhood's many pedestrians -- current and future. As the neighborhood
grows, improving safety here only becomes more critical.

Over the past 12-months, Walk San Francisco has worked collaboratively with Kilroy Realty and
their partners to assess the existing conditions for pedestrians at the proposed project site. Our

organization performed a comprehensive assessment of the current walking conditions at 5th,
6th, &Brannan, as well as SFMTA's short- and long-term plans for these streets.

The Flower Mart project contributes strongly and proactively to a safe, enticing walking
environment in SoMa. The proposal includes wider sidewalks, beautiful places for people to
rest, and thoughtfully designed pedestrian-only passageways. Simplified traffic flow along 5th
Street and Brannan Street, the introduction of signaled mid-block crossings, and reducing
crossing distances through travel lane reduction afforded by the new street designs make this
project a big win for safer, easier walking in SoMa. This project and the overall Central SoMa
plan will bring many new walking trips to this neighborhood and we are excited for this project to
bring a better walking experience on this block.

333 Hayes Street, Suite 202 I San Francisco, CA 94102
415.431.WALK I walksf.org m~~o ~
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With more people planned to be walking here than ever before, it is critical that every aspect of

the design emphasizes safety for people walking. Walk SF has been working with Kilroy Realty

and SFMTA on several areas where we believe the designs can be improved to prioritize

pedestrian safety, especially where large vehicles will be entering and exiting the site on 5th

Streets and 6th Streets. Throughout the design process Kilroy Realty has been receptive to our

feedback and collaborative about finding solutions. We are continuing to work with Kilroy Realty

and the SF Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) to improve their plan and bring the most

robust pedestrian safety features to this site. We stand by the merits of this proposed project

and the improvements that we believe it will bring for this neighborhood and the broader public.

We respectfully request your approval of this project.

Sincerely,

-
-~ /L

t Jo~ie Medeiros

'--QE-~Cecutive Director
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