
 
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)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Hearing Oct 24: USBID Support of 146 Geary Conditional Support
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2019 10:44:12 AM
Attachments: USBID Letter of Support_146 Geary CU_.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: Karin Flood <Karin@unionsquarebid.com> 
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2019 10:40 AM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)
<claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Planning Commission Hearing Oct 24: USBID Support of 146 Geary Conditional Support
 

 

Dear Planning Commission President Melgar,
 
I am writing to inform that Union Square Business Improvement District is highly support of
146 Geary's conditional use application to convert the third floor to office. Attached is our
formal letter of support. 
 
The item is be to be heard at today's Commission hearing. I will be in attendance speaking in
favor of the project. 
 
Thank you,
Karin Flood
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October 18, 2019 


San Francisco Planning Commission 


1650 Mission St #400 


San Francisco, CA 94103 


Re: Letter of Support for Conditional Use at 146 Geary Street 


Dear Commissioners,  


The Union Square Business Improvement District (USBID) respectfully requests the San Francisco 


Planning Commission approve the project applicant’s conditional use application for the conversion of 


the third floor of 146 Geary Street to office use. 


With retail’s noticeably shrinking footprint, we have observed a growing number of vacancies in Union 


Square, meanwhile demand for office in San Francisco remains high. We are supportive of plans to 


convert 146 Geary Street’s third floor to office. This conversion will result in a fully occupied building 


and will positively contribute to the surrounding neighborhood. Office employees will bring additional 


life to the area, shoppers to our retail, and patrons to our restaurants.  A reduction in vacancies, 


furthermore, attracts more visitors, increases tax revenue, and enhances the safe and vibrant 


experience for all in the heart of San Francisco.   


The USBID fully supports the renovation of 146 Geary Street with an additional entrance on Maiden 


Lane, and requests the Planning Commission approve the conditional use application for the conversion 


of the third floor to office use.   


Sincerely,   


 


Karin Flood 


Executive Director 


CC: Claudine Asbagh, San Francisco Planning Department 


John Rahaim, San Francisco Planning Department 


Supervisor Aaron Peskin 







 
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)
Cc: Flores, Veronica (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: We need more housing projects like 65 Ocean
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2019 10:37:25 AM

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

From: Zack Subin <zack.subin@fastmail.fm> 
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2019 10:33 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Theodore Randolph <trandolp@gmail.com>; Christopher Pederson <chpederson@yahoo.com>;
Corey Smith, SFHAC <corey@sfhac.org>
Subject: We need more housing projects like 65 Ocean
 

 

Dear Planning Commission and Staff,
 
I’m writing to support the approval of 65 Ocean Ave.  This is a well-designed project that
takes advantage of the HOME-SF program to expand access to affordable housing in a
way that maximally addresses our housing shortage.  Building new homes for all income
levels near transit is just what we need to be doing to make our neighborhood more
accessible, diverse, and healthy.
 
I do respect the efforts of neighbors who have concerns about this project, who are
motivated by the goal of making the neighborhood more inclusive and protecting our most
vulnerable residents, even though I disagree with their understanding of this particular
project and its impacts.  I think the best way for the planning commission to respond to their
concerns is to prioritize opening up wealthy, exclusionary neighborhoods elsewhere on the
south and west of the city so that all neighborhoods share in the challenges and
opportunities of providing new homes.  The commission should study this and also use its
discretion to expedite approval of new housing in neighborhoods that have seen little
change to the built environment amidst the housing crisis.
 
Zack Subin
192 Caine Ave
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P.S. I bike by this location on my way to work and would love to see it contribute to the
neighborhood with more people on the street and on bikes and supporting the
neighborhood restaurants and businesses on Mission Ave.
 
___________________________________________________
Zack Subin
San Francisco, CA 94112
 
subin@post.harvard.edu |  subin@berkeley.edu | zachary.subin@ethree.com 
https://www.facebook.com/zsubin
https://twitter.com/zack_subin
https://www.linkedin.com/in/zachary-subin-9b6435bb/
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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)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Candlestick Point Redline Copy. Case Design for Development 2007.0946CWP-03
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2019 9:16:23 AM

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

From: Dennis Hong <dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 3:48 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Snyder, Mathew (CPC)
<mathew.snyder@sfgov.org>
Cc: Gibson, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Board
of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
<mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>
Subject: Candlestick Point Redline Copy. Case Design for Development 2007.0946CWP-03
 

 

Good morning Honorable Members of the Planning Commission. I have been a
resident of San Francisco for over 70+ years. I'm sorry I can not be at your tomorrows
meeting for item #14 (on your agenda). But trust me I'm in full support for this most
wonderful project and can't wait for it to happen. The Candlestick Point project. This
project/plan has been around for too long. I have had a wonderful chance to follow
this since early 2016 (CCII). I believe this Amended Document does a good job and
needs your approval @ this phase.
 
Having said that, I too would like your approval. These delays all to often cause the
sponsor/s additional funds with construction cost, etc. and or just plain move on. After
your approval I would like to see this project be put on a fast track thru the planning
process. Further delays may impact this project. We need this housing. It is a
wonderful site for such a great master plan.  I do not want to loose this PROJECT.
But mostly it's for our future generation. Sorry for the rambling email and hope this
makes some sense.
 
If anyone has any comments and or concerns to my rambling email, please reach
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back to me with your questions and or concerns. Please share this email as needed
and part of the projects documents.
 
 
                -----------------------All the ----DHsf---------------------------
 
 
 
Dennis Hong
 



 
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: Objection: 2412 Clay Street 5G project
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2019 9:15:50 AM
Attachments: GurnAlex_objection_2412 Clay Street 5G.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: Alexander Gurn <alexgurn@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 4:38 PM
To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Objection: 2412 Clay Street 5G project
 

 

Dear SF Planning Department Commissioners and Officials, 
 
My name is Dr. Alex Gurn. I am a resident of Laurel Heights and the father of a nine-year-old child
who attends San Francisco Public Montessori School, located at Jackson & Webster Street. For the
past three years, I have served as the fundraising chair for the school and PTA. I am also a small
business owner of an education research firm in San Francisco.
 
I am writing you express my objection to a planned construction of 10 5G antennae at 2412 Clay
Street. 
 
Please see my attached letter. I also plan to attend the public hearing tomorrow.
 
Sincerely,
Alex Gurn
-- 
Alex Gurn, PhD
Research Associate
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

Alex M. Gurn

Resident			SFUSD Parent/PTA Board Member	Business co-owner	

3538 California Street		SF Public Montessori			Rockman et al

San Francisco, CA 94118	2340 Jackson Street			201 Mission Street #1320



Oct 23, 2019



Re: 2018-010555CUA. 2412 CLAY STREET



Dear SF Planning Department Officials and Commissioners,



My name is Dr. Alex Gurn. I am a resident of Laurel Heights and the father of a nine-year-old child who attends San Francisco Public Montessori School, located at Jackson & Webster Street. For the past three years, I have served as the fundraising chair for the school and PTA. I am also a small business owner of an education research firm in San Francisco. 



I am writing you express my objection to a planned construction of 10 5G antennae at 2412 Clay Street. I believe that this project as planned will negatively impact the neighborhood for key reasons discussed below. In my opinion, this construction should be rejected or require specific modifications to mitigate issues concerning public health and historic district preservation.



Health and Safety Objections:

The proposed antennae emit radio frequency radiation (rfr) 24 hours/day at levels that will increase the risk of cancer. 5G technology has not been researched extensively or undergone rigorous safety testing by utility companies or watchdog agencies. While industry and federal officials have largely dismissed health and safety fears, claiming that the technology is safe, there are potential health concerns that warrant further exploration. A small but growing body of scientific literature points to possible risks from radiation exposure by cellphones and their signal transmitters. For example, a recent federal study by National Toxicology Program researchers suggest increased cancer risks from exposure to cellphone radiation. Furthermore, the lack of full scientific information on 5G does not mean that the technology is safe.



The launch of 5G technology will drastically increase the number of transmitters sending signals to cellphones and other Internet-enabled devices, such as smart appliances and self-driving vehicles. The Planning Commission has an opportunity to judiciously slow the transition to 5G in this local neighborhood as a precaution for public safety. The proposed project is within range of 9 K-12 schools, 2 public parks, and is within 50 feet from the cancer center at CPMC.



The San Francisco “precautionary principle” ordinance governs all officers, boards, commissions, and departments of the City and County of San Francisco, and states that: “Where threats of serious or irreversible damage to people or nature exist, lack of full scientific certainty about cause and effect shall not be viewed as sufficient reason for the City to postpone cost effective measures to prevent the degradation of the environment or protect the health of its citizens…There is a duty to take anticipatory action to prevent harm.”



Historic District Objections: 
The proposed antennae will exceed district height limits. The construction will exceed the 40’ height limit by 8’ & the enclosures will be visible from the Webster side of the street, potentially degrading the quality district, one of the most well preserved rows of Italian Victorians in the city, and will limit light and air passage at 2209 Webster. The project should not This should NOT be approved as proposed, due to its proximity to the Webster Street Historic District.



In addition, noise was not addressed in the available engineering documentation. What noises will be generated by the ancillary equipment such as AC units used to keep the antennae running properly? What if any noise blasts will be used during day or night to deter birds? What will be done to mitigate noise nuisance in this historic neighborhood?

There are also concerns with the engineering safety report. The report states that no other telecom structure is located within 100' of the proposed site. However, it is my understanding that Verizon is trying to install a 5G unit on a utility pole within 100' of this location. Therefore the estimated safety calculations for cumulative radio frequency energy are inaccurate.

The report indicates that no one should be 51' in front of the antennae while in operation (24hrs/day) otherwise they may experience bodily injury. This area is marked in red on the report diagram. Fifty-one feet in front of the proposed cylinders extends 2 houses over towards Washington St. What plan has or will be followed to notify immediate neighbors of this danger who may need to access their roof for maintenance or renovations.

Furthermore, the engineering report shows the stairway located 1 level down on the lower portion of the building exceeds public safety standards, yet it does not address safety for residents living directly below the installation or directly adjacent at 2209 Webster Street.



[bookmark: _GoBack]For these reasons, I believe this construction should be rejected or require modifications to mitigate issues concerning public health and historic district preservation. Thank you for your time and consideration to help  protect the health and safety of our community.



If you have any questions, you can reach me by email at alexgurn@gmail.com or alex@rockman.com or phone at (cell) 617-501-1296 or (office) 415-544-0788.



Sincerely,



[image: ]

Alex Gurn, PhD



image1.jpeg





Rockman et al
www.rockman.com
office: 415.544.0788
cell: 617.501.1296
e. alex@rockman.com
e. alex@rockman.com
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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)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 65 Ocean Ave Case No. 2016-006860ENV
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2019 9:15:45 AM
Attachments: 65 Ocean Ave Case No. 2016-006860ENV.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: Ben Libbey <ben@yimbylaw.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 4:53 PM
Cc: Flores, Veronica (CPC) <Veronica.Flores@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 65 Ocean Ave Case No. 2016-006860ENV
 

 

10/23/2019
 
San Francisco Planning Commission
1 Dr Carlton Goodlett Pl
San Francisco, CA 94102
 
Veronica.Flores@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; 
Via Email
 

Re: 65 Ocean Ave
Case No. 2016‐006860ENV
 
Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,
 
Yes  In  My  Back  Yard  submits  this  letter  to  inform  you  that  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  has  an
obligation to abide by all relevant state housing laws when evaluating the above captioned proposal, including the
Housing Accountability Act (HAA). 
 
California Government Code § 65589.5, the Housing Accountability Act, prohibits localities from denying housing
development projects that are compliant with the locality’s zoning ordinance or general plan at the time the
application was deemed complete, unless the locality can make findings that the proposed housing development
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Yes In My Back Yard 


1260 Mission St 


San Francisco, CA 94103 


hello@yimbylaw.org  


 


10/23/2019 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1 Dr Carlton Goodlett Pl 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
Veronica.Flores@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org;  


Via Email 
 
 
Re:  65 Ocean Ave 
Case No. 2016-006860ENV 


 
 
Dear San Francisco Planning Commission, 
 
Yes In My Back Yard submits this letter to inform you that the San Francisco Planning                               
Commission has an obligation to abide by all relevant state housing laws when evaluating the                             
above captioned proposal, including the Housing Accountability Act (HAA).  
 
California Government Code § 65589.5, the Housing Accountability Act, prohibits localities 
from denying housing development projects that are compliant with the locality’s zoning 
ordinance or general plan at the time the application was deemed complete, unless the locality 
can make findings that the proposed housing development would be a threat to public health 
and safety. The most relevant section is copied below: 


 
(j) When a proposed housing development project complies with applicable, objective general plan                         
and zoning standards and criteria, including design review standards, in effect at the time that the                               
housing development project's application is determined to be complete, but the local agency                         
proposes to disapprove the project or to approve it upon the condition that the project be developed                                 
at a lower density, the local agency shall base its decision regarding the proposed housing                             
development project upon written findings supported by substantial evidence on the record that                         
both of the following conditions exist: 
 


(1) The housing development project would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public                           
health or safety unless the project is disapproved or approved upon the condition that the                             
project be developed at a lower density. As used in this paragraph, a "specific, adverse                             
impact" means a significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on                     
objective, identified written public health or safety standards, policies, or conditions as they                         
existed on the date the application was deemed complete. 
 
(2) There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the adverse impact                           
identified pursuant to paragraph (1), other than the disapproval of the housing development                         
project or the approval of the project upon the condition that it be developed at a lower                                 
density. 
 
. . . 
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(4) For purposes of this section, a proposed housing development project is not inconsistent                           
with the applicable zoning standards and criteria, and shall not require a rezoning, if the                             
housing development project is consistent with the objective general plan standards and                       
criteria but the zoning for the project site is inconsistent with the general plan. If the local                                 
agency has complied with paragraph (2), the local agency may require the proposed housing                           
development project to comply with the objective standards and criteria of the zoning which                           
is consistent with the general plan, however, the standards and criteria shall be applied to                             
facilitate and accommodate development at the density allowed on the site by the general                           
plan and proposed by the proposed housing development project. 


 


The applicant proposes to demolish three existing buildings on the project site and to                           
construct an approximately 55-foot-tall, 191,374-gross-square- foot building containing 193                 
dwelling units, a 5,942-gsf childcare facility, and basement-level garage with a total of 121                           
parking spaces. 
 
The above captioned proposal is zoning compliant and general plan compliant, therefore, your                         
local agency must approve the application, or else make findings to the effect that the                             
proposed project would have an adverse impact on public health and safety, as described                           
above. 
 
Yes In My Back Yard is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation, whose mission is to increase the                               
accessibility and affordability of housing in California. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
Sonja Trauss 
Secretary 
Yes In My Back Yard 
 


YIMBY Law, 1260 Mission St, San Francisco, CA 94103 







would be a threat to public health and safety. The most relevant section is copied below:

 
(j) When a proposed housing development project complies with applicable, objective general plan and zoning standards
and criteria,  including design review standards,  in effect at  the time that  the housing development project's application is
determined to be complete, but the local agency proposes to disapprove the project or to approve it upon the condition that
the  project  be  developed  at  a  lower  density,  the  local  agency  shall  base  its  decision  regarding  the  proposed  housing
development  project  upon  written  findings  supported  by  substantial  evidence  on  the  record  that  both  of  the  following
conditions exist:
 

(1) The housing development project would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public health or safety unless
the project is disapproved or approved upon the condition that the project be developed at a lower density. As used
in  this paragraph, a "specific, adverse  impact" means a significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable  impact,
based on objective, identified written public health or safety standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on
the date the application was deemed complete.

 

(2)  There  is  no  feasible  method  to  satisfactorily  mitigate  or  avoid  the  adverse  impact  identified  pursuant  to
paragraph (1), other than the disapproval of the housing development project or the approval of the project upon
the condition that it be developed at a lower density.

 

. . .
 

(4) For purposes of  this section, a proposed housing development project  is not  inconsistent with  the applicable
zoning  standards  and criteria,  and  shall  not  require  a  rezoning,  if  the housing development project  is  consistent
with  the objective general plan  standards and criteria but  the zoning  for  the project  site  is  inconsistent with  the
general  plan.  If  the  local  agency  has  complied  with  paragraph  (2),  the  local  agency  may  require  the  proposed
housing development project to comply with the objective standards and criteria of the zoning which is consistent
with  the  general  plan,  however,  the  standards  and  criteria  shall  be  applied  to  facilitate  and  accommodate
development  at  the  density  allowed  on  the  site  by  the  general  plan  and  proposed  by  the  proposed  housing
development project.

The applicant proposes to demolish three existing buildings on the project site and to construct an approximately 55‐
foot‐tall,  191,374‐gross‐square‐  foot  building  containing  193  dwelling  units,  a  5,942‐gsf  childcare  facility,  and
basement‐level garage with a total of 121 parking spaces.
 
The above captioned proposal  is zoning compliant and general plan compliant,  therefore, your  local agency must
approve the application, or else make findings to the effect that the proposed project would have an adverse impact
on public health and safety, as described above.
 
Yes  In  My  Back  Yard  is  a  501(c)3  non‐profit  corporation,  whose  mission  is  to  increase  the  accessibility  and
affordability of housing in California.
 
Sincerely,
 

Sonja Trauss
Secretary
Yes In My Back Yard



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2019-012253DRP: 463 Castro Street (Flying Falafel)
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2019 9:15:19 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Hoa Long Tam <hoalong.tam@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2019 1:59 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>
Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2019-012253DRP: 463 Castro Street (Flying Falafel)

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

Dear President Melgar and Commissioners,

I live directly across the street from the proposed project at 463 Castro St (2019-012253DRP).  I’m writing today
because our process is broken and is being abused.

I received quite a bit of mail describing the project in minute detail complete with a whole oversized page dedicated
to listing the myriad ways I could stop this project. Not a single mention of how to support this project or even
general support for not leaving this storefront vacant.

The Castro has too many vacant storefronts and the request for review and the continuance are only adding delays
while a would-be small business owner continues to pay rent. These delays add to the cost of establishing a business
and deter other entrepreneurs from establishing new business in the city.

More egregiously, this DR was filed by a competitor!  Businesses should not be allowed to dictate the rules
governing themselves and their competitors, but for a few hundred dollars, the owner of the (at best mediocre) Gyro
Xpress has incurred months of delays and thousands of dollars of rent on Flying Falafel.

This all too common sort of abuse of process is the epitome of late capitalism and must be reformed. We should not
need to have a hearing on such an inconsequential change of use.

Finally, on the merits of the change of use, Mr Bulutogu is incorrect that there are too many limited restaurants in
the area. In particular, there is a severe lack of vegetarian options in the Castro.

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org


Sincerely,

Hoa Long Tam

466 Castro St. #B
San Francisco, CA 94114



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Lindsay, Ashley (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: T-Mobile - 3501 Geary Blvd., Planning Case No. 2019-002758CUA
Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 10:34:51 AM
Attachments: 2019.10.21 3501 Geary Blvd - Project Sponsor Letter re Conditional Use Authorization(1091859.1).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: Wilson, Julie A. <jwilson@lubinolson.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2019 5:06 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson,
Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; kathrin.noore@sfgov.org; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Young, Sharon (CPC) <sharon.m.young@sfgov.org>;
robford@mobileonellc.com; Lee, Carolyn <clee@lubinolson.com>; Wilson, Julie A.
<jwilson@lubinolson.com>
Subject: T-Mobile - 3501 Geary Blvd., Planning Case No. 2019-002758CUA
 

 

Ms. Melgar,
 
At the request of Carolyn Lee, attached please find the project sponsor letter regarding the T-Mobile
project located at 3501 Geary Blvd., Planning Case No. 2019-002758CUA.
 
Sincerely,
Julie Wilson
 

  Julie Wilson | Legal Assistant  | LUBIN OLSON
Lubin Olson & Niewiadomski LLP | The Transamerica Pyramid | 600 Montgomery Street, 14th Floor | San Francisco, CA 94111
Phone: (415) 981-0550 | Facsimile: (415) 981-4343 | www.lubinolson.com | Email: jwilson@lubinolson.com

This message and any attachments may contain confidential or privileged information and are only for the use of the intended recipient
of this message. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by return email, and delete or destroy this and all copies
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CAROLYN J. LEE 
Direct Dial: (415) 955-5061 
Email: clee@lubinolson.com 


October 21, 2019 


 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL  
 
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org 
c/o commissions.secretary@sfgov.org 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, #400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


 


Re: T-Mobile Project at 3501 Geary Blvd, Planning Case No. 2019-002758CUA 
 
Dear President Melgar and Commissioners: 


This office represents MobileOne, LLC (the “Project Sponsor”), which proposes to open 
a new T-Mobile store at 3501 Geary Blvd (the “Project”).  The Project is located at the southwest 
corner of Stanyan Street and Geary Blvd, within a Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale 
(NC-3) district.  It will occupy a currently vacant storefront located on the ground floor of a 
multi-use commercial and residential building, which contains a total of 2 commercial units, 13 
residential units and 14 parking spaces.  The approximate square footage of the Project is 1,866 
of interior space on the ground floor of the building. 


A. Project Description and Background 


The Project consists of a Formula Retail use for a T-Mobile store.  T-Mobile is an 
international retail chain store, having in excess of 5,300 stores world-wide, and 15 locations in 
San Francisco.  T-Mobile provides its customers personal services and products in the 
telecommunication market.  The proposed Project will provide the neighborhood more accessible 
options for T-Mobile services and products, and will be a welcome alternative to the nearby 
AT&T store. 


Approval of a conditional use authorization for the Formula Retail use will be a desirable 
addition to the neighborhood.  Geary Boulevard is a moderately trafficked 4-lane road with 
commercial businesses fronting both sides of the street throughout the neighborhood, and 
residential properties along cross streets.  The Project is also located within a few blocks of a 
large University San Francisco campus.  The adjacent properties to the Project are residential 
apartments, a Pier 1 retail store, a Fedex Print & Ship Center, and BevMo! liquor store.  There is 
also an AT&T retail store next to the Pier 1 retail store.  The Project will be well served by 
public transit and will be located nearby to other retail uses within the district. 











of this message and all attachments. Any unauthorized disclosure, use, distribution, or reproduction of this message or any attachments
is prohibited and may be unlawful.

 
 



 
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)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC)
Subject: FW: San Francisco Planning Commissioners: President Myrna Melgar, Vice President Joel Koppel, Commissioner

Frank S. Fung, Commissioner Milicent A. Johnson, Commissioner Kathrin Moore, Commissioner Dennis Richards,
Build Affordable Housing and Child Care

Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 3:20:40 PM
Attachments: affordable-housing-at-65-ocean-avenue-2_signatures_201910211001.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: Sarah Wilson via ActionNetwork.org <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2019 3:02 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: San Francisco Planning Commissioners: President Myrna Melgar, Vice President Joel Koppel,
Commissioner Frank S. Fung, Commissioner Milicent A. Johnson, Commissioner Kathrin Moore,
Commissioner Dennis Richards, Build Affordable Housing and Child Care a...
 

 

San Francisco Planning Commissioners: President Myrna Melgar, Vice President Joel
Koppel, Commissioner Frank S. Fung, Commissioner Milicent A. Johnson, Commissioner
Kathrin Moore, Commissioner Dennis Richards,

38 people have signed a petition on Action Network telling you to Build Affordable Housing
and Child Care at 65 Ocean Avenue.

Here is the petition they signed:

We are families with children who have attended The Crayon Box Spanish
Immersion Preschool, which was located at 65 Ocean Avenue until a few years
ago. We are asking you to make sure that any project you approve at 65 Ocean
includes housing that is affordable to low-income Excelsior residents AND a
long-term home for Crayon Box Preschool.

When a developer purchased the 65 Ocean property a few years ago, our
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San Francisco Planning Commissioners:  President Myrna Melgar, Vice President Joel Koppel,
Commissioner Frank S. Fung, Commissioner Milicent A. Johnson, Commissioner Kathrin Moore,
Commissioner Dennis Richards,


38 people have signed a petition on Action Network telling you to Build Affordable Housing and Child
Care at 65 Ocean Avenue.


Here is the petition they signed:


We are families with children who have attended The Crayon Box Spanish Immersion
Preschool, which was located at 65 Ocean Avenue until a few years ago.  We are asking you
to make sure that any project you approve at 65 Ocean includes housing that is affordable to
low-income Excelsior residents AND a long-term home for Crayon Box Preschool.


When a developer purchased the 65 Ocean property a few years ago, our preschool had to
move to a different site a few miles away.  Now we have learned that Presidio Bay Ventures
plans to build housing at 65 Ocean and allow Crayon Box to return to a ground-floor site there.
We would love to see our preschool return to its former site, but we are concerned about how
this proposed housing project will affect the surrounding neighborhood.


Development of high-end luxury rental housing in the Excelsior and nearby neighborhoods is
already increasing pressure on the people who live there.  We understand that 75% of the
units in the proposed 65 Ocean development would be rented out at market rate, which would
make them totally inaccessible to the many poor and working-class families who live in the
district.  A project that adds so many market-rate units would also exacerbate the already
alarming rise in rents across the neighborhood.  Additionally, we understand that most of the
units proposed for this project would be studios and one-bedroom apartments.  The Excelsior
is the neighborhood with the highest proportion of families and intergenerational households
in San Francisco.  These households will not fit into a studio apartment.


We are concerned that allowing this development to go forward as proposed will hurt the
neighborhood and bring even further displacement of its residents.  ***We call on you to make
sure that any project that the Planning Commission approves at 65 Ocean Avenue is a 100%
affordable housing development, where low-income Excelsior residents can afford the rent –
and that it include a ground floor space for the Crayon Box Preschool to return to and stay in
long-term.***_  We know this can be done, just as a 100% affordable housing project was
approved at the former Valente Marini Perata funeral home site just a few blocks away on
Mission Street.   


Commissioners, it is up to you to make sure that the 65 Ocean Avenue site can serve families
with young children and, at the same time, provide housing for working-class families in the
Excelsior and keep them from being pushed out of the neighborhood.  


Thank you for your consideration.


You can view each petition signer and the comments they left you below.


Thank you,







Sarah Wilson


1. Anjali Cameron (ZIP code: 94112)


2. Elaina  Acosta Ford (ZIP code: 94110)
We are in full support of Crayon Box and the housing project. Thank you.


3. Nicole Blaylock (ZIP code: 94117)


4. Carla Praglin (ZIP code: 94112)


5. Carla Tilly (ZIP code: 94080)


6. Carrie Atkin (ZIP code: 94110)


7. Chito Cuellar (ZIP code: 94112)


8. Christopher Moreno (ZIP code: 94112)


9. Claudia Figallo (ZIP code: 94116)
Allowing The Crayon Box to return to Ocean avenue is a wise decision for the neighborhood. It's
quality education for the right price.


10. Julie Day (ZIP code: 94114)


11. Ian Dunne (ZIP code: 94103)


12. Erica Hernandez (ZIP code: 94134)


13. Eve Zaritsky  (ZIP code: 941104140)


14. Gessi Wiese (ZIP code: 94112)
The city needs affordable housing!


15. Giselle Gyalzen (ZIP code: 94110)


16. Karen Farrell (ZIP code: 94112)


17. Laura Hawkins (ZIP code: 94110)


18. Jill Santandreu  (ZIP code: 94112)







19. Jamie Katz (ZIP code: 94110)


20. Jen Naegele (ZIP code: 94112)


21. John  Avalos (ZIP code: 94112)
We want the planning commission and department to make available more affordable housing and
neighbor child care resources. We do not need more market rate housing and hundreds more cars in
ine of the working class neighborhoods in SF.


22. Massiel Gonzalez (ZIP code: 94134)
I support 100% affordable housing.


23. Mia Bhimani (ZIP code: 94110)
Would love to see this project actualized.


24. Monica Scott (ZIP code: 94110)


25. Mike Tilly (ZIP code: 94080)


26. Naomi Schoenfeld (ZIP code: 94110)


27. Nato Green (ZIP code: 94110)


28. Nicole Spear (ZIP code: 94110)


29. Phurba Gyalzen (ZIP code: 94110)


30. Ron Chisenhall (ZIP code: 94710)
Dear Commissioners,


Like 100’s of thousands of other families, my wife and I have worked in San Francisco for more than
15 years, and never been able to afford to live there, or been able to vote in San Francisco despite
being daily “residents” in SF. Pleas do everything in your power to build more housing in the Avenues
for families.


Sincerely,
Ron Chisenhall


31. Sandra Valente (ZIP code: 94132)


32. Sarah Wilson (ZIP code: 94112)


33. Sasha Brady (ZIP code: 94134)


34. Tyler  Ford (ZIP code: 9411”)







We are in full support of Crayon Box and the housing project. Thank you.


35. Simin Atayman (ZIP code: 94110)


36. suzanne houlihan (ZIP code: 94103)


37. Vanessa Ramos (ZIP code: 94112)







preschool had to move to a different site a few miles away. Now we have
learned that Presidio Bay Ventures plans to build housing at 65 Ocean and
allow Crayon Box to return to a ground-floor site there. We would love to see
our preschool return to its former site, but we are concerned about how this
proposed housing project will affect the surrounding neighborhood.

Development of high-end luxury rental housing in the Excelsior and nearby
neighborhoods is already increasing pressure on the people who live there. We
understand that 75% of the units in the proposed 65 Ocean development would
be rented out at market rate, which would make them totally inaccessible to the
many poor and working-class families who live in the district. A project that adds
so many market-rate units would also exacerbate the already alarming rise in
rents across the neighborhood. Additionally, we understand that most of the
units proposed for this project would be studios and one-bedroom apartments.
The Excelsior is the neighborhood with the highest proportion of families and
intergenerational households in San Francisco. These households will not fit
into a studio apartment.

We are concerned that allowing this development to go forward as proposed will
hurt the neighborhood and bring even further displacement of its residents.
***We call on you to make sure that any project that the Planning Commission
approves at 65 Ocean Avenue is a 100% affordable housing development,
where low-income Excelsior residents can afford the rent – and that it include a
ground floor space for the Crayon Box Preschool to return to and stay in long-
term.*** We know this can be done, just as a 100% affordable housing project
was approved at the former Valente Marini Perata funeral home site just a few
blocks away on Mission Street.

Commissioners, it is up to you to make sure that the 65 Ocean Avenue site can
serve families with young children and, at the same time, provide housing for
working-class families in the Excelsior and keep them from being pushed out of
the neighborhood.

Thank you for your consideration.

You can view each petition signer and the comments they left you in the attached PDF.

Thank you,

Sarah Wilson

Sent via Action Network, a free online toolset anyone can use to
organize. Click here to sign up and get started building an email list and
creating online actions today.

http://click.actionnetwork.org/mps2/c/HgE/kLwXAA/t.2w1/bRdVZ7WERJmoQPdIBxz4Ew/h0/CA0gLXQEKb6jqGkD7RqZiSVQT3a4rc72JqxXIEz06-2Bw-3D/s-CQ
http://click.actionnetwork.org/mps2/c/HgE/kLwXAA/t.2w1/bRdVZ7WERJmoQPdIBxz4Ew/h1/CA0gLXQEKb6jqGkD7RqZiZL-2FtMGn6fgFuAHnlxuzX4FqI5QYgzvFPT4iGNaeE5Xm/bAZn


Action Network is an open platform that empowers individuals and groups to organize for progressive causes. We
encourage responsible activism, and do not support using the platform to take unlawful or other improper action. We do
not control or endorse the conduct of users and make no representations of any kind about them.

You can unsubscribe or update your email address or change your name and address by changing your subscription
preferences here.

 

http://click.actionnetwork.org/mps2/c/HgE/kLwXAA/t.2w1/bRdVZ7WERJmoQPdIBxz4Ew/h2/CA0gLXQEKb6jqGkD7RqZibBBxGmSOjdM-2BO2fHjRL-2BqxZAYF-2BgE-2BC42M35fFtp5dp/aCAl
http://click.actionnetwork.org/mps2/c/HgE/kLwXAA/t.2w1/bRdVZ7WERJmoQPdIBxz4Ew/h2/CA0gLXQEKb6jqGkD7RqZibBBxGmSOjdM-2BO2fHjRL-2BqxZAYF-2BgE-2BC42M35fFtp5dp/aCAl


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

(CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Foley, Chris (CPC);
Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GROUNDBREAKING OF JEFFERSON

STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 12:05:36 PM
Attachments: 10.21.19 Jefferson Streetscape Improvements.pdf

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2019 11:18 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GROUNDBREAKING OF
JEFFERSON STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, October 21, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES

GROUNDBREAKING OF JEFFERSON STREETSCAPE
IMPROVEMENTS

This second phase of the streetscape design will create a safer, more inviting street for
residents and visitors of the Fisherman’s Wharf area

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Supervisor Aaron Peskin joined
community leaders and City officials today for a ceremonial groundbreaking to mark the start
of construction on the second phase of the Jefferson Streetscape Improvements Project, which
will enhance pedestrian safety and beautify the popular Fisherman’s Wharf corridor.
 
The $16.3 million streetscape project runs along three blocks of Jefferson Street from Jones
Street to Powell Street. The project includes numerous changes improving the experience for
those walking or biking, including widened sidewalks, new lighting and landscaping, and
expanded seating and bicycle parking. The street will also be narrowed and include textured
paving to help calm traffic. The improvements support the vision set out in the Fisherman’s
Wharf Public Realm Plan. The first phase of the project covered the two blocks of Jefferson
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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: 
Monday, October 21, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES 


GROUNDBREAKING OF JEFFERSON STREETSCAPE 
IMPROVEMENTS 


This second phase of the streetscape design will create a safer, more inviting street for residents 
and visitors of the Fisherman’s Wharf area  


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Supervisor Aaron Peskin joined community 
leaders and City officials today for a ceremonial groundbreaking to mark the start of construction 
on the second phase of the Jefferson Streetscape Improvements Project, which will enhance 
pedestrian safety and beautify the popular Fisherman’s Wharf corridor. 
 
The $16.3 million streetscape project runs along three blocks of Jefferson Street from Jones 
Street to Powell Street. The project includes numerous changes improving the experience for 
those walking or biking, including widened sidewalks, new lighting and landscaping, and 
expanded seating and bicycle parking. The street will also be narrowed and include textured 
paving to help calm traffic. The improvements support the vision set out in the Fisherman’s 
Wharf Public Realm Plan. The first phase of the project covered the two blocks of Jefferson 
Street from Hyde Street to Jones Street and was completed in June 2013.  
 
“We are excited to begin the next phase of these important changes to Jefferson Street to make 
this area safer, more inviting, and pedestrian focused,” said Mayor Breed. “Fisherman’s Wharf is 
a unique destination and this project will create a better street experience for locals and visitors 
from around the world.” 
 
Construction of the project is managed by San Francisco Public Works and is anticipated to be 
completed by fall 2020. The project will be constructed in phases to minimize construction 
impacts in the neighborhood, starting with work focused at the intersection of Jefferson and 
Jones streets, followed by work along the north side of Jefferson, then along the south side of 
Jefferson.  
 
“This is the culmination of over a decade of effort to ensure that Fisherman’s Wharf remains a 
vital economic engine and draw for locals and visitors from around the world,” said Supervisor 
Aaron Peskin. “Since 2006, we’ve cobbled together millions of public dollars to turn this into a 
model pedestrian promenade. The Wharf welcomes millions of visitors and workers every year 
who will finally see this last stretch of Jefferson Street become much safer and more beautiful.” 
 
To make room for the safety improvements and widened sidewalks, parking along Jefferson 
Street between Jones and Powell Streets will be removed. 
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“We have worked closely with multiple City departments and with the community to design 
something that will truly benefit everyone who visits, works and lives in the area,” said Director 
of Public Works, Mohammed Nuru. “Not only will we create a safer street, there will be more 
room on the sidewalks to welcome more tourists to the neighborhood.” 
 
The project is a multiagency collaboration involving San Francisco Public Works, the 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission, San Francisco Planning, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and 
the Port of San Francisco. 
 
“The Port of San Francisco is excited to work with our city and community partners to bring the 
vision and plans of the Fisherman’s Wharf Public Realm Plan to fruition,” said Elaine Forbes, 
Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco. “This project will make Fisherman’s Wharf 
more accessible and inviting for tourists and residents alike; solidifying its special place in 
San Francisco.” 
 
Randall Scott, Executive Director of the Fisherman’s Wharf Community Benefit District, which 
has been instrumental in the re-envisioning of this important corridor said, “We look forward to 
working closely with Public Works and the community throughout this process and look forward 
to a safer and more welcoming Jefferson Street for all San Franciscans.” 
 
“The Jefferson Streetscape Improvements Project elevates safety with specially designed 
pavement patterns and narrowed travel lanes, to promote traffic calming throughout the 
corridor,” said Tom Maguire, Interim Director of Transportation for the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency. 
 
Starting today and continuing for the duration of construction, Muni’s E-Embarcadero and 
F-Market and Wharves historic streetcars will turn back at Pier 39. A shuttle bus will operate in a 
loop to serve missed stops on the remaining four blocks. 
 
The project is funded in part by the California State SB1 Gas Tax, the San Francisco Public 
Works’ General Fund for Streetscape and Paving Program, the SFMTA Transportation and Road 
Improvement General Obligation Bond, Prop K sales tax revenue, and the San Francisco Port’s 
General Fund.  
 
Additional project information can be found at www.sfpublicworks.org/jefferson.  
 


### 
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Street from Hyde Street to Jones Street and was completed in June 2013.
 
“We are excited to begin the next phase of these important changes to Jefferson Street to make
this area safer, more inviting, and pedestrian focused,” said Mayor Breed. “Fisherman’s Wharf
is a unique destination and this project will create a better street experience for locals and
visitors from around the world.”
 
Construction of the project is managed by San Francisco Public Works and is anticipated to be
completed by fall 2020. The project will be constructed in phases to minimize construction
impacts in the neighborhood, starting with work focused at the intersection of Jefferson and
Jones streets, followed by work along the north side of Jefferson, then along the south side of
Jefferson.
 
“This is the culmination of over a decade of effort to ensure that Fisherman’s Wharf remains a
vital economic engine and draw for locals and visitors from around the world,” said
Supervisor Aaron Peskin. “Since 2006, we’ve cobbled together millions of public dollars to
turn this into a model pedestrian promenade. The Wharf welcomes millions of visitors and
workers every year who will finally see this last stretch of Jefferson Street become much safer
and more beautiful.”
 
To make room for the safety improvements and widened sidewalks, parking along Jefferson
Street between Jones and Powell Streets will be removed.
 
“We have worked closely with multiple City departments and with the community to design
something that will truly benefit everyone who visits, works and lives in the area,” said
Director of Public Works, Mohammed Nuru. “Not only will we create a safer street, there will
be more room on the sidewalks to welcome more tourists to the neighborhood.”
 
The project is a multiagency collaboration involving San Francisco Public Works, the
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission, San Francisco Planning, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and
the Port of San Francisco.
 
“The Port of San Francisco is excited to work with our city and community partners to bring
the vision and plans of the Fisherman’s Wharf Public Realm Plan to fruition,” said Elaine
Forbes, Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco. “This project will make Fisherman’s
Wharf more accessible and inviting for tourists and residents alike; solidifying its special place
in San Francisco.”
 
Randall Scott, Executive Director of the Fisherman’s Wharf Community Benefit District,
which has been instrumental in the re-envisioning of this important corridor said, “We look
forward to working closely with Public Works and the community throughout this process and
look forward to a safer and more welcoming Jefferson Street for all San Franciscans.”
 
“The Jefferson Streetscape Improvements Project elevates safety with specially designed
pavement patterns and narrowed travel lanes, to promote traffic calming throughout the
corridor,” said Tom Maguire, Interim Director of Transportation for the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency.
 
Starting today and continuing for the duration of construction, Muni’s E-Embarcadero and



F-Market and Wharves historic streetcars will turn back at Pier 39. A shuttle bus will operate
in a loop to serve missed stops on the remaining four blocks.
 
The project is funded in part by the California State SB1 Gas Tax, the San Francisco Public
Works’ General Fund for Streetscape and Paving Program, the SFMTA Transportation and
Road Improvement General Obligation Bond, Prop K sales tax revenue, and the San Francisco
Port’s General Fund.
 
Additional project information can be found at www.sfpublicworks.org/jefferson.

 

###
 

http://www.sfpublicworks.org/jefferson


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: How long ? Who makes decision to switch General Public Comment to end of agenda?
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 10:45:18 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: Sue Hestor <hestor@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2019 4:27 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Myrna Melgar <melgar.myrna@gmail.com>; Silva, Christine (CPC)
<christine.silva@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore <Mooreurban@aol.com>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>
Subject: How long ? Who makes decision to switch General Public Comment to end of agenda?
 

How long is change for?  And exactly who makes decision?

Hestor

On 10/18/2019 4:21 PM, Ionin, Jonas (CPC) wrote:

This is not permanent.
 
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: Sue Hestor <hestor@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2019 4:11 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Myrna Melgar <melgar.myrna@gmail.com>; Silva, Christine (CPC)
<christine.silva@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore <Mooreurban@aol.com>; Fung,
Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>
Subject: Permanent switch to END ? General Public Comment
 

Has there been a permanent change so that Gen Pub Comment will regularly be at the END of the
agenda?

Assume that this was decision of Plan Comm officers.  Correct?

Sue Hestor

On 10/18/2019 3:58 PM, Ionin, Jonas (CPC) wrote:

Sue,
Yes, this Agenda is correct. The Commission Rules & Regs do not require any particular order of business.
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:hestor@earthlink.net
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:melgar.myrna@gmail.com
mailto:christine.silva@sfgov.org
mailto:joel.koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:Mooreurban@aol.com
mailto:frank.fung@sfgov.org
mailto:milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org


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

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: Sue Hestor <hestor@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2019 3:53 PM
To: Myrna Melgar <melgar.myrna@gmail.com>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Silva, Christine
(CPC) <christine.silva@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Subject: General Public Comment - MOVED TO END OF CALENDAR?
 

 

When did the Commission vote to amend its Rules to eliminate General Public Comment at
the start of Commission hearing.  And put it only at the end?

Is this calendar incorrect?

Sue Hestor

On 10/18/2019 3:40 PM, San Francisco Planning Department wrote:

San Francisco                                                 Planning Header

 

Planning Commission Public Hearing

Thank you for your interest in subscribing to the San Francisco Planning
Commission's public hearing announcement.

Please click on the attached link to see the items scheduled for the
upcoming hearing:

October 24, 2019, Regular Meeting Agenda
1:00 p.m. 
City Hall, One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Room 400

General information about our public hearings, accessible meeting
information, and language assistance can also be found by visiting
https://sf-planning.org/planning-commission.

For questions, please contact Chanbory Son at chanbory.son@sfgov.org.

PLEASE DO NOT REPLY TO THIS AUTOMATED EMAIL

SUBSCRIBER SERVICES: Manage Preferences    |    Unsubscribe    |    Help

QUESTIONS?  Contact us or email planningnews@sfgov.org
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  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: Permanent switch to END ? General Public Comment
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 10:45:12 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: spike <spikekahn@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2019 7:06 PM
To: Sue Hestor <hestor@earthlink.net>
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Myrna Melgar <melgar.myrna@gmail.com>; Silva, Christine (CPC)
<christine.silva@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore <Mooreurban@aol.com>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; USM Member Orgs <usm-member-orgs@googlegroups.com>
Subject: Re: Permanent switch to END ? General Public Comment
 
I strongly object to scheduling public comment to only be heard at the end of the planning commission meetings.  The public
cannot guess when that time for them to participate will be each week, missing work and time with their families.  I do support
allowing the public a second opportunity to speak at the end of the hearing, to allow working San Franciscans an opportunity to
speak.
 
On Fri, Oct 18, 2019, 4:11 PM Sue Hestor <hestor@earthlink.net> wrote:

Has there been a permanent change so that Gen Pub Comment will regularly be at the END of the agenda?

Assume that this was decision of Plan Comm officers.  Correct?

Sue Hestor

On 10/18/2019 3:58 PM, Ionin, Jonas (CPC) wrote:

Sue,
Yes, this Agenda is correct. The Commission Rules & Regs do not require any particular order of business.
 
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: Sue Hestor <hestor@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2019 3:53 PM
To: Myrna Melgar <melgar.myrna@gmail.com>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Silva, Christine (CPC)
<christine.silva@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Subject: General Public Comment - MOVED TO END OF CALENDAR?
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When did the Commission vote to amend its Rules to eliminate General Public Comment at the
start of Commission hearing.  And put it only at the end?

Is this calendar incorrect?

Sue Hestor

On 10/18/2019 3:40 PM, San Francisco Planning Department wrote:

 

Planning Commission Public Hearing

Thank you for your interest in subscribing to the San Francisco Planning
Commission's public hearing announcement.

Please click on the attached link to see the items scheduled for the
upcoming hearing:

October 24, 2019, Regular Meeting Agenda
1:00 p.m. 
City Hall, One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Room 400

General information about our public hearings, accessible meeting
information, and language assistance can also be found by visiting
https://sf-planning.org/planning-commission.

For questions, please contact Chanbory Son at chanbory.son@sfgov.org.

Please Do Not Reply to this automated email

SUBSCRIBER SERVICES: Manage Preferences    |    Unsubscribe    |    Help

QUESTIONS?  Contact us or email planningnews@sfgov.org

This email was sent to hestor@earthlink.net using GovDelivery Communications Cloud on behalf of: San Francisco Planning
Department · 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 · San Francisco, CA 94103

https://lnks.gd/l/eyJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJidWxsZXRpbl9saW5rX2lkIjoxMDAsInVyaSI6ImJwMjpjbGljayIsImJ1bGxldGluX2lkIjoiMjAxOTEwMTguMTE3MjAyMzEiLCJ1cmwiOiJodHRwczovL2NvbW1pc3Npb25zLnNmcGxhbm5pbmcub3JnL2NwY3BhY2tldHMvMjAxOTEwMjRfY2FsLnBkZiJ9.l7bukN9daUrlT8wJ3Irn4R-A82kpCwSk0JpfKSqkuQI/br/70335837406-l
https://lnks.gd/l/eyJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJidWxsZXRpbl9saW5rX2lkIjoxMDEsInVyaSI6ImJwMjpjbGljayIsImJ1bGxldGluX2lkIjoiMjAxOTEwMTguMTE3MjAyMzEiLCJ1cmwiOiJodHRwczovL3NmLXBsYW5uaW5nLm9yZy9wbGFubmluZy1jb21taXNzaW9uIn0._2hB0XomdprMLpfeKSfU5SD-kd_2kb2FBga7dpxRndI/br/70335837406-l
mailto:Chanbory.son@sfgov.org
https://lnks.gd/l/eyJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJidWxsZXRpbl9saW5rX2lkIjoxMDIsInVyaSI6ImJwMjpjbGljayIsImJ1bGxldGluX2lkIjoiMjAxOTEwMTguMTE3MjAyMzEiLCJ1cmwiOiJodHRwczovL3B1YmxpYy5nb3ZkZWxpdmVyeS5jb20vYWNjb3VudHMvQ0FTRlBEL3N1YnNjcmliZXJzL25ldz9wcmVmZXJlbmNlcz10cnVlIn0.we01oYGN1_AkCFlvvLqGo0Qf8r-KPq-8Iby4D-YMAQk/br/70335837406-l
https://lnks.gd/l/eyJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJidWxsZXRpbl9saW5rX2lkIjoxMDMsInVyaSI6ImJwMjpjbGljayIsImJ1bGxldGluX2lkIjoiMjAxOTEwMTguMTE3MjAyMzEiLCJ1cmwiOiJodHRwczovL3B1YmxpYy5nb3ZkZWxpdmVyeS5jb20vYWNjb3VudHMvQ0FTRlBEL3N1YnNjcmliZXIvZWRpdD9wcmVmZXJlbmNlcz10cnVlI3RhYjEifQ.LyJ4P2e4-sbhwy9Eqo8i0HKnyICqeRfqObSylel31SQ/br/70335837406-l
https://lnks.gd/l/eyJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJidWxsZXRpbl9saW5rX2lkIjoxMDQsInVyaSI6ImJwMjpjbGljayIsImJ1bGxldGluX2lkIjoiMjAxOTEwMTguMTE3MjAyMzEiLCJ1cmwiOiJodHRwczovL3N1YnNjcmliZXJoZWxwLmdvdmRlbGl2ZXJ5LmNvbS8ifQ.FrMlozoGfyI9Esh4GrbIQSZb6Qq_tRQ0UbCdTYiNmjo/br/70335837406-l
https://lnks.gd/l/eyJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJidWxsZXRpbl9saW5rX2lkIjoxMDUsInVyaSI6ImJwMjpjbGljayIsImJ1bGxldGluX2lkIjoiMjAxOTEwMTguMTE3MjAyMzEiLCJ1cmwiOiJodHRwczovL3NmLXBsYW5uaW5nLm9yZy9sb2NhdGlvbi1hbmQtaG91cnMifQ.-g4m8CUNnBzWoqAFDx89Q-7GUTPUXL37mwDwMlwTYQ8/br/70335837406-l
mailto:%20planningnews@sfgov.org
mailto:hestor@earthlink.net
https://lnks.gd/l/eyJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJidWxsZXRpbl9saW5rX2lkIjoxMTEsInVyaSI6ImJwMjpjbGljayIsImJ1bGxldGluX2lkIjoiMjAxOTEwMTguMTE3MjAyMzEiLCJ1cmwiOiJodHRwczovL3N1YnNjcmliZXJoZWxwLmdyYW5pY3VzLmNvbS8ifQ.c06YkN6smoxwueKY56jGGq3KllRiKOh7tYPBy6OVuWc/br/70335837406-l


 
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: 10/24/2019 PC Agenda Removal of 1st Public Comments Item
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 9:55:33 AM
Importance: High

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

From: gumby5@att.net <gumby5@att.net> 
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2019 9:52 AM
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Silva, Christine (CPC)
<christine.silva@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon
(BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS)
<matt.haney@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
<rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann
(BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>
Subject: 10/24/2019 PC Agenda Removal of 1st Public Comments Item
Importance: High
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners, et al.:
ISSUE:  The PC agenda for the upcoming 10/24/2019 meeting removes the early
“Public Comments – 15 minutes” item of the agenda. 
 
BACKGROUND:  Back in 2015, Planning Commission (PC) President Fong
appointed a committee (C. Johnson, K. Moore, & D. Richards) to work on changes to
its Rules & Regulations (R&Rs)* which are posted today as it was passed by the PC
on July 2, 2015.
 
REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATIONS:

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


1.  “Section 9. Order of Business” shows 10 items for “Order of Business” for the
PC agenda:

1.          Roll Call
2.          Consent Calendar
3.          Commission Matters
4.          Action Item List
5.          Department Matters
6.          Public Comment – 15 Minutes
7.          Regular Calendar
8.          Discretionary Review Calendar
9.          Public Comment
10.        Adjournment

           The President (or Chair) may change the order of business as determined necessary for the
Planning Commission to conduct its business effectively.
 
           While the *order* of the items *may* be changed, do the R&Rs allow any of
the 10 items to be removed from the agenda?
          
           If so, who has the authority to remove agenda items?  What is the process, if
any, on how items on the PC agenda “outline” are removed?
 

2.  “Article V – Amendments”:
Section 1. These Rules and Regulations may be amended by the Commission at any Regular
Meeting by a majority vote following a public hearing, providing that the amendment has been
calendared for hearing for at least ten days.
 
What role does the PC have in re changes to the R&Rs?  Would removal of
one of the 10 items in the “order of business” be considered an amendment?

 
3.  While I was reading the R&Rs, I also noticed that in Section 9, Item #4 (“Action

Item List”), is an item that no longer is seen on recent PC agendas.  Has it ever
been since the R&Rs were adopted?  Would that be considered an
amendment?

 
Perhaps the Board of Supervisors has no say on changes to the PC’s R&Rs but in
case they do, I copy them.
 
Thanks in advance for the clarifications.
Rose H.
-------------
* <<<<< REFERENCE >>>>>
 
https://sfplanning.org/resource/rules-regulations-san-francisco-planning-commission

RULES & REGULATIONS - SAN
FRANCISCO PLANNING

https://sfplanning.org/resource/rules-regulations-san-francisco-planning-commission


COMMISSION
ARTICLE I – NAME
Section 1. The Name of this Commission shall be "SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING

COMMISSION."

ARTICLE II – OFFICERS AND
APPOINTMENTS
Section 1. Officers. The Officers of this Commission shall consist of a President and a

Vice President. The President and Vice President shall be members of the Commission,

and shall be elected at the first Regular Meeting of the Commission held on or after the

15th day of January of each year; or at a subsequent Meeting, the date of which shall be

fixed by the Commission at the first Regular Meeting on or after the 15th day of January

each year. They shall hold office for one year or until their successors are elected.

Section 2. Election. The presiding officer takes public comment on the agenda item.

Then the presiding officer requests nominations for the office from the members of the

body. No second is required under Roberts' Rules of Order. When no additional

nominations are offered, the presiding officer closes the nomination. The Commission

then votes on the nomination in the order they were received. The first candidate to

receive a majority of the votes is elected to the office.

The President and Vice President shall not both be members of the commission

appointed by the Mayor or President of the Board of Supervisors. (If one is a Mayoral

appointee, the other position must be held by a member appointed by the President of the

Board of Supervisors).

Section 3. Planning Director. The Planning Director shall hold office at the pleasure of

the Commission and shall be qualified by training and experience to be the

administrative and technical head of the San Francisco Planning Department and of all

activities under the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission. An annual performance



evaluation by the full Commission may be convened in closed session.

Section 4. Commission Secretary. The Commission at any Regular or Special Meeting

may appoint a Commission Secretary who shall hold office at the pleasure of the

Commission.

ARTICLE III – DUTIES OF OFFICERS
Section 1. President. The President shall preside at all meetings of the Commission, shall

appoint all Committees and their Chairs, and shall perform all other duties necessary or

incidental to the office. The President shall attend all Meetings of bodies of which, by

the Charter, he or she is made an ex-officio member, or shall designate the Planning

Director or any member of the Commission to attend such Meetings in the place and

stead of the President.

Section 2. Vice President. In the event of the absence or inability to act of the President,

the Vice President shall take the place and perform the duties of the President. In the

event of absence or inability to act of both the President and Vice President, the

remaining members of the Commission shall elect one of their members to act

temporarily as President, by a majority vote of the remaining Commissioners.

ARTICLE IV – MEETINGS
Section 1. Regular Meetings. Regular Meetings of the Commission shall be open and

public and shall be held each Thursday of each month except in any month where there

are five (5) Thursdays. Where there are five (5) Thursdays in a month, the fifth Thursday

of the month shall be cancelled, unless otherwise adopted as part of the Hearing

Schedule. All Regular Meetings of the San Francisco Planning Commission shall not

start before 12:00 noon, unless otherwise noticed on the printed calendar at least 72

hours in advance of a scheduled hearing. The San Francisco Planning Commission does

hereby designate Room 400 of City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco,

California, as its regular meeting location unless otherwise noticed on the calendar at

least 72 hours in advance of a scheduled hearing, or if the need arises because room

capacity for Room 400 is anticipated to be exceeded. Provided that where matters of



special concern to certain areas or districts of the city are to be considered, a Meeting

place may be designated in the City and County within such areas or districts. The

Commission Secretary will present to the Commission on or before the first Regular

Meeting day of the year (or subsequent date as stipulated by the Commission) a list for

consideration and indication of adoption by voice vote, the Commission's Hearing

Schedule for the calendar year, including possible cancellation dates of Regular

Meetings to accommodate various holidays throughout the year.

Section 2. Special Meetings. Special Meetings of the Commission shall be open and

public and shall be held at such times as the Commission may determine. Special

meetings may be called by the President for any time, and must be called by the

President upon the written request of three members of the Commission, filed with the

Administrative Secretary. The Place of such Meetings shall be as provided above for

Regular Meetings.

Section 3. Notice. Notice1 of the time and place of every Regular Meeting of the

Commission shall be given to members of the Commission at least 72 hours before the

time of such Meeting, and shall be given by posting and otherwise, as required by San

Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.7 and California Government Code Section

54954.2. Notice of the time and place of every Special Meeting of the Commission shall

be given to members of the Commission at least 72 hours before the time of such

Meetings, and shall be given by posting and otherwise, as required by San Francisco

Administrative Code Section 67.6(f) and California Government Code Section 54956.

The Commission shall not consider nor act upon any matter at any Regular Meeting

except upon (1) written notice thereof as required by this Section 3, or (2) a condition

exists that requires emergency action as set forth in San Francisco Administrative Code

Section 67.7(e) and California Government Code Section 54954.2(b). No matter shall be

considered at any Special Meeting unless included in the Notice calling such meeting.
1. The San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 67 "The San Francisco Sunshine
Ordinance of 1999," Section 67.7 stipulates that policy bodies shall post an agenda
containing a meaningful description of each item of business to be transacted or
discussed at the meeting at least 72 hours before a regular meeting and that it shall post a
current agenda on its Internet site at least 72 hours before a regular meeting. Therefore,

https://sfplanning.org/resource/rules-regulations-san-francisco-planning-commission#note1
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter67thesanfranciscosunshineordinanc?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_67.7
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter67thesanfranciscosunshineordinanc?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_67.7
http://law.onecle.com/california/government/54954.2.html
http://law.onecle.com/california/government/54954.2.html


the term "notice" shall refer to both written and electronic formats.

Section 4. Cancellation or Change of Regular Meetings. If the Regular Meeting day falls

on a legal holiday, or if a recommendation is made by the Director that a Regular

Meeting be cancelled or changed, the Commission or the President may cancel the

Regular Meeting or fix another time therefor. Notice of cancellation or of a change in a

Regular Meeting time must be given at least seventy-two hours before the scheduled

time of such Meeting.

Section 5. Quorum. A quorum for the transaction of official business at any Regular or

Special Meeting shall consist of a majority of all members of the Commission, but a

smaller number may adjourn from time to time and may compel the attendance of absent

members in the manner and subject to the penalties, if any, provided by law.

Section 6. Voting.

a.  Procedural Matters. Pursuant to Charter Section 4.104, with respect to matters of
procedure the Commission may act by the affirmative vote of a majority of the
members present, so long as the members present constitute a quorum.

b.  Except as provided in "a" above, every Official Act taken by the Commission,
including, but not limited to, those based on its jurisdiction derived from the
Planning Code, Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code, the Subdivision Code and
Discretionary Review Powers of the Commission, may be by "Motion" or
"Resolution" adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission (four
(4) votes). All members present shall vote for or against each question brought to a
vote unless a member is excused from voting by a conflict of interest or a motion
adopted by a majority of the members present.
A motion that receives less than four votes is a failed motion resulting in
disapproval of the action requested to be taken by the Commission unless a
substitute motion for a continuance or other action is adopted. (For example: a
request for Conditional Use requires four votes to approve; failure to receive the
four votes results in denial of the conditional use. A request for Discretionary
Review requires four votes to take discretionary review and modify the project;
failure to receive four votes results in approval of the proposed project without
modification. Planning Code Section 302(c) sets forth the requirements for
Commission determinations regarding Planning Code amendments. Planning Code
Section 340(d) sets forth the requirements for Commission determinations
regarding General Plan amendments.)

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/charter_sf/articleivexecutivebranch-boardscommissio?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_4.104
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A motion of intent occurs when the Commission passes a motion by a majority of
all members of the Commission that is contrary to the preliminary
recommendation of the Planning Department staff and the Commission does not
have findings that support the intended action. Any Commissioner absent from
participation in the motion of intent must be provided all relevant case material
and hearing tapes for review prior to a scheduled hearing for consideration of the
final motion.

c.  Once the Commission holds the public hearing on a permit application, receives all
public testimony and declares that it is ready to consider approval or disapproval
of the application, the applicant shall not be permitted to withdraw the
application, except with the consent of the Commission. In the event that the
Commission passes any motion of intent to approve or disapprove a permit
application before them, the applicant shall not be permitted to withdraw the
application prior to the Commission's completion of their action with passage of a
written "Motion" with findings or a resolution.

d.  Once the Commission holds a public hearing on a matter before them, enters into
deliberation and a motion for action is made and receives a second prior to the
end of discussion, a request for "call the question" by any member other than the
President or Chair would be addressed as follows: The request for "call the
question" is considered a motion to halt discussion and must have a second to
proceed. If the motion does not receive a second, the motion dies and discussion
resumes on the matter on the floor prior to the motion to "call the question." If
the motion receives a second then a vote must be taken immediately and passed
by a majority of those present.

Section 7. Jurisdiction. Pursuant to Charter Section 4.105, the Commission has the

jurisdiction to approve prior to issuance "[all] permits and licenses dependent on, or

affected by, the Planning Code administered by the Planning Department." Acting under

this section, the Commission may at its discretion by a majority vote of the Commission

(four votes), request staff to bring before it for review any such permit or license that has

not yet been issued even if the application has been approved by the Commission or

Department staff and forwarded to the Central Permit Bureau. The Commission loses

jurisdiction upon either the City's issuance of the permit or license, or a valid appeal has

been filed to an appellate body.

Section 8. Parliamentary Procedure. The rules of parliamentary practice, as set forth in

Robert's Rules of Order, shall govern all meetings of the Commission except as

otherwise provided herein.

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/charter_sf/articleivexecutivebranch-boardscommissio?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_4.105


Section 9. Order of Business. The order of business at any Regular Meeting may be as

follows:

1.  Roll Call
2.  Consent Calendar
3.  Commission Matters
4.  Action Item List
5.  Department Matters
6.  Public Comment – 15 Minutes
7.  Regular Calendar
8.  Discretionary Review Calendar
9.  Public Comment

10.  Adjournment

The President (or Chair) may change the order of business as determined necessary for

the Planning Commission to conduct its business effectively.

Section 10. Public Comment. The item at each Regular Meeting shall provide an

opportunity for members of the public to address the Commission on items of interest to

the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission, but which

are not on the posted agenda for that Meeting. When that item is reached, members of

the public may address the Commission for up to three (3) minutes. The President may

limit the total testimony by all members of the public to fifteen (15) minutes.

Section 11. Consent Calendar: Items may be placed on a Consent Calendar section of the

Meeting Agenda. Items on the Consent Calendar may be approved by a single vote for

all items. Any Commissioner, any member of the public or the Director may request that

the item be taken off the Consent Calendar and placed on the regular agenda for that

Commission Hearing or a later hearing.

Section 12. Submittals: Procedure for submission of material related to any matter that

comes before the Commission for their consideration is addressed in Appendix A

attached to this document.

Section 13. Hearing Procedures: At either a Regular or Special Meeting, a public hearing



may be held before the Commission on any matter that is on the posted agenda of such

Meeting. The procedure for such public hearings is addressed in Appendix A attached to

this document.

Section 14. Record. A record shall be kept of each Regular and Special Meeting by the

Commission Secretary or by an Acting Secretary designated by the Commission

Secretary.

Section 15. Private Transcription. The President may authorize any person to transcribe

the proceedings of a Regular or Special Meeting provided that the President may require

that a copy of such transcript be provided for the Commission's permanent records.

ARTICLE V – AMENDMENTS
Section 1. These Rules and Regulations may be amended by the Commission at any

Regular Meeting by a majority vote following a public hearing, providing that the

amendment has been calendared for hearing for at least ten days.

Amended:

August 1, 1957 December 11, 1975 January 21, 1999

January 12, 1961 June 24, 1976 October 19, 2000

October 11, 1961 October 28, 1982 November 18, 2004

March 26, 1964 April 19, 1984 February 10, 2005



April 23, 1964 March 19, 1987 August 4, 2005

October 29, 1964 July 28, 1988 April 17, 2008

June 17, 1965 January 20, 1994 August 4, 2011

October 24, 1968 February 2, 1995 December 19, 2013

January 18, 1973 February 16, 1995 July 2, 2015

March 1974 September 28, 1995   

August 8, 1974 January 25, 1996  

APPENDIX A OF SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING COMMISSION RULES
& REGULATIONS



Submittals and Hearing Procedures:
A. Submittals

Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission in advance of 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. 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.

For sponsor and/or opposition briefs to be included in the packet forwarded to the

Planning Commission in advance of a hearing, 15 hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be

provided to the staff planner no later than the close of business eight days in advance of

the hearing. Generally, 5 p.m. Wednesdays.

These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be

made without a vote of the Commission.

B. Discretionary Review (DR) - Information Packet Form

I. Submittals:

a.  Submittals, including staff packets, are due to the Commission one week in
advance of hearing.

II. Content of submittals should be as follows:

a.  Abbreviated:

Staff cover memo attached to DR application and Project Sponsor response;

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
http://forms.sfplanning.org/DR_InfoPacket.pdf


Plans in compliance with the Planning Department's "Plan Submittal
Guidelines;"
Color streetscape of both sides of street;
Digital photographs of existing conditions.

b.  Full:

Same as stated in Abbreviated above; with
3-D Renderings.

c.  Environmental and historic resource documents to be attached to all submittals.

III. Hearing Procedures:

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

c.  Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3)
minutes each.

d.  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.

e.  Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to
three (3) minutes each.

f.  DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.
g.  Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.
h.  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.

IV. Other:

a.  Revisions should be submitted to staff and DR requestors by 5pm Tuesday (two
days) before the Thursday Hearing.

b.  Revisions submitted at hearing are discouraged and will only be considered at
Commission discretion.

C. Mandatory Discretionary Review (Dwelling Unit Removal)

I. Submittals:

http://forms.sfplanning.org/Plan_Submittal_Guidelines.pdf
http://forms.sfplanning.org/Plan_Submittal_Guidelines.pdf
http://forms.sfplanning.org/DURemoval_Application.pdf


a.  Submittals, including staff packets, are due to the Commission one week in
advance of hearing.

II. Hearing Procedures:

a.  A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff
b.  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 not to exceed five (5).

c.  Testimony by members of the public would be up to three (3) minutes each.
d.  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.

D. Cases (Conditional Use (CU); Office Allocation (321); Downtown Project (309);

etc.):

I. Submittals:

a.  Staff packet due to Commission one week in advance of hearing; or
b.  At the discretion of the Planning Director and Planning Commission Officers, two

weeks in advance of hearing.

II. Content of submittals should be as follows:

a.  Plans in compliance with the Planning Department's "Plan Submittal Guidelines;"
b.  Color streetscape of both sides of street;
c.  Digital photographs of existing conditions;
d.  3-D digital renderings; and
e.  Environmental and historic resource documents to be attached to all submittals.

III. Hearing Procedures:

a.  A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff.
b.  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.

http://forms.sfplanning.org/CUA_Application.pdf
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article3zoningprocedures?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_303
https://sfplanning.org/resource/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=8582
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article3zoningprocedures?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_321
https://sfplanning.org/resource/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=8407
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article3zoningprocedures?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_309


c.  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.

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

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

f.  Director's preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.
g.  Action by the Commission on the matter before it.
h.  In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be

limited to a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.
i.  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.

IV. Other:

a.  Revisions should be submitted to staff by 5pm Tuesday (two days) before the
Thursday Hearing.

b.  Revisions submitted at hearing are discouraged and will only be considered at
Commission discretion.

E. Policy or Major Project Informational Presentations

I. Submittals:

a.  Staff packet due to Commission one week in advance of hearing; or
b.  At the discretion of the Planning Director and Planning Commission Officers, two

weeks in advance of hearing.

II. Hearing Procedures:

a.  An introduction of the item or issue by the Director or a member of the staff.
b.  A presentation of the item or issue by staff or the issuing agency for a period not to



exceed 20 minutes.
c.  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.

III. Other:

a.  Revisions should be submitted to staff by 5pm Tuesday (two days) before the
Thursday Hearing.

b.  Revisions submitted at hearing are discouraged and will only be considered at
Commission discretion.

F. CEQA Appeals of Negative Declarations

I. Submittals:

a.  Staff packet due to Commission one week in advance of hearing; or
b.  At the discretion of the Planning Director and Planning Commission Officers, two

weeks in advance of hearing.

II. Hearing Procedures:

a.  A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff
b.  A presentation by the Appellant(s) team (includes appellant or their designee,

lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a
period not to exceed ten (10) minutes.

c.  A presentation 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 ten (10) minutes.

d.  Testimony by members of the public would be up to three (3) minutes each.
e.  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.

G. Amendment to motions should be read back at the same hearing before the vote

is taken.

NOTE
The Commission strongly discourages members of the public, project sponsors,



architects, lawyers, etc. to cross the railing that separates the Commission and staff from

the public seating area to engage in conversation with staff or the members of the

Commission while a meeting is in session.

AMENDED: July 2, 2015
 



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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Director of Planning Qualities and Qualifications – Staff Survey Results
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 9:53:17 AM
Attachments: Director of Planning Survey Results_v2.pdf

President Melgar and Commissioners:
 
Thank you for being open and proactive to considering staff input in the Director of Planning hiring process.
You’ve attended our staff meeting, been available for one-on-one conversations, and supported this survey
effort, and we thank you for that.
 
We appreciate the major responsibility it is to provide the Mayor with qualified candidates for the next Director.
That person will work with you, 200+ dedicated public servants in the department, elected officials, and the
diverse San Francisco community to implement the City’s vision. With such major responsibilities, we realize
there are many factors that go into the Commission’s decision process. We hope the attached staff survey
results inform your hiring process and look forward to the continued conversation. Please let us know if you
have any questions on the results.
 
Sincerely,
 
Tam Tran, Senior Planner, Citywide Planning
Wade Wietgrefe, Principal Planner, Environmental Planning
 
 
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
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@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
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DESIRED QUALIFICATIONS FOR NEW SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DIRECTOR 
RESULTS OF 2019 STAFF SURVEY 
October 21, 2019 


METHODOLOGY 


Two staff members1 worked together to prepare a process where Planning Department staff could 


provide input on the hiring process for the new Planning Director. A questionnaire with close- and open-


ended questions was chosen as the survey tool. Survey content was based on feedback from community 


members and commissioners who testified at the September 19th, 2019, Commission hearing about 


desired qualities and experience for the new Director and from a focus group of Planning staff on 


September 24th, 2019, on the same topics.  


An email was sent to staff with department email addresses that included a link to a survey on Friday, 


October 4th, 2019, and a request to complete the survey in the next seven days. Director of Commission 


Affairs Jonas P. Ionin also sent staff an email the same day requesting them to check their inboxes and 


junk folders for the survey. Three reminder emails were sent to staff with incomplete surveys prior to 


the survey closure on Friday, October 11th, 2019.  


1 Survey staff consist of Tam Tran, Citywide Planning, and Wade Wietgrefe, Environmental Planning. 


SURVEY RESULTS HIGHLIGHTS 


In a survey taken by 112 staff of the Planning Department, the following are respondents’ top 5 


priorities for desired characteristics in the next Planning Director, in order:  


• Personal qualities:


o Leader,


o Visionary,


o Principled,


o Inclusive, and


o Supportive


• Professional qualifications


o Knowledge of technical aspects of planning,


o Experience supporting staff,


o Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, policies, and


projects


o Experience building external relationships, and


o Experience advancing equity


Themes from open-ended responses reinforced the italicized terms. 


Staff would appreciate additional opportunities to participate and transparency in the hiring 


process. 
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After the survey closed, survey staff reviewed email addresses for validity before deleting potentially 


personally identifying information.2  


Survey staff used two different methods for analysis:  


1) For close-ended questions #1 and #3, responses were analyzed overall and by division, tenure, 


and position.3  


 


2) For open-ended questions #2, #4, and #5, themes were identified that corresponded to what 


staff wrote in their responses.4  


SURVEY RESULTS SUMMARY 


A total of 112 out of 216 available5 staff (52%) participated in the survey. The following charts display 


participant breakdown by division (Figure 1),6,7 tenure (Figure 2), and position (Figure 3). The summary 


then includes overall survey results, identified themes, and select open-ended responses. Refer to the 


appendices for further participant breakdown and all open-ended responses.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


                                                           
2 All completed surveys were from department-registered email address. Two completed surveys came from 
department group email addresses and were subsequently removed from analysis.  
3 For example, if four participants ranked “leader” as their first priority for qualities desired in a Planning Director 
and three participants ranked “leader” as their third priority, the combined priority would be 7 (4 + 3).  
4 Survey staff removed all other information from open-ended responses to avoid any potential for individual 
identification.  
5 Survey staff considered staff at 12 email addresses unavailable due to automatic email replies during the survey 
period (e.g., vacation, parental leave, etc.).  
6 Divisions in the “All Others” category refer to: Commission Affairs, Design Review, Director’s Office, Executive 
Programs, Office of Short-Term Rentals, and Zoning & Compliance. Survey staff combined these divisions in the 
analysis due to the low participant size for each division or grouping available in the survey (n < 10). 
7 The total number of survey respondents divided by total number of available staff in that category was: 
Administration = 45%; Citywide = 69%; Current = 50%; Environmental = 63%; and All Others = 46%. Different 
response rates by category could skew overall results. Staff response rate by tenure and position was unavailable. 
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Question 1: Of the following, which personal qualities would you desire most in the next Planning Director? 


Rank your top 3 with 1 being the most desired personal quality.  


Table Q1 displays the overall combined priority rankings to question 1.  


Table Q1. Combined Priority – Overall 


Rank Personal Quality N % 


1.  Leader 59 53% 


2.  Visionary 40 36% 


3.  Principled 39 35% 


4. Inclusive 36 32% 


4. Supportive 36 32% 


6. Balanced 33 30% 


7. Pragmatic 26 23% 


8. Compassionate 20 18% 


9. Sincere 15 14% 


10. Thoughtful 13 12% 


11. Dynamic 11 10% 


12. Flexible 4 4% 
Number of respondents = 111 
Total number (n) of responses = 332 (one participant didn’t 
provide a 2 ranking) 
% = percent of respondents who ranked this quality in the top 3 


 


Respondents across divisions, tenures, and positions consistently ranked “leader” high, with 53 percent 


of respondents selecting this personal quality in their top 3. Of the combined top 5 personal qualities, 


respondents’ responses to “visionary” displayed the greatest variability: 17 of the 40 combined priorities 


responses were from the Citywide Planning Division. 


Question 2: Are there any other personal qualities not listed in question 1 that you highly desire in the next 


Planning Director? 


These themes emerged from staff who provided open-ended responses to this question (n = 41):  


1) Fair/equitable/diverse 


Example responses: 


• “Fair and unbiased” 


• “Has a background that gives her/him a deep understanding of equity issues” 


• “Sensitive to marginalized communities and employees” 


• “Woke” 


 


2) Approachable/personable  


Example responses: 


• “Charismatic, honest, genuine, respectful, and understanding. Someone who is friendly 


to staff but not in a superficial way” 


• “Values and respects all employees regardless of who they are or what they do” 


• “Willing to ‘walk the floors,’ make an effort to learn staff's names, be approachable with 


an open door” 
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3) Collaborative 


Example response: 


• “Relationship builder” 


 


Question 3: Of the following, which professional qualifications would you desire most in the next Planning 


Director? Rank your top 3 with 1 being the most desired professional qualification.  


Table Q3 displays the overall combined priority rankings to question 3.  


Table Q3. Combined Priority – Overall 


Rank Professional Qualification N % 


1.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 50 45% 


2.  Experience supporting staff 41 37% 


3.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


39 35% 


4. Experience building external relationships 37 33% 


5. Experience advancing equity 32 29% 


6. Knowledge of San Francisco 31 28% 


7. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


30 27% 


8. Public sector experience and achievement 26 23% 


9. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


22 20% 


10. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 16 14% 


11. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 10 9% 


12. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 1 1% 
Number of respondents = 112 
Total number (n) of responses = 335 (one participant didn’t provide a 3 ranking) 
% = percent of respondents who ranked this qualification in the top 3 


 


Respondents across divisions, tenures, and positions consistently ranked “knowledge of various 


technical aspects of planning” high, with 45 percent of respondents selecting this professional 


qualification as one of their top 3 priorities. Variability existed with professional qualifications with some 


groups prioritizing certain professional qualifications more than the overall department. Some highlights 


from the responses to this question include: 


• Current Planning Division prioritized “experience supporting staff” more;  


• Staff with less than five years of tenure and Assistant/Associate-level staff prioritized 


“experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, policies, and projects” more; 


• Citywide Planning Division and Assistant/Associate-level staff prioritized “experiencing 


advancing equity” more; and  


• Environmental Planning prioritized “knowledge of San Francisco” more. 
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Question 4: Are there any other professional qualifications not listed in question 3 that you highly desire in 


the next Planning Director? 


These themes emerged from staff who provided open-ended responses to this question (n = 32):  


1) Experience with racial and social equity and working in diverse settings 


Example responses: 


• “Experience building and championing a racial and social equity culture through 


organizational transformation. Ability to hold managers accountable to equitable hiring 


processes…” 


• “Planning/policy experience working in a racially and economically diverse city dealing 


with challenges of growth and displacement” 


 


2) Experience with organizational change and consensus 


Example responses: 


• “Experience building internal consensus on what the Department should prioritize; 


Experience in reaching compromise between divisions of an organization” 


•  “Process improvement, organizational development, not afraid to make bold changes in 


the department”  


• “Someone who can lead, motivate, inspire, and be an effective communicator with staff 


and others” 


 


3) Skillful/experience with politics 


Example responses: 


• “Experience navigating complex politics and bureaucracy” 


• “Realistic, strategic, savvy” 


• “Someone who is willing to take politically challenging positions and stand by them, 


despite pressure from politicians and entrenched interests…” 


 


Question 5: Do you have any other feedback for the Planning Director hiring process?  


These themes emerged from staff who provided open-ended responses to this question (n = 34):  


1) Additional opportunities for the department to participate and transparency in the process 


Example responses:  


• “It would be a more transparent and equitable process if the Commission allowed 


employees at all levels and racial demographics an opportunity to sit in the room during 


the interview panels even if we do not do the questioning. It would be wonderful if 


Planner Tech-Planner IIIs could submit questions for the interview panels to ask as 


well…”  


• “Please be transparent to the staff the process and the responses to this survey. We 


need someone who will stay with the department several years.”  
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2) Racial and social equity


Example responses:


• “I would like a Director that is invested in the success and development of their staff,


and actively works toward equity in the communities & department”


• “… Sincerely hope the Commission and Mayor look at past directors and the need for a


leader that is a woman of color or male candidate of color as we have only had males


that identify as white.”


• “The Planning Department's Racial and Social Equity Initiative has goals, objectives, and


actions to integrate racial and social equity into our work; including in the hiring


process. My feedback for the Planning Commission is to also take that into


consideration during the hiring process and in consideration of candidates.”


3) Additional qualities and qualifications


Example responses:


• “… Deliver a Director that is an engaged, proactive problem-solver capable of timely and


effective decision-making skills; not just to deal with the most difficult problems, but to


set a healthy tone for the rest of our Department.”


• “Someone who will maintain and support the existing culture that makes this a nice


place to work (respectful, fun, family-friendly), but someone that will also take a


strategic perspective of long-term goals, where silos make our work more difficult, how


staffing is allocated among divisions, and where tools and processes can be improved.
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A-1 


APPENDIX A  RESPONSES BY DIVISION TO QUESTIONS 1 AND 3 


A-1 Administration Division Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table A-1, Q1 displays the Administration Division’s combined priority rankings to question 1. The 


Administration Division’s top 5 rankings were representative of the overall department. 


Table A-1, Q1. Combined Priority – Administration Division 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1.  Leader 6 


2.  Balanced 5 


2.  Principled 5 


4. Pragmatic 3 


4. Supportive 3 


4. Visionary 3 


7. Dynamic 2 


7. Flexible 2 


9. Compassionate 1 


9. Inclusive 1 


9. Sincere 1 


9. Thoughtful 1 
Number of respondents = 11 
Total number (n) of responses = 33 


 


Table A-1, Q3 displays the Administration Division’s combined priority rankings to question 3. The 


Administration Division’s top 5 rankings were representative of the overall department. 


Table A-1, Q3. Combined Priority – Administration Division 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 6 


2. Public sector experience and achievement 5 


3.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


4 


3. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


4 


3. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


4 


6.  Experience supporting staff 3 


6. Knowledge of San Francisco 3 


8. Experience building external relationships 1 


8. Experience advancing equity 1 


8. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 1 


8. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 1 


12. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 0 
Number of respondents = 11 
Total number (n) of responses = 33 
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A-2 Citywide Planning Division Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table A-2, Q1 displays the Citywide Planning Division’s combined priority rankings to question 1. The 


Citywide Planning Division’s prioritized the visionary personal quality more than the overall department. 


Table A-2, Q1. Combined Priority – Citywide Planning Division 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1. Visionary 17 


2.  Leader 14 


3. Inclusive 11 


4.  Principled 9 


5. Supportive 7 


6. Thoughtful 5 


7.  Balanced 4 


7. Compassionate 4 


7. Sincere 4 


10. Dynamic 3 


11. Pragmatic 2 


12. Flexible 1 
Number of respondents = 27 
Total number (n) of responses = 81 


 


Table A-2, Q3 displays the Citywide Planning Division’s combined priority rankings to question 3. The 


Citywide Planning Division’s prioritized experience advancing equity more than the overall department. 


Table A-2, Q3. Combined Priority – Citywide Planning Division 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1. Experience advancing equity 11 


1.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


11 


3.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 10 


4. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


9 


4. Experience building external relationships 9 


6. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


8 


6.  Experience supporting staff 8 


8. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 5 


8. Knowledge of San Francisco 5 


10. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 3 


11. Public sector experience and achievement 2 


12. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 0 
Number of respondents = 27 
Total number (n) of responses = 81 
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A-3 Current Planning Division Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table A-3, Q1 displays the Current Planning Division’s combined priority rankings to question 1. The 


Current Planning Division’s prioritized the pragmatic personal quality more than the overall department. 


Table A-3, Q1. Combined Priority – Current Planning Division 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1.  Leader 16 


2. Inclusive 13 


3. Supportive 12 


4.  Balanced 10 


4. Pragmatic 10 


6.  Principled 7 


6. Sincere 7 


8. Visionary 5 


9. Compassionate 4 


10. Dynamic 3 


11. Thoughtful 0 


11. Flexible 0 
Number of respondents = 29 
Total number (n) of responses = 87 


 


Table A-3, Q3 displays the Current Planning Division’s combined priority rankings to question 3. The 


Current Planning Division’s prioritizes experience supporting staff more than the overall department. 


Table A-3, Q3. Combined Priority – Current Planning Division 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 16 


2.  Experience supporting staff 15 


3. Experience building external relationships 10 


4.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


9 


5. Public sector experience and achievement 8 


5. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


8 


5. Knowledge of San Francisco 8 


8. Experience advancing equity 7 


9. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 4 


10. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 2 


10. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


2 


12. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 0 
Number of respondents = 30 
Total number (n) of responses = 89 (one participant didn’t provide a 3 ranking) 
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A-4 Environmental Planning Division Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table A-4, Q1 displays the Environmental Planning Division’s combined priority rankings to question 1. 


The Environmental Planning Division’s top 5 rankings were representative of the overall department. 


Table A-4, Q1. Combined Priority – Environmental Planning Division 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1.  Leader 15 


2.  Principled 10 


3.  Balanced 9 


3. Supportive 9 


5. Inclusive 8 


6. Visionary 7 


7. Pragmatic 6 


8. Thoughtful 4 


9. Compassionate 3 


10. Sincere 2 


11. Dynamic 1 


11. Flexible 1 
Number of respondents = 25 
Total number (n) of responses = 75 


 


Table A-4, Q3 displays the Environmental Planning Division’s combined priority rankings to question 3. 


The Environmental Planning Division’s prioritized knowledge of San Francisco more than the overall 


department. 


Table A-4, Q3. Combined Priority – Environmental Planning Division 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


11 


2. Knowledge of San Francisco 10 


3. Experience building external relationships 9 


4.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 8 


5. Experience advancing equity 7 


6. Public sector experience and achievement 6 


6. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


6 


6. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 6 


6.  Experience supporting staff 6 


10. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


3 


11. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 2 


12. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 1 
Number of respondents = 25 
Total number (n) of responses = 75 
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A-5 All Others Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table A-5, Q1 displays the Commission Affairs, Design Review, Director’s Office, Executive Programs,  


Office of Short-Term Rentals, and Zoning & Compliance Divisions’ combined priority rankings to question 1. 


Respondents in these divisions prioritized the compassionate personal quality more than the overall 


department. 


Table A-5, Q1. Combined Priority – All Others 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1. Compassionate 8 


1.  Leader 8 


1.  Principled 8 


1. Visionary 8 


5.  Balanced 5 


5. Pragmatic 5 


5. Supportive 5 


8. Inclusive 3 


8. Thoughtful 3 


10. Dynamic 2 


11. Sincere 1 


12. Flexible 0 
Number of respondents = 19 
Total number (n) of responses = 56 (one participant 
didn’t provide a 2 ranking) 


 


Table A-5, Q3 displays the Commission Affairs, Design Review, Director’s Office, Executive Programs,  


Office of Short-Term Rentals, and Zoning & Compliance Divisions’ combined priority rankings to question 3. 


The top 5 rankings for respondents in these divisions are representative of the overall department. 


Table A-5, Q3. Combined Priority – All Others 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 10 


2.  Experience supporting staff 9 


3. Experience building external relationships 8 


4. Experience advancing equity 6 


5. Public sector experience and achievement 5 


5. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


5 


5. Knowledge of San Francisco 5 


8.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


4 


9. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


3 


10. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 2 


11. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 0 


11. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 0 
Number of respondents = 19 
Total number (n) of responses = 57 
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APPENDIX B  RESPONSES BY TENURE TO QUESTIONS 1 AND 3 


B-1 ≤ 5 years Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table B-1, Q1 displays combined priority rankings for question 1 by respondents with less than 5 years of 


tenure. The top 5 rankings for staff with this tenure are representative of the overall department. 


Table B-1, Q1. Combined Priority – ≤ 5 years 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1.  Leader 24 


2.  Principled 22 


3. Inclusive 18 


4.  Balanced 17 


4. Visionary 17 


6. Supportive 16 


7. Pragmatic 12 


8. Compassionate 11 


9. Sincere 9 


10. Dynamic 8 


11. Thoughtful 6 


12. Flexible 2 
Number of respondents = 54 
Total number (n) of responses = 162 


 


Table B-2, Q3 displays combined priority rankings for question 3 by respondents with less than 5 years of 


tenure. Staff with this tenure prioritized experience with improving and delivering challenging 


processes, policies, and projects more than the overall department. 


Table B-2, Q3. Combined Priority – ≤ 5 years 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 25 


2.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


24 


3. Experience building external relationships 20 


4. Experience advancing equity 17 


4.  Experience supporting staff 17 


6. Public sector experience and achievement 16 


7. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


15 


7. Knowledge of San Francisco 15 


9. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 6 


10. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


5 


11. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 4 


12. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 1 
Number of respondents = 55 
Total number (n) of responses = 165 
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B-2 >5 ≤ 10 years Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table B-2, Q1 displays combined priority rankings for question 1 by respondents with >5 and ≤ 10 years 


of tenure. The top 5 rankings for staff with this tenure are representative of the overall department.  


Table B-2, Q1. Combined Priority – >5 ≤ 10 years 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1.  Leader 17 


2. Visionary 11 


3. Supportive 10 


4.  Balanced 9 


4. Pragmatic 9 


6. Inclusive 8 


7.  Principled 7 


8. Compassionate 6 


9. Sincere 4 


10. Dynamic 3 


10. Thoughtful 3 


12. Flexible 0 
Number of respondents = 29 
Total number (n) of responses = 87 


 


Table B-2, Q3 displays combined priority rankings for question 3 by respondents with >5 and ≤ 10 years 


of tenure. Staff with this tenure prioritized experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 


position more than the overall department. 


Table B-2, Q3. Combined Priority – >5 ≤ 10 years 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 14 


2. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


12 


3.  Experience supporting staff 11 


4.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


9 


5. Experience advancing equity 8 


5. Knowledge of San Francisco 8 


7. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


7 


8. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 6 


9. Experience building external relationships 5 


10. Public sector experience and achievement 4 


11. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 2 


12. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 0 
Number of respondents = 29 
Total number (n) of responses = 86 (one participant didn’t provide a 3 ranking) 
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B-3 >10 ≤ 15 years Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table B-3, Q1 displays combined priority rankings for question 1 by respondents with >10 and ≤ 15 years 


of tenure. The top 5 rankings for staff with this tenure are representative of the overall department.  


Table B-3, Q1. Combined Priority – >10 ≤ 15 years 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1.  Leader 12 


2. Inclusive 8 


2. Supportive 8 


4. Visionary 7 


5.  Principled 6 


6.  Balanced 5 


7. Pragmatic 3 


8. Compassionate 2 


9. Flexible 1 


9. Sincere 1 


9. Thoughtful 1 


12. Dynamic 0 
Number of respondents = 18 
Total number (n) of responses = 54 


 


Table B-3, Q3 displays combined priority rankings for question 3 by respondents with >10 and ≤ 15 years 


of tenure. The top 5 rankings for staff with this tenure are representative of the overall department.  


Table B-3, Q3. Combined Priority – >10 ≤ 15 years 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1. Experience building external relationships 9 


2.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 7 


2.  Experience supporting staff 7 


4. Experience advancing equity 6 


4. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


6 


6. Knowledge of San Francisco 5 


7.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


4 


8. Public sector experience and achievement 3 


8. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 3 


10. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 2 


10. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


2 


12. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 0 
Number of respondents = 18 
Total number (n) of responses = 54 
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B-4 >15 years Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table B-4, Q1 displays combined priority rankings for question 1 by respondents with greater than 15 


years of tenure. The top 5 rankings for staff with this tenure are representative of the overall 


department. Staff with this tenure prioritized the thoughtful personal quality more than the overall 


department. 


Table B-4, Q1. Combined Priority – >15 years 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1.  Leader 6 


2. Visionary 5 


5. Supportive 2 


3.  Principled 4 


4. Thoughtful 3 


5.  Balanced 2 


5. Inclusive 2 


5. Pragmatic 2 


9. Compassionate 1 


9. Flexible 1 


9. Sincere 1 


12. Dynamic 0 
Number of respondents = 10 
Total number (n) of responses = 29 (one participant 
didn’t provide a 2 ranking) 


 


Table B-4, Q3 displays combined priority rankings for question 3 by respondents with greater than 15 


years of tenure. The top 5 rankings for staff with this tenure are representative of the overall 


department.  


Table B-4, Q3. Combined Priority – >15 years 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1.  Experience supporting staff 6 


2.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 4 


3. Public sector experience and achievement 3 


3. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


3 


3. Experience building external relationships 3 


3. Knowledge of San Francisco 3 


7. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 2 


7. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


2 


7.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


2 


10. Experience advancing equity 1 


10. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 1 


12. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 0 
Number of respondents = 10 
Total number (n) of responses = 30 
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APPENDIX C  RESPONSES BY POSITION TO QUESTIONS 1 AND 3 


C-1 Administrative Staff Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table C-1, Q1 displays Administrative staff’s combined priority rankings to question 1. The top 5 rankings 


for staff with this position were representative of the overall department. 


Table C-1, Q1. Combined Priority – Administrative Staff 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1.  Leader 6 


2. Supportive 5 


3.  Balanced 4 


3. Visionary 4 


5. Compassionate 3 


5.  Principled 3 


7. Dynamic 2 


7. Thoughtful 2 


9. Inclusive 1 


10. Flexible 0 


10. Pragmatic 0 


10. Sincere 0 
Number of respondents = 10 
Total number (n) of responses = 30 


 


Table C-1, Q3 displays Administrative staff’s combined priority rankings to question 3. The top 5 rankings 


for staff with this position are representative of the overall department. 


Table C-1, Q3. Combined Priority – Administrative Staff 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 5 


2. Public sector experience and achievement 4 


2. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


4 


4.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


3 


4.  Experience supporting staff 3 


4. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


3 


4. Knowledge of San Francisco 3 


8. Experience advancing equity 2 


8. Experience building external relationships 2 


10. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 1 


11. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 0 


11. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 0 
Number of respondents = 10 
Total number (n) of responses = 30 
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C-2 Assistant/Associate-level Staff Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table C-2, Q1 displays Assistant/Associate-level staff combined priority rankings to question 1. Staff with 


this position prioritized the compassionate personal quality more than the overall department. 


Table C-2, Q1. Combined Priority – Assistant/Associate-level Staff 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1. Visionary 9 


2. Inclusive 8 


3. Compassionate 6 


3.  Leader 6 


3.  Principled 6 


3. Supportive 6 


7.  Balanced 5 


7. Sincere 5 


9. Pragmatic 4 


10. Thoughtful 3 


11. Dynamic 2 


12. Flexible 0 
Number of respondents = 20 
Total number (n) of responses = 60 


 


Table C-2, Q3 displays Assistant/Associate-level staff combined priority rankings to question 3. Staff with 


this position prioritized experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, policies, and 


projects more than the overall department. 


Table C-2, Q3. Combined Priority – Assistant/Associate-level Staff 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


12 


2. Experience advancing equity 9 


3.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 8 


4.  Experience supporting staff 7 


4. Knowledge of San Francisco 7 


6. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


6 


7. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


4 


7. Experience building external relationships 4 


9. Public sector experience and achievement 3 


9. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 3 


11. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 0 


11. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 0 
Number of respondents = 21 
Total number (n) of responses = 63 
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C-3 Senior-level Staff Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table C-3, Q1 displays Senior-level staff’s combined priority rankings to question 1. The top 5 rankings 


for staff with this position are representative of the overall department. 


Table C-3, Q1. Combined Priority – Senior-level Staff 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1.  Leader 32 


2.  Principled 18 


2. Visionary 18 


4. Inclusive 15 


4. Supportive 15 


6.  Balanced 14 


6. Pragmatic 14 


8. Compassionate 8 


9. Thoughtful 7 


10. Dynamic 6 


10. Sincere 6 


12. Flexible 3 
Number of respondents = 52 
Total number (n) of responses = 156 


 


Table C-3, Q3 displays Senior-level staff’s combined priority rankings to question 3. The top 5 rankings 


for staff with this position are representative of the overall department. 


Table C-3, Q3. Combined Priority – Senior-level Staff 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 24 


2.  Experience supporting staff 20 


2. Experience building external relationships 20 


4.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


18 


5. Experience advancing equity 15 


6. Knowledge of San Francisco 14 


7. Public sector experience and achievement 11 


7. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


11 


9. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


9 


10. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 6 


10. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 6 


12. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 1 
Number of respondents = 52 
Total number (n) of responses = 155 (one participant didn’t provide a 3 ranking) 
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C-4 Senior or Middle-level Manager Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table C-4, Q1 displays Senior or Middle-level managers’ combined priority rankings to question 1. The 


top 5 rankings for staff with this position were representative of the overall department. 


Table C-4, Q1. Combined Priority – Senior or Middle-level Manager 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1.  Leader 15 


2.  Principled 11 


3. Inclusive 10 


4. Visionary 9 


5.  Balanced 8 


5. Pragmatic 8 


5. Supportive 8 


8. Compassionate 3 


8. Sincere 3 


10. Flexible 1 


10. Thoughtful 1 


12. Dynamic 0 
Number of respondents = 26 
Total number (n) of responses = 77 (one participant 
didn’t provide a 2 ranking) 


 


Table C-4, Q3 displays Senior or Middle-level managers’ combined priority rankings to question 3. The 


top 5 rankings for staff with this position were representative of the overall department. 


Table C-4, Q3. Combined Priority – Senior or Middle-level Manager 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 12 


2. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


10 


2. Experience building external relationships 10 


4.  Experience supporting staff 9 


5. Public sector experience and achievement 7 


5. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


7 


5. Knowledge of San Francisco 7 


8.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


6 


9. Experience advancing equity 5 


9. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 6 


11. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 2 


12. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 0 
Number of respondents = 26 
Total number (n) of responses = 78 
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C-5 Other Staff Responses to Questions 1 and 3 


Table C-5, Q1 displays Other Staff’s combined priority rankings to question 1. The top 5 rankings for staff 


with this position are representative of the overall department. 


Table C-5, Q1. Combined Priority – Other Staff 


Rank Personal Quality N 


1.  Balanced 2 


1. Inclusive 2 


1. Supportive 2 


4. Dynamic 1 


4.  Principled 1 


4. Sincere 1 


7. Compassionate 0 


7. Flexible 0 


7.  Leader 0 


7. Pragmatic 0 


7. Thoughtful 0 


7. Visionary 0 
Number of respondents = 3 
Total number (n) of responses = 9 


 


Table C-5, Q3 displays Other Staff’s combined priority rankings to question 3. The top 5 rankings for staff 


with this position are representative of the overall department. 


Table C-5, Q3. Combined Priority – Other Staff 


Rank Professional Qualification N 


1.  Experience supporting staff 2 


2. Executive-level experience and accomplishments 1 


2. Public sector experience and achievement 1 


2. Professional and educational experience and achievement in 
planning 


1 


2.  Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning 1 


2. Experience advancing equity 1 


2. Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s 
position 


1 


2. Experience building external relationships 1 


9.  Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, 
policies, and projects 


0 


9. Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization 0 


9. Knowledge of San Francisco 0 


9. Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges 0 
Number of respondents = 3 
Total number (n) of responses = 9 
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APPENDIX D  ALL RESPONSES TO QUESTION 2 


Table D, Q2 displays all open-ended responses to question 2, which asked survey takers if there are 


other personal qualities not listed in question 1 that they highly desire. The table also identifies their 


associated themes. 


Table D, Q2. Combined Open-Ended Responses on Other Desired Personal Qualities 
Theme Open-Ended Response 


2 Approachable 


2 Approachable /available 


 Articulate; Confident/courageous 


 Assertive 


 Calm 


2 Charismatic, honest, genuine, respectful, and understanding.  Someone who is friendly to staff but not 
in a superficial way. 


 Clear about their vision/expectations 


3 collaborative 


3 collaborative 


 compassion and sense of humor 


3 consensus builder aka collaborator 


2 Considerate, down to earth, and unafraid to support their staff even if it's contrary to leading political 
opinion 


 Decisive 


 Direct and decisive in handling external and internal conflict. Someone that empowers and includes 
all-levels of staff in decision-making. 


2 empathetic/humanist approach to management. Please don't hire an a******. 


1 Fair and Humble 


1 fair and unbiased 


1 Feminist 


1 Has a background that gives her/him a deep understanding of equity issues 


1 honest, non-discriminatory, has integrity, genuinely open to and respective of people of color, non-
retaliatory, not vindictive 


 independent (non-partisan) 


 Inspiring 


 Integrity 


 Intellectual 


1 not a white man 


1 NOT ANOTHER WHITE MALE. 


 Organized 


 Passionate, fosters a family feeling, excited to do the work, calm, friendly 


2 Personable 


2 Personable, someone who has thick skin, risk-taker 


3 relationship builder, effective 


1 Sensitive to marginalized communities and employees 


1 socially aware 


2 Someone genuinely interested in the staff that make up the Planning Department and in the 
residents/communities. 


1 Someone who brings a diverse quality in terms of race, gender, etc. 


 Strategic. 


 Unifier 
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Theme Open-Ended Response 


1, 2 Values and respects all employees regardless of who they are or what they do 


2 willing to "walk the floors," make an effort to learn staff's names, be approachable with an open door 


1 Woke 


1 Woke. 
Key 
1 = Fair, equitable, diverse 
2 = Approachable, personable 
3 = Collaborative 
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APPENDIX E  ALL RESPONSES TO QUESTION 4 


Table E, Q4 displays all open-ended responses to question 4, which asked survey takers if there are 


other professional qualifications not listed in question 3 that they highly desire. The table also identifies 


their associated themes. 


Table E, Q4. Combined Open-Ended Responses on Other Desired Professional Qualifications 
Theme Open-Ended Response 


 A strong scientific background providing a deep knowledge and understanding of the implications of 
climate change, and the steps that we as planners can take to mitigate them. 


3 Awareness of current politics regarding state-wide land use and environmental effects of land use 
policy. 


 Be fair minded; avoid workplace favoritism! 


 Critical thinker 


 Demonstrated leadership skills; capable of quality and timely decision making in difficult / contentious 
environments; solutions oriented, capable of solving difficult problems and providing direction in a 
timely manner; negotiation and mediation skills. 


1, 2 Experience building and championing a racial and social equity culture through organizational 
transformation. Ability to hold managers accountable to equitable hiring processes. Ability to 
streamline the red tape while engaging the marginalized communities in what really matters. Ability 
to solve displacement and affordable housing crisis by political means. Ability to upzone entire City by 
political power. Ability to establish performance goals required in all teams in the department and 
then monitor them. Ability to successfully restructure divisions within the department instead of not 
wanting to step on toes. 


2 Experience building internal consensus on what the Department should prioritize; Experience in 
reaching compromise between divisions of an organization (ex. Design and CP); 


2 experience directing organizational and cultural change 


 Experience identifying and successfully implementing unique solutions to challenging issues 


1 experience in dealing with employees who exhibit inappropriate behavior toward people of color and 
not being afraid to address these issues head on, experience in genuinely promoting racial equity and 
not just expressing talking points publicly, a Director who does not allow ideas to be stolen from 
people of color by white staff, a Director who does not only listen to persons who act like white men, 
someone who is open to all perspectives 


2 Experience in team building at the management level 


2 Experience managing Mayor and setting citywide priorities    Experience and achievement managing 
internal, bureacratic change    Experience aligning multiple agencies in long-range planning 


2 experience managing organizational change 


3 Experience maneuvering complex political contexts 


3 Experience navigating complex politics and bureaucracy 


1 Experience working in an urban area or addressing the critical challenges of displacement and 
gentrification, affordability, climate resiliency. 


 experience working with different sectors, experience working with regional agencies and advocating 
for a city's interests at the regional level 


 Experienced communicator able to distill technical topics with ease 


 In addition, the candidates advanced to the Mayor should have experience in addressing issues of 
concern to San Franciscans - affordability, neighborhood livability, and environmental quality. 


 Knowledge of the City & County's complex departments and ability to navigate/communicate with the 
administrative side outside of technical planning duties. 


 Knowledge/implementation of historic preservation policy/practice 


 knowledgeable and supportive of the department's urban design function and public realm as key to 
addressing our greatest challenges 
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Theme Open-Ended Response 


3 Not being easily infuenced by city hall while maintaining a good relationship with them. 


2 Organizational management experience 


 Persuasive skills 


1 planning/ policy experience working in a racially and economically diverse city dealing with challenges 
of growth and displacement 


2 Process improvement, organizational development, not afraid to make bold changes in the 
department 


3 Realistic, strategic, savvy 


3 skillful in politics 


2 Someone who can lead, motivate, inspire, and be an effective communicator with staff and others. 


 Someone who has made "impossible" changes happen. 


3 Someone who is willing to take politically challenging positions and stand by them, despite pressure 
from politicians and entrenched interests (e.g. property owners, developers) 


Key 
1 = Additional opportunities for the department to participate and transparency in the process  
2 = Experience with organizational change and consensus 
3 = Skillful/experience with politics 
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APPENDIX F  ALL RESPONSES TO QUESTION 5 


Table F, Q5 displays all open-ended responses to question 5, which asked survey takers if they had any 


other feedback for the Planning Director hiring process. The table also identifies their associated 


themes. 


Table F, Q5. Combined Open-Ended Responses on Other Feedback 
Theme Open-Ended Response 


 An outside person free from SF political affiliations would be nice 


1 Before final selection, please have the senior managers meet with them. 


 Consider candidates that are committed to staying for a long time and improving through on the job 
experience 


1 Consider selecting a small group of staff that includes non-senior management to interview them. 


3 I am extremely concerned that this recruitment deliver a Director that is an engaged, proactive 
problem-solver capable of timely and effective decision making skills; not just to deal with the most 
difficult problems, but to set a healthy tone for the rest of our Department. 


3 I appreciate that Director Rahaim has brought the Planning Department into a more global 
conversation by dedicating resources to topics not often discussed by City Agencies, such as racial and 
social equity or regionalism, and I think the future Director needs to continue to be engaged in those 
conversations.     My day-to-day frustration is a result of implementing iterative, disjointed housing 
policy that is complicated for staff, elected officials, and members of the public to understand. My 
ideal Director would be able to advocate for more straightforward, comprehensive regulations, both 
at the local and state level, and will lead legislative efforts to modernize and simplify our zoning code 
(some examples of a modernized zoning code could include eliminating single family zoning, 
establishing minimum densities in transit-rich areas, creating a ministerial approval process for certain 
residential projects, and implementing form-based density across the City).     In addition, I'd like the 
Director to evaluate the allocation of resources between the divisions. It seems like our Citywide 
division has about 10 Planner IV positions, many of which have been recently created, but the Current 
Planning Division, which is much larger, only has about 5 Planner IVs. It's frustrating to be a Planner III 
with a more technical, Current Planning background knowing that the opportunities for advancement 
are far fewer. This is especially true when it's unclear how the long-range planning work feeds into the 
Current Planning work of reviewing projects. 


1 I hope the Planning Commission, Mayor, and next Planning Director review the staff survey results 
closely. If the Mayor wants to advance her agenda, she needs buy-in from the director and the staff 
that will deliver on it. 


2 I would like a Director that is invested in the success and development of their staff, and actively 
works toward equity in the communities & department. 


3 If we were in a recession or development was less booming, maybe we could have an outside 
candidate for this position. But that is not the current reality. We need someone that knows the city, 
the processes in place, and knows how to play politics with the people that are already in power.     It 
is a tall order, but it would also be great if the person embodies all the personal/human components 
that John Rahaim brought to this position. I've worked for several public agencies and have never 
worked anywhere with a Director who is as kind and interested in his staff as John is. He will be 
greatly missed! 


2 In selecting candidates to pass on to the Mayor, the commission could consider diversity and equity. 


2 It is important for the Director hire to showcase Department's commitment towards racial and social 
equity in hiring: having higher representation of women and people of color in the managerial and 
director position 
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Theme Open-Ended Response 


1, 2 It would be a more transparent and equitable process if the Commission allowed employees at all 
levels and racial demographics an opportunity to sit in the room during the interview panels even if 
we do not do the questioning. It would be wonderful if Planner Tech-Planner IIIs could submit 
questions for the interview panels to ask as well. Sincerely hope the Commission and Mayor look at 
past directors and the need for a leader that is a woman of color or male candidate of color as we 
have only had males that identify as white. 


1 It'd be great to get John's informal endorsment for the selected canidate. Myabe have a quarterly 
meeting where they overlap. 


1 It's unfortunate that the Mayor can completely ignore the recommendations of the Planning 
Commission if she/he chooses to. 


2 look to see if you can find three qualified candidates who are not all white men 


1 Make it more clear whether the Mayor has to ultimately choose from the three candidates vetted by 
the Planning Commission 


 Planning Commission should stand for quality of work in planning and design 


1 Planning Director should be selected from the list provided by the Planning Commission or meet all of 
the criteria used by the Planning Commission (with Planning Department input) 


1 Please be transparent to the staff the process and the responses to this survey. We need someone 
who will stay with the department several years. 


 Please hire someone who is willing to build housing on the west side 


 Please offer enough to attract and retain the most qualified candidates 


3 Someone who will maintain and support the existing culture that makes this a nice place to work 
(respectful, fun, family-friendly), but someone that will also take a strategic perspective of long-term 
goals, where silos make our work more difficult, how staffing is allocated among divisions, and where 
tools and processes can be improved. 


3 Strong communication skills critical, and willingness to engage with other city departments and 
elected officials. 


 Thank you for engaging staff and asking our opinions. 


1 The city should hold more than one public hearing, and one of those additional public hearings should 
be at the Board of Supervisors 


2 The Department is at a crossroads.  The gentrification that is adversely affecting people of color has 
translating to professional apartheid in the Department.  Promotional opportunities and hiring 
practices adversely promote and entitle Caucasian/Aryan/Semitic people, whereas indigenous people 
and victims of settler/colonizer attitudes do not have equity.  Managers are overwhelmingly white.  
The racial equity graphs show people of color disproportionately in support jobs.  New hires also tend 
to be white women, who have become the new bullies - claiming to be victims of oppression while 
disrespecting people of color routinely.  In addition, attorneys (RJR) have undo influence in the 
decision making process and often dictate project processes through their pawns in the Department. 
Arguably this is legal graft, but when the pawns are members of certain white groups who are 
promoted and gain favor due to pushing projects for attorneys, people of color suffer.  This also 
translates to the "stabilization" of the MIssion, as indigenous descendants are forced out by the neo-
colonizers and settlers who hire and co-opt the very attorneys who manipulate staff and projects -- a 
tangled web of evil and wickedness indeed.  The Director should also have a spine to deal with reports 
of staff who inappropriately manipulate hiring practices that deliberately disfavor people of color and 
pointedly, males of color. 


2 the director must first get her/his house in order from an equity lens.  that means promoting people 
of color already working in the Department to middle and senior management levels.  its an 
embarrassment that the Department has known for years that its promotional practices are 
exacerbating racial and ethnic inequities in the Department.  the community sees that too.  that 
makes staff work with communities all the more difficult. 
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Theme Open-Ended Response 


3 The future director should run Planning as a data-driven business with a focus on deliverables and 
meeting performance metrics. 


 The Historic Preservation Commission should be mentioned in the job announcement. Its ridiculous 
that it was omitted. 


3 The next Director needs to have a vast and comprehensive understanding of all that a large city 
Planning Department does on a daily basis. Having a background in another SF department like the 
Mayor's Office may assist in their knowledge of SF bureaucracy, but it will not prepare them to run a 
Department that does such technical and specialized work. Worse yet, it may open the person to be 
influenced by city politics. The next Director needs to understand that our Department has their own 
values, missions, goals, and comprehensive plan to follow, and City Hall's whims should not be given 
chanels to interfere with our work. 


2 The Planning Department's Racial and Social Equity Initiative has goals, objectives, and actions to 
integrate racial and social equity into our work; including in the hiring process. My feedback for the 
Planning Commission is to also take that into consideration during the hiring process and in 
consideration of candidates. 


1 there should be a staff meet and greet or some sort of forum where staff can spend a half day or day 
with the final candidates and the final candidates see how the Planning Department operates 


1 To be transparent about the three qualified candidates, and have open meetings to discuss the 
selection process. 


3 We need someone who can hit the ground running and who has established relationships within the 
Department, at City Hall, and with the public. 


Key 
1 = Experience with racial and social equity and working in diverse settings 
2 = Racial and social equity 
3 = Additional qualities and qualifications 
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APPENDIX G  COPY OF SURVEY 


 


 







Dear Colleagues,


The Planning Commission would like to hear from you. To help guide their selection of Planning
Director candidates, please complete this anonymous survey by Friday, October 11th. The survey is
focused on what you believe to be the necessary qualities and qualifications of the next Planning
Director. The survey was created by Tam Tran and Wade Wietgrefe, and should take five to ten
minutes to complete. All responses will remain confidential. 


If you expect the Planning Commission to consider you as a candidate for the position, do NOT
complete the survey.


No matter your position or tenure, your opinion matters. Thank you in advance for your
contribution to the selection process.


Sincerely,
Jonas P. Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs







1. Of the following, which personal qualities would you desire most in the next Planning Director? Rank
your top 3 with 1 being the most desired personal quality. Note: Tam and Wade will only analyze your top 3
choices. 


´ Balanced


´ Compassionate


´ Dynamic


´ Flexible


´ Inclusive


´ Leader


´ Pragmatic


´ Principled


´ Sincere


´ Supportive


´ Thoughtful


´ Visionary


2. Are there any other personal qualities not listed in question 1 that you highly desire in the next Planning
Director?







3. Of the following, which professional qualifications would you desire most in the next Planning
Director? Rank your top 3 with 1 being the most desired professional qualification. Note: Tam and Wade
will only analyze your top 3 choices. 


´ Executive-level experience and accomplishments


´ Public sector experience and achievement


´ Professional and educational experience and achievement in planning


´
Knowledge of various technical aspects of planning (e.g., development review, policy, enforcement, urban


design, transportation, housing, preservation, etc.)


´ Experience advancing equity


´ Experience with improving and delivering challenging processes, policies, and projects


´ Experience and achievement working in a bureaucratic organization


´ Experience supporting staff (e.g., coaching, management, professional development, mental well-being)


´ Experience and achievement advocating for an organization’s position


´ Experience building external relationships (e.g., community groups, agencies, officials, etc.)


´ Knowledge of San Francisco (e.g., history, neighborhoods, politics, challenges, opportunities)


´ Background in overcoming personal or professional challenges


4. Are there any other professional qualifications not listed in question 3 that you highly desire in the next
Planning Director?


5. Do you have any other feedback for the Planning Director hiring process? Note: City Charter section
4.105 requires the Planning Commission “to provide the Mayor with at least three qualified candidates for
Director of Planning...” 


The following questions are for statistical and analysis purposes only. Please remember all responses are confidential and will not be
tied to your identity.







6. What division do you work in?*


Administration


Citywide Planning


Current Planning


Environmental Planning


Executive Programs


Zoning & Compliance


Commission Affairs, Design Review, Director’s Office, or Office of Short-Term Rentals


7. How long have you been employed with the Planning Department?*


0 ≤ 5 years


>5 ≤ 10 years


>10 ≤ 15 years


>15 years


8. How would you describe your position in the Planning Department?*


Senior or middle-level manager (e.g., Planner IV and above)


Senior-level staff (e.g., Planner III)


Assistant/Associate-level staff (e.g., Planner I or II)


Administrative staff


Other
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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)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC)
Subject: FW: Trader Joes at 555 Fulton
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 9:08:35 AM

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

From: B Freas <b@communitygrows.org> 
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2019 8:00 AM
To: Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>
Cc: Simley, Shakirah (BOS) <shakirah.simley@sfgov.org>; Krywenko, Caleb (BOS)
<caleb.krywenko@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Trader Joes at 555 Fulton
 

 

Dear Supervisor Brown,
 
My name is B Freas. I work or at CommunityGrows in District 5. I am in support of your legislation to
allow a formula retail grocery store to be conditionally permitted within the Fulton Street Grocery
Store Special Use District (SUD), per the support of Mo Magic and members of the community who
have lived there long before I was born. 
 
Currently, Trader Joe’s is interested in moving into 555 Fulton Street; I support this new grocery
retail option, as our neighborhood has lacked a healthy, full-service, and affordable grocery store for
decades. Not only will Trader Joe’s provide affordable and fresh options, but they are committed to
hiring and training workers locally and directly from this community. I encourage you to pass this
legislation to bring a healthier and accessible grocery option to our neighborhood.
 
Thank you,
B Freas
BEET Educator

CommunityGrows
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Planting seeds... empowering youth
Website  /  Facebook  / Instagram

Phone:  415-795-3855
Pronouns: They/Them

http://www.communitygrows.org/
https://www.facebook.com/CommunityGrows
http://instagram.com/communitygrows


From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: October 24th Commission Hearing Item No.19
Date: Friday, October 18, 2019 4:22:01 PM
Attachments: 1369-1371 CUA.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: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2019 4:13 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
mooreurban@aol.com; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC)
<stephanie.cisneros@sfgov.org>
Subject: October 24th Commission Hearing Item No.19

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

Dear President Melgar, Vice President Koppel and Commissioners Moore, Fung, Johnson and Richards,

Attached are the comments I submitted on September 16, 2019 which are referenced in the Staff Report for this
project to be heard at your October 24th hearing.
Thank you and take care.

Sincerely,
Georgia

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org



September 16, 2019



To:  	 Stephanie Cisneros and President Melgar, Vice President Koppel and Members 	 	  
	 	 of the Planning Commission 


From:  Georgia Schuttish 


Re:  	 1369-1371 Sanchez Street CUA #2018-011717CUA 


This CUA is really unfortunate as this is housing that could have been on the market 
five or six years ago with a simple remodel.  



It could have just been a “refreshing” of the pair of flats, with the possible addition of 
an ADU, instead of seeking to maximize profits as the original plans proposed prior to 
the Discretionary Review in 2017, thus creating a monster home with a “sham” unit.   
Even the revision during the DR process approved by the Commission on a 6-0 vote, 
where the so-called “sham” unit behind the garage was eliminated, just created a 
second unit of a large one bedroom on the top level which was still questionable in the 
Commission’s goal of seeking solutions to the San Francisco housing crisis.



Instead the building has not only been two empty, unused dwelling units since 
2014/2015, but it has been fundamentally demolished and has sat open to the 
elements for over a year.  If I wanted to be dramatic, I could say it is enough to make 
me want to throw up.  Instead I will suggest the following:



The two original flats should be reconstructed as they were, in the original footprint 
with a minimum of two bedrooms or follow the traditional San Francisco floor plan for a 
pair of flats.  One flat at 1369 and the other flat at 1371.  The developer should design 
an efficient use of interior space.  This was originally a Victorian pair of flats and that 
typical stacked layout can efficiently contain a minimum of two bedrooms or be 
adapted to be more bedrooms as the occupant desires.  Plus the fact that this building 
was fundamentally freestanding makes the exposures for sunlight and air very good for 
smaller, more traditional San Francisco rooms. 



The facade was remodeled in the late 1930s and while some do not like Art Deco it 
was really very well done and the stucco work was fine (which is increasingly harder to 
find in redone facades which often are of very poor quality and material).  



The original fenestration and bay of the Victorian were preserved in the 1930s facade 
alteration, prior to the illegal Demolition.  That general facade with the bay and the 
fenestration should be recreated to be in keeping with the character of the blockface  
on this side of Sanchez Street, which is primarily workingman Victorian bungalows, but 
will also facilitate the typical and efficient Victorian stacked flat layout within the interior.








The side tradesman entrance on the south elevation with the set back should be 
reconstructed and an ADU meeting the current requirements for ADUs be installed in 
the ground floor level.  (Whether that is a “waiver or no waiver” ADU, I don’t know as 
that will be up to the ZA and the Commission).  



However, I do know that based on the ADU handbook the side entrance with the set 
back along the south elevation as was originally there on the lot before the Demo, 
seems to fit with the guidelines in the ADU Handbook.



Additionally with the revision to the minimum parking requirements passed by the 
Commission and the location of this site close to the J Church and 24th Street as well 
as the cultural shift to the “ride sharing” companies that have flooded Noe Valley 
streets since 2015, the entire garage level could be made available as an ADU if the 
Commission wanted to see a larger ADU here.  (Although a smaller ADU might meet a 
certain segment of the market and would likely be more affordable.)  Obviously it 
cannot be sold per the ADU legislation.



However, I think the tenure of the two main units is very important and I hope this will 
be considered as part of the CUA.  Is it “necessary and desirable” that the units at  
1369 - 1371 be condo or rental?  Should the rebuilt project comply with the standard 
definition of the RH-2 per the Planning Code Section 209.1 which is “…two large flats, 
one occupied by the owner and the other available for rental.”?



Also, the roof deck should be removed as there is no roof deck on this block of 
Sanchez Street and roof decks lessen relative affordability.



Also, please compare the Pat Buscovitch Demo Calcs on sheet A-1.03 as found on the 
SFPIM with any Demo Calcs completed by Staff during the Planning Enforcement and 
with the original Demo Calcs when the project was approved under DRA-0531 on June 
1, 2017.  This is very important in understanding why this project went from an 
Alteration to Tantamount to Demolition.



Finally, I want to be clear that while I was involved with the DR hearings back in 2017, I 
did not file any complaints on this project at 1369-1371 Sanchez Street even though 
someone created a fake gmail account using my full name and took advantage of my 
concerns with Demolition in Noe Valley and pretended to be me….for whatever his own 
nefarious reasons may be….and that is an abuse of the process whether filing a 
complaint or filing a DR.



With this CUA hearing on this project the Commission has the chance to create viable 
housing that protects Relative Affordability and hopefully put some good, reasonably 
sized units back on the market and also preserve neighborhood character.  Thank you.



Sincerely,

Georgia Schuttish

Noe Valley Resident












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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; YANG, AUSTIN (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN

(CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for October 24, 2019
Date: Friday, October 18, 2019 3:34:17 PM
Attachments: 20191024_cal.docx

20191024_cal.pdf
CPC Hearing Results 2019.docx
Advance Calendar - 20191024.xlsx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for October 24, 2019.
 
Please be reminded that we are down to six Commissioners. Com. Pres. Melgar is expected to be absent this
week and Com. Johnson is expected to leave early. If for any reason any additional Commissioner is absent we
will lose our quorum.
 
Enjoy the weekend,
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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Notice of Hearing

&

Agenda





Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, October 24, 2019

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Myrna Melgar, President

Joel Koppel, Vice President

Frank Fung, 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, 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.



1.	2009.0885B	(C. TEAGUE (415) 575-9081)

1100 VAN NESS AVENUE - located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Cedar and Geary Streets; Assessor’s Block 0694, Lots 029 and 030 (District 6) – Allocation Revocation of square footage under the Annual Office Development Limitation Program set forth in Planning Code Sections 320 through 324. Pursuant to [1] the provisions of Planning Code Section 321(d)(2), [2] Conditions of Approval contained in Planning Commission Motion No. 18890, and [3] Planning Commission policy set forth in Planning Commission Resolution 17846A, the Planning Commission will consider revoking approximately 52,000 square feet of office space allocated in 2013 for a new office building. The proposal would not result in any physical changes to the subject property. 

	Preliminary Recommendation: Revoke Office Allocation

(Proposed for Continuance to November 21, 2019)



2.	2018-012392CUA	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

37 SATURN STREET – between Lower Terrace and the Saturn Street Steps; Lot 045 in Assessor’s Block 2646 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections Planning Code Sections 249.77 and 303 for a vertical and a horizontal rear addition to an existing single-family home, resulting in a rear yard that is less than 45% of entire lot area within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications and Conditions

(Proposed for Continuance to November 21, 2019)



3.	2018-015554CUA	(G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8741)

95 NORDHOFF STREET – between Stillings and Mangels Avenues, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 6763 (District 13) – Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121 and 303 for the subdivision of an existing lot currently containing a single-family dwelling unit into four new lots, two which will be substandard lots, within a RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal will also individually develop two of the proposed four lots with a single-family dwelling unit, for a total of three single-family dwelling units, and alter the existing single-family dwelling unit. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on October 10, 2019)

Note: On April 11, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to May 23, 2019 with direction from the Commission by a vote of +6 -0. 

On May 23, 2019, without hearing, continued to June 27, 2019 by a vote of +7 -0.

On June 27, 2019, without hearing, continued to October 10, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent).

On October 10, 2019, without hearing, continued to October 24, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Moore absent).

(Proposed for Indefinite Continuance)



4.	2019-001568CUA	(X. LIANG: (415) 575-9182)

	101 BAYSHORE BOULEVARD – east side of Bayshore Boulevard between Jerrold Avenue and Oakdale Avenue; Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 5559 (District 10) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.2, 210.3, and 303, to convert an existing automobile service building to a Formula Retail (d.b.a. Extra Mile) use that sells beer and wine within an existing automobile gas station in a PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning District, Bayshore Boulevard Home Improvement Special Use District, and 65-J Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 29, 2019)

WITHDRAWN



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



5.	2018-010555CUA	(D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

[bookmark: _Hlk14167619]2412 CLAY STREET – northwest corner of the intersection of Clay and Webster Streets, Lot 008 of Assessor’s Block 0612 (District 2) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 209.2, to install a new AT&T Mobility macro wireless telecommunications facility consisting of ten (10) panel antennas screened behind FRP enclosures; installation of twenty (20) remote radio heads, six (6) DC-6 surge suppressors, one (1) GPS antenna; and ancillary equipment. The subject property is located with a RM-2 (Residential – Mixed, Moderate Density) 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



6.	2018-013158CUA	(E. JARDINES: (415) 575-9144)

2956 24TH STREET – between Harrison and Alabama Street, Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 4206 (District 9) – Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 763 to convert an existing 1,869-square foot limited restaurant to a full-service restaurant, within the 24th-Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 45-X Height and Bulk District. The project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



7.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for October 10, 2019



8.	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



9.	Director’s Announcements



10.	Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic Preservation Commission



E. 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.



11.	2016-006860ENV	(M. LI: (415) 575-9107)

65 OCEAN AVENUE – between Alemany Boulevard and Cayuga Avenue, Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 6954 (District 11) – Appeal to the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration  for the demolition of three existing buildings on the project site and construction of an approximately 55-foot-tall building containing 193 dwelling units, a 5,952- gsf childcare facility, and basement-level garage with a total of 121 parking spaces.  The building would total 190,215 gsf and would vary in height from four stories on Cayuga Avenue to five stories along Ocean Avenue to six stories on Alemany Boulevard.  Vehicular access to and from the basement-level garage would be provided on Cayuga Avenue.  Construction of the proposed project occur over 25 months and would require excavation to a depth of 21 feet below ground surface and the removal of about 13,500 cubic yards of soil from the project site.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Uphold Preliminary Negative Declaration



12a.	2016-006860AHB	(V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173)

65 OCEAN AVENUE – between Alemany Boulevard and Cayuga Avenue, Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 6954 (District 11) – Request for HOME-SF Project Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 328 to allow demolition of the existing buildings on the project site and constructing an approximately 55-foot-tall building (with an additional 5 foot with the mechanical penthouse) containing 193 dwelling units, a 5,952-gross-square-foot (gsf) child care facility, and a one-story, basement-level garage with a total of 121 parking spaces. The dwelling units would be a mix of studios and one-, two-, and three-bedroom units. The building would contain approximately 190,215 gsf and would vary in height from four stories (40 feet) on Cayuga Avenue to five stories along Ocean Avenue to six stories (55 feet) on Alemany Boulevard. The project site is located within the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) 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



12b.	2016-006860IKA	(V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173)

65 OCEAN AVENUE – between Alemany Boulevard and Cayuga Avenue, Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 6954 (District 11) – Request for an In-Kind Agreement, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 406 and 414A, to approve a fee waiver to provide an on-site child care facility in lieu of the Residential Child Care Impact Fee.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve

	

F. 3:00 P.M.



Items listed here may not be considered prior to the time indicated above. It is provided as a courtesy to limit unnecessary wait times. Generally, the Commission adheres to the order of the Agenda. Therefore, the following item(s) will be considered at or after the time indicated.



13.	2019-017266PCA	(A. STARR: (415) 558-6362)

EXTENSION OF TEMPORARY CANNABIS PERMITS [BF 190842] – Planning Code Amendment introduced by Supervisor Mandelman to extend the date by which a Grandfathered Medical Cannabis Dispensary, as defined in the Planning Code, must have received a permit to operate from the Department of Public Health to be deemed a Temporary Cannabis Sales use, as defined in the Planning Code, from December 31, 2019, to December 31, 2020; amending the Planning Code to extend the duration of a Temporary Cannabis Retail Sales Use to up to three years, to expire on January 1, 2021; amending the Police Code to extend the date beyond which Temporary Cannabis Business Permits issued under Article 16 of the Police Code cannot be extended from December 31, 2019, to December 31, 2020 affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications



14.	2007.0946CWP-03	(M. SNYDER: (415) 575-6891)

CANDLESTICK POINT DESIGN FOR DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENTS – The portion of the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area that is within “Zone 1 and within the boundaries of the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use District - Proposed approval of amendments to the Candlestick Point Design for Development, originally approved by the Planning Commission by Resolution No. 18104 on June 3, 2010 and amended by Motion No. 19580 on March 3, 2016.   The proposed amendments would include height increases and the reconfiguration of streets within Candlestick Center, the portion of the site that previously housed the Candlestick Park stadium, among other changes. The area subject to the Design for Development is within the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area, Zone 1, and within the Candlestick Activity Node Special Use District and the CP Height and Bulk District. As a part of the approval action, the Commission would also adopt CEQA Findings and make findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of the Planning Code, Section 101.1

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve



15.	2019-013506GEN	(C. KERN: (415) 575-9037)

WATER SUPPLY – Informational Presentation by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Planning Department on the City’s water supply planning process.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational



16.	2014.1063DNX	(N. TRAN: (415) 575-9174)

633 FOLSOM STREET – southeast corner of the intersection of Folsom and Hawthorne Streets, Lot 079 in Assessor’s Block 3750 (District 6) – Informational Presentation for the onsite public art requirement.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational



17.	2016-012773CUA	(N. TRAN: (415) 575-9174)

146 GEARY STREET – north side of Geary Street between Stockton Street and Grant Avenue; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 0309 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303 to allow the change of use from retail and to establish office use at the third and fourth floors exceeding 5,000 square feet the within a C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District and 80-30-F Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



18.	2017-014849CUA	(J. VIMR: (415) 575-9109)

220 POST STREET – northern side of Post Street between Stockton Street and Grant Avenue; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 0294 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303 to establish a change of use from an existing Retail Sales and Service use to General Office use on the third, fourth, and fifth floors of the subject building, within a C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District and 80-130-F Height and Bulk District. The overall Project also includes interior tenant improvements, storefront façade changes on Post Street and Compton Place, and the addition of a roof deck. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 29, 2019)



19.	2018-011717CUA	(S. CISNEROS: (415) 575-9186)

1369 SANCHEZ STREET – east side of Sanchez Street between Cesar Chavez and 27th Street, Lot 027, Assessor’s Block 6579 (District 8) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to legalize a tantamount to demolition of an existing three-story, two-unit residence and garage and construct a new three-story, two-unit residence with garage. The subject property is located with a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



20a.	2006.0660B	(C. TEAGUE (415) 575-9081)

	100 CALIFORNIA STREET – located on the north side of California Street between Davis and Front Streets; Assessor’s Block 0236, Lot 017 (District 3) – Allocation Revocation of square footage under the Annual Office Development Limitation Program set forth in Planning Code Sections 320 through 324. Pursuant to [1] the provisions of Planning Code Section 321(d)(2), [2] Conditions of Approval contained in Planning Commission Motion No. 17544, and [3] Planning Commission policy set forth in Planning Commission Resolution 17846A, the Planning Commission will consider revoking the 76,500 square feet of office space allocated in 2008 for an addition to the existing office building. The proposal would not result in any physical changes to the subject property.

	Preliminary Recommendation: Revoke Office Allocation



20b. 	2012.0605B	(C. TEAGUE (415) 575-9081)

300 CALIFORNIA STREET – located on the north side of California Street between Battery and Sansome Streets; Assessor’s Block 0238, Lot 002 (District 3) – Allocation Revocation of square footage under the Annual Office Development Limitation Program set forth in Planning Code Sections 320 through 324. Pursuant to [1] the provisions of Planning Code Section 321(d)(2), [2] Conditions of Approval contained in Planning Commission Motion No. 19034, and [3] Planning Commission policy set forth in Planning Commission Resolution 17846A, the Planning Commission will consider revoking the 56,459 square feet of office space allocated in 2013 for an addition to the existing office building. The proposal would not result in any physical changes to the subject property. 

	Preliminary Recommendation: Revoke Office Allocation



[bookmark: _GoBack]20c.	1998.714B	(C. TEAGUE (415) 575-9081)

350 RHODE ISLAND STREET – located on the west side of Rhode Island Street between 16th and 17th Streets; Assessor’s Block 3957, Lots 002, 003, and 004 (District 10) – Allocation Revocation of square footage under the Annual Office Development Limitation Program set forth in Planning Code Sections 320 through 324. Pursuant to [1] the provisions of Planning Code Section 321(d)(2), [2] Conditions of Approval contained in Planning Commission Motion No. 14988, and [3] Planning Commission policy set forth in Planning Commission Resolution 17846A, the Planning Commission will consider revoking approximately 87,700 square feet of office space allocated in 2000 for a new office building. The proposal would not result in any physical changes to the subject property.

	Preliminary Recommendation: Revoke Office Allocation



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.



21a.	2018-009551DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

3847-3849 18TH STREET – between Church and Sanchez Streets; Lot 077 in Assessor’s Block 3585 (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.06.22.2714 proposing to legalize horizontal and -infill additions, the expansion of the garage with unpermitted property line walls, legalize an enlarged dormer,  replacement of the front gable window to original size and legalize other unpermitted alterations to bring the building into compliance with Planning Enforcement case no. 2018-002303ENF. The parcel is located within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 29, 2019)

Note: On May 9, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 18, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent).

On July 18, 2019, adopted a Motion of Intent to Take DR and approve with two flats and a third ground floor unit, and Continued to August 29, 2019, by a vote of +5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent). On August 29, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment; Continued October 24, 2019 with direction from the Commission by a vote of +4 -2 (Fung and Hillis against; Johnson absent).



21b.	2018-009551VAR	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

3847-3849 18TH STREET – between Church and Sanchez Streets; Lot 077 in Assessor’s Block 3585 (District 8) – Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback requirements, pursuant to Planning Code Section 132 and rear yard requirements, pursuant to Planning Code Section 134. The subject property is located within a RH-3 (Residential – House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 29, 2019)



22.	2019-012253DRP	(D. WASHINGTON: (415) 558-6443)

463 CASTRO STREET – between Market and 19th Streets; Lot 062 in Assessor’s Block 3582 District 7) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2019.05.30.2067 for a change of use from retail to limited-restaurant (DBA Vegan Sandwich Bar) within the Castro Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) 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

(Continued from Regular hearing on October 3, 2019)

	

H.	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.



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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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, 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. 
 
1. 2009.0885B (C. TEAGUE (415) 575-9081) 


1100 VAN NESS AVENUE - located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Cedar and 
Geary Streets; Assessor’s Block 0694, Lots 029 and 030 (District 6) – Allocation Revocation 
of square footage under the Annual Office Development Limitation Program set forth in 
Planning Code Sections 320 through 324. Pursuant to [1] the provisions of Planning Code 
Section 321(d)(2), [2] Conditions of Approval contained in Planning Commission Motion 
No. 18890, and [3] Planning Commission policy set forth in Planning Commission 
Resolution 17846A, the Planning Commission will consider revoking approximately 52,000 
square feet of office space allocated in 2013 for a new office building. The proposal would 
not result in any physical changes to the subject property.  


 Preliminary Recommendation: Revoke Office Allocation 
(Proposed for Continuance to November 21, 2019) 
 


2. 2018-012392CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925) 
37 SATURN STREET – between Lower Terrace and the Saturn Street Steps; Lot 045 in 
Assessor’s Block 2646 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections Planning Code Sections 249.77 and 303 for a vertical and a 
horizontal rear addition to an existing single-family home, resulting in a rear yard that is 
less than 45% of entire lot area within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning and 
40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for 
the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications and Conditions 
(Proposed for Continuance to November 21, 2019) 
 


3. 2018-015554CUA (G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8741) 
95 NORDHOFF STREET – between Stillings and Mangels Avenues, Lot 001 in Assessor’s 
Block 6763 (District 13) – Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 121 and 303 for the subdivision of an existing lot currently containing a 
single-family dwelling unit into four new lots, two which will be substandard lots, within a 
RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
The proposal will also individually develop two of the proposed four lots with a single-
family dwelling unit, for a total of three single-family dwelling units, and alter the existing 
single-family dwelling unit. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for 
the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on October 10, 2019) 



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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Note: On April 11, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to May 23, 
2019 with direction from the Commission by a vote of +6 -0.  
On May 23, 2019, without hearing, continued to June 27, 2019 by a vote of +7 -0. 
On June 27, 2019, without hearing, continued to October 10, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 
(Johnson, Melgar absent). 
On October 10, 2019, without hearing, continued to October 24, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 
(Moore absent). 
(Proposed for Indefinite Continuance) 
 


4. 2019-001568CUA (X. LIANG: (415) 575-9182) 
 101 BAYSHORE BOULEVARD – east side of Bayshore Boulevard between Jerrold Avenue 


and Oakdale Avenue; Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 5559 (District 10) – Request for a 
Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.2, 210.3, and 303, 
to convert an existing automobile service building to a Formula Retail (d.b.a. Extra Mile) 
use that sells beer and wine within an existing automobile gas station in a PDR-2 (Core 
Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning District, Bayshore Boulevard Home 
Improvement Special Use District, and 65-J Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes 
the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on August 29, 2019) 
WITHDRAWN 
 


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 


 
5. 2018-010555CUA (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177) 


2412 CLAY STREET – northwest corner of the intersection of Clay and Webster Streets, Lot 
008 of Assessor’s Block 0612 (District 2) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 209.2, to install a new AT&T Mobility macro 
wireless telecommunications facility consisting of ten (10) panel antennas screened 
behind FRP enclosures; installation of twenty (20) remote radio heads, six (6) DC-6 surge 
suppressors, one (1) GPS antenna; and ancillary equipment. The subject property is located 
with a RM-2 (Residential – Mixed, Moderate Density) 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 
 


6. 2018-013158CUA (E. JARDINES: (415) 575-9144) 
2956 24TH STREET – between Harrison and Alabama Street, Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 
4206 (District 9) – Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 303 and 763 to convert an existing 1,869-square foot limited restaurant to a full-
service restaurant, within the 24th-Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) 
Zoning District and 45-X Height and Bulk District. The project is not a project under CEQA 



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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-010555CUA.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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-013158CUA.pdf
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Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical 
change in the environment.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
 


C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


7. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for October 10, 2019 


 
8. 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 


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


Preservation Commission 
 
E. 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. 


 
11. 2016-006860ENV (M. LI: (415) 575-9107) 


65 OCEAN AVENUE – between Alemany Boulevard and Cayuga Avenue, Lot 018 in 
Assessor’s Block 6954 (District 11) – Appeal to the Preliminary Mitigated Negative 
Declaration  for the demolition of three existing buildings on the project site and 
construction of an approximately 55-foot-tall building containing 193 dwelling units, a 
5,952- gsf childcare facility, and basement-level garage with a total of 121 parking spaces.  
The building would total 190,215 gsf and would vary in height from four stories on Cayuga 
Avenue to five stories along Ocean Avenue to six stories on Alemany Boulevard.  Vehicular 
access to and from the basement-level garage would be provided on Cayuga Avenue.  
Construction of the proposed project occur over 25 months and would require excavation 
to a depth of 21 feet below ground surface and the removal of about 13,500 cubic yards of 
soil from the project site. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Uphold Preliminary Negative Declaration 


 
12a. 2016-006860AHB (V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173) 


65 OCEAN AVENUE – between Alemany Boulevard and Cayuga Avenue, Lot 018 in 
Assessor’s Block 6954 (District 11) – Request for HOME-SF Project Authorization pursuant 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20191010_cal_min.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-006860APL%20-%2065%20Ocean%20Avenue%20%28ID%201139077%29.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-006860AHBIKA.pdf
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to Planning Code Section 328 to allow demolition of the existing buildings on the project 
site and constructing an approximately 55-foot-tall building (with an additional 5 foot with 
the mechanical penthouse) containing 193 dwelling units, a 5,952-gross-square-foot (gsf) 
child care facility, and a one-story, basement-level garage with a total of 121 parking 
spaces. The dwelling units would be a mix of studios and one-, two-, and three-bedroom 
units. The building would contain approximately 190,215 gsf and would vary in height 
from four stories (40 feet) on Cayuga Avenue to five stories along Ocean Avenue to six 
stories (55 feet) on Alemany Boulevard. The project site is located within the Excelsior 
Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) 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 
 


12b. 2016-006860IKA (V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173) 
65 OCEAN AVENUE – between Alemany Boulevard and Cayuga Avenue, Lot 018 in 
Assessor’s Block 6954 (District 11) – Request for an In-Kind Agreement, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 406 and 414A, to approve a fee waiver to provide an on-site child 
care facility in lieu of the Residential Child Care Impact Fee. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve 


  
F. 3:00 P.M. 


 
Items listed here may not be considered prior to the time indicated above. It is provided as a 
courtesy to limit unnecessary wait times. Generally, the Commission adheres to the order of the 
Agenda. Therefore, the following item(s) will be considered at or after the time indicated. 
 
13. 2019-017266PCA (A. STARR: (415) 558-6362) 


EXTENSION OF TEMPORARY CANNABIS PERMITS [BF 190842] – Planning Code Amendment 
introduced by Supervisor Mandelman to extend the date by which a Grandfathered 
Medical Cannabis Dispensary, as defined in the Planning Code, must have received a 
permit to operate from the Department of Public Health to be deemed a Temporary 
Cannabis Sales use, as defined in the Planning Code, from December 31, 2019, to 
December 31, 2020; amending the Planning Code to extend the duration of a Temporary 
Cannabis Retail Sales Use to up to three years, to expire on January 1, 2021; amending the 
Police Code to extend the date beyond which Temporary Cannabis Business Permits issued 
under Article 16 of the Police Code cannot be extended from December 31, 2019, to 
December 31, 2020 affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public 
necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 


 
14. 2007.0946CWP-03 (M. SNYDER: (415) 575-6891) 


CANDLESTICK POINT DESIGN FOR DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENTS – The portion of the 
Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area that is within “Zone 1 and within the 
boundaries of the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use District - Proposed approval 
of amendments to the Candlestick Point Design for Development, originally approved by 
the Planning Commission by Resolution No. 18104 on June 3, 2010 and amended by 
Motion No. 19580 on March 3, 2016.   The proposed amendments would include height 



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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-006860AHBIKA.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-017266PCA.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2007.0946CWP-03.pdf
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increases and the reconfiguration of streets within Candlestick Center, the portion of the 
site that previously housed the Candlestick Park stadium, among other changes. The area 
subject to the Design for Development is within the Bayview Hunters Point 
Redevelopment Project Area, Zone 1, and within the Candlestick Activity Node Special Use 
District and the CP Height and Bulk District. As a part of the approval action, the 
Commission would also adopt CEQA Findings and make findings of consistency with the 
General Plan and the eight priority policies of the Planning Code, Section 101.1 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve 


 
15. 2019-013506GEN (C. KERN: (415) 575-9037) 


WATER SUPPLY – Informational Presentation by the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission and Planning Department on the City’s water supply planning process. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 
 


16. 2014.1063DNX (N. TRAN: (415) 575-9174) 
633 FOLSOM STREET – southeast corner of the intersection of Folsom and Hawthorne 
Streets, Lot 079 in Assessor’s Block 3750 (District 6) – Informational Presentation for the 
onsite public art requirement. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 


 
17. 2016-012773CUA (N. TRAN: (415) 575-9174) 


146 GEARY STREET – north side of Geary Street between Stockton Street and Grant 
Avenue; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 0309 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303 to allow the change of 
use from retail and to establish office use at the third and fourth floors exceeding 5,000 
square feet the within a C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District and 80-30-F Height and 
Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
 


18. 2017-014849CUA (J. VIMR: (415) 575-9109) 
220 POST STREET – northern side of Post Street between Stockton Street and Grant 
Avenue; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 0294 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303 to establish a change of 
use from an existing Retail Sales and Service use to General Office use on the third, fourth, 
and fifth floors of the subject building, within a C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District 
and 80-130-F Height and Bulk District. The overall Project also includes interior tenant 
improvements, storefront façade changes on Post Street and Compton Place, and the 
addition of a roof deck. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on August 29, 2019) 
 


19. 2018-011717CUA (S. CISNEROS: (415) 575-9186) 
1369 SANCHEZ STREET – east side of Sanchez Street between Cesar Chavez and 27th Street, 
Lot 027, Assessor’s Block 6579 (District 8) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to legalize a tantamount to demolition of 
an existing three-story, two-unit residence and garage and construct a new three-story, 
two-unit residence with garage. The subject property is located with a RH-2 (Residential-



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-013506GEN.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2014.1063DNXOFAmemo.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-012773CUA.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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-014849CUAc1.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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-011717CUA.pdf
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House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
 


20a. 2006.0660B (C. TEAGUE (415) 575-9081) 
 100 CALIFORNIA STREET – located on the north side of California Street between Davis and 


Front Streets; Assessor’s Block 0236, Lot 017 (District 3) – Allocation Revocation of square 
footage under the Annual Office Development Limitation Program set forth in Planning 
Code Sections 320 through 324. Pursuant to [1] the provisions of Planning Code Section 
321(d)(2), [2] Conditions of Approval contained in Planning Commission Motion No. 17544, 
and [3] Planning Commission policy set forth in Planning Commission Resolution 17846A, 
the Planning Commission will consider revoking the 76,500 square feet of office space 
allocated in 2008 for an addition to the existing office building. The proposal would not 
result in any physical changes to the subject property. 


 Preliminary Recommendation: Revoke Office Allocation 
 
20b.  2012.0605B (C. TEAGUE (415) 575-9081) 


300 CALIFORNIA STREET – located on the north side of California Street between Battery 
and Sansome Streets; Assessor’s Block 0238, Lot 002 (District 3) – Allocation Revocation of 
square footage under the Annual Office Development Limitation Program set forth in 
Planning Code Sections 320 through 324. Pursuant to [1] the provisions of Planning Code 
Section 321(d)(2), [2] Conditions of Approval contained in Planning Commission Motion 
No. 19034, and [3] Planning Commission policy set forth in Planning Commission 
Resolution 17846A, the Planning Commission will consider revoking the 56,459 square feet 
of office space allocated in 2013 for an addition to the existing office building. The 
proposal would not result in any physical changes to the subject property.  


 Preliminary Recommendation: Revoke Office Allocation 
 
20c. 1998.714B (C. TEAGUE (415) 575-9081) 


350 RHODE ISLAND STREET – located on the west side of Rhode Island Street between 16th 
and 17th Streets; Assessor’s Block 3957, Lots 002, 003, and 004 (District 10) – Allocation 
Revocation of square footage under the Annual Office Development Limitation Program 
set forth in Planning Code Sections 320 through 324. Pursuant to [1] the provisions of 
Planning Code Section 321(d)(2), [2] Conditions of Approval contained in Planning 
Commission Motion No. 14988, and [3] Planning Commission policy set forth in Planning 
Commission Resolution 17846A, the Planning Commission will consider revoking 
approximately 87,700 square feet of office space allocated in 2000 for a new office 
building. The proposal would not result in any physical changes to the subject property. 


 Preliminary Recommendation: Revoke Office Allocation 
 
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. 


 



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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20191024%20Office%20Allocations.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20191024%20Office%20Allocations.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20191024%20Office%20Allocations.pdf
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21a. 2018-009551DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 
3847-3849 18TH STREET – between Church and Sanchez Streets; Lot 077 in Assessor’s Block 
3585 (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 
2018.06.22.2714 proposing to legalize horizontal and -infill additions, the expansion of the 
garage with unpermitted property line walls, legalize an enlarged dormer,  replacement of 
the front gable window to original size and legalize other unpermitted alterations to bring 
the building into compliance with Planning Enforcement case no. 2018-002303ENF. The 
parcel is located within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X 
Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review 
(Continued from Regular hearing on August 29, 2019) 
Note: On May 9, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 18, 
2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent). 
On July 18, 2019, adopted a Motion of Intent to Take DR and approve with two flats and a 
third ground floor unit, and Continued to August 29, 2019, by a vote of +5 -0 (Fung, Hillis 
absent). On August 29, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment; Continued 
October 24, 2019 with direction from the Commission by a vote of +4 -2 (Fung and Hillis 
against; Johnson absent). 
 


21b. 2018-009551VAR (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 
3847-3849 18TH STREET – between Church and Sanchez Streets; Lot 077 in Assessor’s Block 
3585 (District 8) – Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback 
requirements, pursuant to Planning Code Section 132 and rear yard requirements, 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 134. The subject property is located within a RH-3 
(Residential – House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
(Continued from Regular hearing on August 29, 2019) 


 
22. 2019-012253DRP (D. WASHINGTON: (415) 558-6443) 


463 CASTRO STREET – between Market and 19th Streets; Lot 062 in Assessor’s Block 3582 
District 7) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 
2019.05.30.2067 for a change of use from retail to limited-restaurant (DBA Vegan 
Sandwich Bar) within the Castro Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) 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 
(Continued from Regular hearing on October 3, 2019) 


  
H. 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. 
 


ADJOURNMENT  



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-009551DRPc3.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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-009551DRPc3.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-012253DRP.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/
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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

http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447
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To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20549

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0670

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



October 17, 2019 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		[bookmark: _GoBack]R-20548

		2019-016927CWP

		Downtown Park Fund Allocation – Turk Hyde Mini Park and Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Park Renovations

		Race

		Approved

		+4 -0 (Koppel, Richards absent)







October 17, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-016625DNX

		50 Post Street

		Perry

		Continued to December 5, 2019

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2019-004451CUA

		2075 Mission Street

		Christensen

		Continued to December 5, 2019

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20544

		2019-006948CUA

		650 Jackson Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 3, 2019 – Joint with Health

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 3, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20545

		2018-004545CRV

		351 12th Street

		Flores

		After being pulled off of Consent; Adopted Findings

		+4 -1 (Richards against; Koppel absent)



		R-20546

		2019-014960PCA

		Fulton Street Grocery Store Special Use District [BF190839]

		Flores

		Approved with Modifications

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		R-20547

		2019-014525PCA

		Parking Requirements

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications, except No. 3

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Koppel absent)



		

		2016-013312GPA

		542-550 Howard Street (Transbay Parcel F) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to December 5, 2019

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2017-000565CWP

		Community Stabilization: Policy and Program Inventory and Priorities

		Nelson

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2018-014774CUA

		360 Spear Street

		Liang

		After hearing and closing public comment; a motion to approve with conditions as amended to include future tenants provide proof of laboratory use through a LoD failed +3 -2 (Fung, Moore against); Continued to December 5, 2019.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Koppel absent)



		DRA-0668

		2018-016955DRP

		220 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		DRA-0669

		2017-012939DRP

		2758 23rd Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Disapproved

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)







October 10, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to October 24, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2016-009211CUA

		5538 3rd Street

		Jardines

		Continued to November 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to November 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to November 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20537

		2018-012603CND

		1046 14th Street

		Pantoja

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 26, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20538

		2014.0012E

		Better Market Street Project

		Delumo

		Certified

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		M-20539

		2018-002179CUA

		350 Masonic Avenue, 2120-2122 & 2130 Golden Gate Avenue

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20540

		2016-009538CUA

		905 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20541

		2018-016600CUA

		2241 Chestnut Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Fung against; Moore absent)



		M-20542

		2018-016040CUA

		3419 Sacramento Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20543

		2018-002060CUA

		258 Noe Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore absent; Richards recused)



		

		2018-016284DRP

		1299 Sanchez Street

		Pantoja

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to November 14, 2019

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)







October 3, 2019 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2012.0403W

		California Pacific Medical Center (CPMC) Annual Compliance Statement

		PURL

		Reviewed and Commented

		







October 3, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-014348PCA

		Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized Units; Residential Care Facilities

		Merlone

		Continued to November 7, 2019

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		

		2019-001694CUA

		1500 Mission Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to November 14, 2019

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		

		2016-003994CUA

		55 Belcher Street

		Townes

		Continued to November 21, 2019

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		

		2019-006951CUA

		1401 19th Avenue

		Campbell

		Continued to December 5, 2019

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		

		2018-004614DRP

		16 Seacliff Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2019-005500CUA

		2934 Cesar Chavez Street

		Christensen

		Continued to November 21, 2019

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		

		2019-012253DRP

		463 Castro Street

		Washington

		Continued to October 24, 2019

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		

		2018-009175DRP

		3610 Washington Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20529

		2019-000362CUA

		1501C Sloat Boulevard

		Cisneros

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		M-20530

		2019-005402CUA

		50 Beale Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		M-20531

		2018-013963CUA

		855 Geary Street

		Tran

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		M-20532

		2019-004164CUA

		1056-1062 Sanchez Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		M-20533

		2019-005201CUA

		298 Munich Street

		Fahey

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 12, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 19, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		

		2013.1535CUA

		450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		None - Informational

		



		

		2019-005575IMP

		555 Post Street

		Tran

		Closed the Public Hearing

		



		M-20534

		2014.0334SHD

		262 7th Street

		Samonsky

		Adopted Findings

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20535

		2014.0334ENX

		262 7th Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions, with material palette on sheet A.05.

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20536

		2018-014433CUA

		49 Duboce Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		DRA-0667

		2019-013111DRP

		240 Chenery Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved without property line windows and opaque treatment for the third window.

		+4 -1 (Fung against; Moore absent)







September 26, 2019 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Racial & Social Equity Training

		Flores

		None - Informational

		







September 19, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-002060CUA

		258 Noe Street

		Horn

		Continued to October 10, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-002545ENV

		2417 Green Street

		Poling

		Continued to November 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-002545DRP-03

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to November 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20520

		2019-007313CND

		31-37 Camp Street

		Westhoff

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		DRA-0665

		2018-013320DRP

		1520 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 5, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20521

		2019-003627PCA

		South of Market Planning Community Advisory Committee

		Snyder

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20522

		2019-011975PCA

		Jobs Housing Linkage Fee

		Sanchez

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-003559ENV

		3700 California Street

		Poling

		Received public comment

		



		

		2014.0926DNX

		1270 Mission Street

		Perry

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20523

		2017-002136CUA

		340 Townsend Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include a three year update memo.

		+4 -0 (Moore, Johnson absent)



		M-20524

		2017-000263CUA

		20 - 22 Church Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions as amended requiring a one-foot setback on the top floor.

		+4 -0 (Moore, Johnson absent)



		

		2017-000263VAR

		20 - 22 Church Street

		Young

		ZA Closed PC and took the matter under advisement.

		



		M-20525

		2016-001794SHD

		95 Hawthorne Street

		Foster

		Adopted Findings

		+4 -0 (Moore, Johnson absent)



		M-20526

		2016-001794DNX

		95 Hawthorne Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-002602CUA

		4118 21st Street

		Tran

		After a Motion of Intent to Disapprove and Continue to October 10th failed +2 -2 (Fung, Melgar against) and  a motion to Continue to November 14th failed +2 -2 (Richards, Koppel against)and no other motion was made; Disapproved.

		



		

		2018-002602VAR

		4118 21st Street

		Tran

		ZA Closed PC and took the matter under advisement.

		



		M-20527

		2018-009534CUA

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Alexander

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-009534VAR

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Alexander

		ZA Closed PC and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		M-20528

		2019-004691CUA

		1347 27th Avenue

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Johnson absent)



		

		2017-009203DRP-02

		2880 Vallejo Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-0666

		2018-012718DRP

		1980 Eddy Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with conditions, requiring the rear shed roof be modified to a flat roof, providing nine-feet clear.

		+4 -0 (Moore, Johnson absent)







September 12, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-006825CUA

		367 Hamilton Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to November 7, 2019

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards, Melgar absent)



		M-20517

		2019-005613CUA

		382 21st Avenue

		Phung

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for August 29, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+4 -0 (Moore, Richards, Melgar absent)



		M-20518

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Approved with Conditions as amended

		+5 -0 (Richards, Melgar absent)



		M-20519

		2018-011446CUA

		399 Fremont Street

		 Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0662

		2017-006245DRP

		50 Seward Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with conditions:

1. Eliminating the ADU and incorporating the square footage into the lower unit.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Richards, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0663

		2018-006557DRP-02

		20 Inverness Drive

		Winslow

		No DR

		+5 -0 (Richards, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0664

		2018-001940DRP-02

		33 Capra Way

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with conditions:

1. Reduce the roof deck; and

2. Encourage removal the stair penthouse.

		+5 -0 (Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-007883ENV

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Poling

		Received public comment

		







September 5, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-008431DRP

		2220 Turk Boulevard

		Phung

		Continued Indefinitely

		+4 -0 (Hillis, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-008412DRP

		2230 Turk Boulevard

		Phung

		Continued Indefinitely

		+4 -0 (Hillis, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-013006DRP

		550 10th Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2018-013006VAR

		550 10th Avenue

		Winslow

		Acting ZA Continued to September 25, 2019

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for August 22, 2019 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+4 -0 (Hillis, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for August 22, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+4 -0 (Hillis, Richards, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-010192CWP

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		None - Informational

		



		R-20511

		2017-011878GPA

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after October 10, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		DRA-0660

		2018-013317DRP

		333 Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		DRA-0661

		2017-013309DRP-04

		1 Winter Place

		Winslow

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		R-20512

		2015-014028ENV

		3333 California Street (aka 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project)

		Zushi

		Certified

		+7 -0



		M-20513

		2015-014028ENV

		3333 California Street (aka 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project)

		Foster

		Adopted Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations

		+6 -1 (Richards against)



		R-20514

		2015-014028PCAMAP

		3333 California Street (aka 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project)

		Foster

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20515

		2015-014028DVA

		3333 California Street (aka 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project)

		Foster

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		M-20516

		2015-014028CUA

		3333 California Street (aka 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project)

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+7 -0







August 29, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-006245DRP

		50 Seward Street

		Winslow

		Continued to September 12, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards, Johnson absent)



		

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Asbagh

		Continued to October 24, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards, Johnson absent)



		

		2019-001568CUA

		101 Bayshore Boulevard

		Liang

		Continued to October 24, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-009534CUA

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Asbagh

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-009534VAR

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Asbagh

		Acting ZA Continued to September 19, 2019

		



		

		2019-000297DRP

		1608-1610 Vallejo Street

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Richards, Johnson absent)



		M-20505

		2019-006116CUA

		2621 Ocean Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards, Johnson absent)



		M-20506

		2019-014314CUA

		49 Hopkins Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. Limit the GSF to 3280 sq.ft.;

2. Eliminate the roofdeck; and

3. Provide an ADU with a minimum of 1,000 sq. ft. and two bedrooms.

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20507

		2019-014759PCA

		Allowing Long Term Parking of and Overnight Camping in Vehicles and Ancillary Uses at 2340 San Jose Avenue (Board File No.190812)

		Sanchez

		Approved with Staff modifications

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20508

		2018-000547CUA

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions and modification, eliminating the fourth floor.

		+4 -2 (Hillis, Richards against, Johnson absent) 



		

		2018-000547VAR

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		ZA closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		

		2015-000878DNXCUAOFA

		300 Grant Avenue

		Alexander

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-000940ENV, 

2017-008051ENV, 

2016-014802ENV	

		The Hub Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and Hub Housing Sustainability District

		White

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20509

		2019-000268CUA

		121 Gates Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2008.0023CUA

		461 29th Street

		Townes

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to November 7, 2019 with direction from the Commission.

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-002602CUA

		4118 21st Street

		Tran

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued September 19, 2019 with direction from the Commission.

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-002602VAR

		4118 21st Street

		Tran

		ZA Continued to September 19, 2019

		



		M-20510

		2015-006356CUA

		336 Pierce Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-006356VAR

		336 Pierce Street

		Dito

		ZA closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		

		2018-009551DRP

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued October 24, 2019 with direction from the Commission.

		+4 -2 (Fung, Hillis against, Johnson absent) 



		

		2018-009551VAR

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		ZA Continued to October 24, 2019

		



		

		2018-011962DRP

		869 Alvarado Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued November 14, 2019 with direction from the Commission.

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		DRA-0659

		2018-002777DRP

		4363 26th Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications, eliminating the fourth floor.

		+4 -2 (Hillis, Koppel against, Johnson absent) 







August 22, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Asserted Attorney-Client Privilege

		+7 -0



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a motion not to disclose

		+7 -0







August 22, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-009534CUA

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Asbagh

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-009534VAR

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Asbagh

		Acting ZA Continued to August 29, 2019

		



		

		2017-003545ENV

		2417 Green Street

		Poling

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-016625DNX

		50 Post Street

		Perry

		Continued to October 17, 2019

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-001592CUA

		1190 Gough Street

		Dito

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		M-20499

		2018-011004CUA

		146 Geary Street

		Cisneros

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		M-20500

		2018-017311CUA

		5420 Mission Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		M-20501

		2017-013654CUA

		4720 Geary Boulevard

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 18, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 25, 2019 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 25, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2007.0903PHA

		Treasure Island Subphase 1C: C2.1 & C2.4

		Alexander

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		

		Executive Directive on Housing (17-02) Report

		Bintliff

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2018-016955DRP

		220 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to October 17, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to October 10, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to October 10, 2019

		+7 -0



		M-20502

		2017-002951ENX

		755 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20503

		2014-003160CUA

		3314 Cesar Chavez Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20504

		2019-012580CUA

		61 Cambon Drive

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Fung against)



		

		2018-000547CUA

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2018-000547VAR

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		Acting ZA Continued to August 29, 2019

		



		

		2019-014314CUA

		49 Hopkins Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2015-006356CUA

		336 Pierce Street

		Dito

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2015-006356VAR

		336 Pierce Street

		Dito

		Acting ZA Continued to August 29, 2019

		







July 25, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Asserted Attorney-Client Privilege

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to NOT Disclose

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)







July 25, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-011975PCA

		Jobs Housing Linkage Fee

		Sanchez

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20490

		2018-013387CUA

		88 Perry Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20491

		2019-001013CUA

		375 32nd Avenue/3132 Clement Avenue

		Jonckheer

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended, directing the Project Sponsor to continue working with the community on security mitigation measures

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 11, 2019

		Ionin

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Koppel absent)



		

		

		SB 35 Projects

		Conner

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2019-012970IMP

		Forty-Three (43) Properties Owned or Leased by the Academy of Art University (AAU) Located in the City and County of San Francisco

		Perry

		Closed the Public Hearing

		



		

		2013.0208PHA

		Mission Rock Phase 1 (aka Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48)

		Snyder, Christensen 

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20492

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended prohibiting corporate housing

		+5 -1 (Melgar against; Hillis absent)



		M-20493

		2015-012490ENX

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions with the necessary corrections

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20494

		2015-012490OFA

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions with the necessary corrections

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2015-012490VAR

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20495

		2014.1573CUA

		2050 Van Ness Avenue & 1675 Pacific Avenue

		May

		Approved with Conditions as amended prohibiting corporate housing.

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2014.1573VAR

		2050 Van Ness Avenue & 1675 Pacific Avenue

		May

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20496

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Sucre

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent) 



		M-20497

		2018-013122CUA

		2966 24th Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2019-004451CUA

		2075 Mission Street

		Christensen

		After hearing and closed PC; Continued to October 17, 2019

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20498

		2018-010465CUA

		349 3rd Avenue

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-0656

		2018-009355DRP

		63 Laussat Street

		May

		Took DR and Approved as revised and noting on the plans the area of the roof to be unoccupied.

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-0657

		2017-000987DRP-02

		25 17th Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved as revised reverting the property to its previous condition

		+5 -1 (Fung against, Hillis absent) 



		DRA-0658

		2017-000987DRP-04

		27 17th Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved as revised reverting the property to its previous condition

		+5 -1 (Fung against, Hillis absent)







July 18, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-006245DRP

		50 Seward Street

		Winslow

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent)



		

		2017-013309DRP-04

		1 Winter Place

		Winslow

		Continued to September 5, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent)



		R-20482

		2019-011895PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction [BF 190590]

		Flores

		Approved (with K. Moore comments)

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent)



		

		2018-003800CWP

		Calle 24 Special Area Design Guidelines

		Francis

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closed PC; Continued to August 22, 2019

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closed PC; Continued to August 22, 2019

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		R-20483

		2017-000663PCAMAP

		610-698 Brannan Street

		Samonsky

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20484

		2017-000663ENX

		610-698 Brannan Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20485

		2017-000663OFA

		610-698 Brannan Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		R-20486

		2017-000663DVA

		610-698 Brannan Street

		Samonsky

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20487

		2019-003787CUA

		3301 Fillmore Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20488

		2017-004654CUA

		1901 Fillmore (aka 1913 Fillmore) Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent)



		M-20489

		2015-015199CUA

		562 28th Avenue

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Hillis absent)



		

		2018-009534CUA

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Adina

		After hearing and closed PC; Continued to August 22, 2019

		+4 -2 (Johnson, Richards against; Hillis absent)



		

		2018-009534VAR

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Adina

		ZA After hearing and closed PC; Continued to August 22, 2019

		



		

		2018-009551DRP

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		Adopted a Motion of Intent to Take DR and approve with two flats and a third ground floor unit, and Continued to August 29, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Fung absent)



		

		2018-009551VAR

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		ZA After hearing and closed PC; Continued to August 29, 2019

		



		

		2018-007676DRP

		3902 Clay Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-0655

		2017-013308DRM

		1 La Avanzada Street

		Lindsay

		Took DR and Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Fung absent)







July 11, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-000547CUA

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		Continued to August 22, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-000547VAR

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		Acting ZA Continued to August 22, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-016625DNX

		50 Post Street

		Perry

		Continued to August 22, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2019-000268CUA

		121 Gates Street

		Durandet

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-006825CUA

		367 Hamilton Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to September 12, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-002545DRP

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-003559ENV

		3700 California Street

		Poling

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2019-000362CUA

		1501C Sloat Boulevard

		Cisneros

		Continued to October 3, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street

		Jardines

		Continued to July 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-012490ENX

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-012490OFA

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-012490VAR

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Acting ZA Continued to July 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-003994CUA

		55 Belcher Street

		Townes

		Continued to October 3, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-013582DRP

		215 Montana Street

		Hicks

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20478

		2017-001427CUA

		2187 Market Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 20, 2019 – Joint With BIC

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 20, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 27, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		M-20479

		2019-004597CUA

		1509-1511 Sloat Boulevard

		Cisneros

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-000940CWP

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20480

		2015-011274ENV

		150 Eureka Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		M-20481

		2015-011274CUA

		150 Eureka Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-011274VAR

		150 Eureka Street

		Pantoja

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		







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)
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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.



				October 24, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Melgar - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

				Prop M				to: 11/21		Teague

						Office Allocation

		2018-012392CUA		37 Saturn Street				to: 11/21		Horn

						Corona Heights SUD

		2018-015554CUA		95 Nordhoff St. 				fr: 4/11; 5/23; 6/27; 10/10		Pantoja

						subdivision of an existing parcel into four new parcels		to: Indefinite

		2019-001568CUA		101 Bay Shore Boulevard 				fr: 8/29		Liang

						Convenience store (d.b.a. Extra Mile) that sells beer and wine in an existing gas station.  		Withdrawn

		2018-010555CUA		2412 Clay Street				CONSENT		Weissglass

						Macro wireless facilities

		2019-017266PCA		Medical Cannabis Dispensary Permits and Temporary Cannabis Business Permits						Starr

						One-Year Extension 

		2014.1063DNX		633 Folsom Street 						Tran

						Public Art Informational

		2016-006860AHBENVIKA		65 Ocean Av						Flores

						HOME-SF, PMND, and In-Kind Agreement

				Water Supply 						Kern

						Informational

		2007.0946CWP-03		Candlestick Point						Snyder

						Design-for-Development Amendments

		2017-000655CUA 		458 Grove St						Tran

						Informational

		2018-011004CUA		146 Geary St						Tran

						change of use from retail to office at upper floors 

		2017-014849CUA		220 Post Street				fr: 8/29		Vimr

						Change of Use from Retail to Office on Floors 3-5

		2018-013158CUA		2956 24th Street						Jardines

						limited restaurant to full-service restaurant 

		2018-011717CUA 		1369 Sanchez Street						Cisneros

						Demo per PC Section 317

		2019-012253DRP		463 CASTRO ST				fr: 10/3		Campbell

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-009551DRPVAR		3847-3849 18TH ST				fr: 5/9; 7/18; 8/29		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 31, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				November 7, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Johnson - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

				AAU				to: 11/21		Perry

						Entitlements

		2019-013522PCA		Code Clean-Up 2019						Flores

				 		Initiation

		2019-014348PCA		Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable & Unauthorized Units; Residential Care Facilities				fr: 10/3		Merlone

						Planning Code Amendment

		2008.0023CUA		461 29th Street 				fr: 8/29		Townes

						Residential Demo 

		2015-006825CUA		367 Hamilton Avenue				fr: 7/11; 9/12		Flores

						317 tantamount to demo

		2018-000468CUA		3945 Judah Street						Pantoja

						HOME-SF, 20 new dwelling units

		2018-011441CUAVAR 		1846 Grove Street						Dito

						new construction of five dwelling units 

		2019-004664CUA 		57 Wentworth St.						Asbagh

						Retail to a Cocktail Bar/ Lounge

		2018-009548CUA		427 Baden St						Pantoja

						a lot line adjustment and construction of a new SFH

		2018-011430CUAVAR		1776 Green St						May

						TBD

		2018-007267OFA		865 Market Street 						Vimr

						49,999 square feet of office space on levels 7-8

		2017-013155CUA 		230 Kirkham Avenue						Ajello

						Demo SFD/Construct new two-family dwelling

		2018-001485CUA		3360 Sacramento Street						Ajello

						legalize a 1,472 sq. ft. trade office use (dba Toboni Group) on the ground floor

		2019-002758CUA 		3501 Geary Boulevard						Young

						Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. T-Mobile)

		2018-003910DRP		3252 19th St 						Sucre

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-015288DRP		1130 POTRERO AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-003910DRP		3252 19th Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 14, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Fire Drill @ 10:30 am				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-012281CUA		350 Pacific Avenue				CB3P		Weissglass

						reauthorization of a public parking lot in the C-2

		2019-016419CND 		3234 Washington Street 				CONSENT		Dito

						5 unit condo conversion

				Plan Bay Area Update 						Switzky

						Informational

		2016-010589ENXOFA		2300 Harrison Street 				fr: 4/25; 5/9; 6/6; 7/18; 8/22; 10/10		Hoagland

						6-story vertical addition, office/24 unit mixed use building, including State Density Bonus

		2018-012642CUA		552-554 Capp St						Liang

						Conversion of existing Residential to Community Facility use

		2019-001694CUA		1500 Mission Street				fr: 10/3		Weissglass

						Massage establishment in Equinox Gym

		2017-004110CUA02		2867 San Bruno Ave						Durandet

						increase the dwelling unit density from 10 to 24 units

		2017-000140CUA		2299 Market St						Campbell

						ENF-Related CUA to Legalize Formula Retail Establishment

		2017-002545ENVAPL		2417 Green St 				fr: 9/19		Poling

						PMND Appeal

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/11; 9/19		May

						Public Initiated DR

		2018-016284DRP		1299 SANCHEZ ST				fr: 10/10		Washington

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-011962DRP		869 ALVARADO ST				fr: 6/27; 8/29		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-004377DRP		1301-1311 40th Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-011031DRP-03		219-223 MISSOURI ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 21, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-014224CUA 		279 Columbus Ave 				CB3P		Lindsay

						new restaurant use (d.b.a. Bulgara) 

		2016-003351CWP 		Racial & Social Equity Action Plan						Flores

						Adoption

		TBD		100% Affordable Housing and Educator Housing Streamlining Program						Starr

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-003800CWP		Calle 24 Special Area Design Guidelines						Francis

						Adoption

				AAU				fr: 11/7		Perry

						Entitlements

				Prop M				fr: 10/24		Teague

						Office Allocation

		2018-012392CUA		37 Saturn Street				fr: 10/24		Horn

						Corona Heights SUD

		2016-003994CUA		55 Belcher Street 				fr: 6/13; 7/11; 10/3		Townes

						CUA

		2019-004849CUA 		2406 Bush Street						Ajello

						ENF-related CUA to legalize 2 to 1 DUM

		2019-015129CUA		333 Dolores St						Pantoja

						amendment of Motion No. 19041 for temporary structures for an additional seven years

		2019-000745CUAVAR		1100 Thomas Street						Christensen

						Legalization of (e) Industrial Agriculture facility (Cannabis Cultivation)

		2019-001143CUA		1465 Donner Avenue						Christensen

						Legalization of (e) Industrial Agriculture facility (Cannabis Cultivation)

		2019-005500CUA		2934 Cesar Chavez Street				fr: 10/3		Christensen

						171 sq ft Retail to Cannabis Retail

		2018-007725DRP		244 DOUGLASS STREET						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-003992DRM 		26 HODGES						Winslow

						Staff-Initiated DR

				November 28, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				December 5, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-006951CUA		1401 19th Ave				CONSENT		Campbell

						CUA Type 20 ABC License within an Existing Fuel Station Café/Retail Establishment

				Retained Elements Special Topic Design Guidelines						Small

						Adoption

		2018-012576CUA		1769 Lombard St						Weissglass

						1-year update on the CUA approved last year for the Kennel Use

		TBD		Bayview Industrial Triangle Zoning						Tong

						Initiation

		2016-013312GPA		542-550 Howard Street				fr: 10/17		Foster

						General Plan Amendment (Initiation-only)

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Schuett

						FEIR certification and project approvals 

		2018-016625DNX		50 Post Street 				fr: 6/6; 7/11; 8/22; 10/17		Perry

						Crocker Galleria

		2019-000013CUA		552-554 Hill Street						Campbell

						Legalization of Dwelling Unit Merger & Relocation

		2019-004451CUA		2075 Mission Street				fr: 7/25; 10/17		Christensen

						cosmetic school to Cannabis Retail

		2018-014774CUA		360 Spear Street 				fr: 10/17		Liang

						Internet Service Exchange (ISE) to Laboratory use.   

		2017-012887DRP		265 OAK ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-013559DRP-02		2517 PACIFIC AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-013201DRP		500 JONES ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 12, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-013522PCA		Code Clean-Up 2019						Flores

						Adoption

		2019-017957PCA		Geary-Masonic Special Use District						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

				Health Care Services Master Plan						Nickolopoulos

						Initiation

		2013.0655CUAVAR		1513A-F York Street						Liang

						5 new buildings for a total of 10 residential units

		2019-000503DRP-03		2452 GREEN ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-012442DRP		436 TEHAMA STREET						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 19, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-004827ENV		SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project						Kern

						DEIR

		2017-005154CUASHD		1300 Columbus Avenue						Fahey

						4-story addition of 174 rooms and ground floor retail to an existing 4-story, 342 room hotel

		2019-001995CUA 		1 Front Street 

						Service Use (Accessory Office) and 600 sq ft of Retail Sales and Service (Limited Restaurant)

		2018-010941DRP		2028 LEAVENWORTH ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-011578DRP		2898 VALLEJO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-010655DRP-03		2169 26TH AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 26, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				January 2, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				January 9, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-013312CUADNXMAP		542-550 Howard Street (“Parcel F”)						Foster

		OFAPCAVAR				Project Adoption 

		2018-003023DRP-02		2727 VALLEJO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 16, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-002665DRP		801 SANCHEZ ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-005400DRP		166 PARKER AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2014.0243DRP-02		3927-3931 19TH ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 23, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-008652ENXCUA		1721 15th Street 						Durandet

						Demo and new construction with State Density Bonus 41 residential units

		2019-000650DRP-02		617 SANCHEZ ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-002825DRP		780 KANSAS ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 30, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				February 6, 2020 - Joint w/DPH

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Health Care Services Master Plan						Nickolopoulos

						Adoption

				February 6, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				February 13, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				February 20, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				February 27, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-003559ENV		3700 California St						Poling

						Certification

		2017-003559PRJ		3700 California St						May

						Project Approvals
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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)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Li, Michael (CPC)
Subject: 65 Ocean PMND Appeal
Date: Friday, October 18, 2019 3:14:46 PM
Attachments: 2016-006860APL - 65 Ocean Avenue.pdf.mflink

Commissioners,
Attached is the Department’s response to the Appeal  of the PMND. Please advise if you would like to have a
hardcopy mailed to you.
 
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
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@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:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:michael.j.li@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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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)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC)
Subject: FW: Trader Joe"s Support @555 Fulton Street
Date: Friday, October 18, 2019 1:31:23 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: Lyslynn Lacoste <triplellll@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2019 1:15 PM
To: Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>
Cc: Simley, Shakirah (BOS) <shakirah.simley@sfgov.org>; Krywenko, Caleb (BOS)
<caleb.krywenko@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Subject: Trader Joe's Support @555 Fulton Street
 

 

Dear Supervisor Brown,

 

My name is Lyslynn Lacoste . I live in Hayes Valley in District 5 and I'm a loyal Trader Joe's
customer.  Currently, I have to travel to the SOMA, downtown SF or Nob Hill to access the
great and affordable quality products from Trader Joe's. I  am in support of your legislation to
allow a formula retail grocery store to be conditionally permitted within the Fulton Street
Grocery Store Special Use District (SUD). Currently, Trader Joe’s is interested in moving into
555 Fulton Street; I support this new grocery retail option, as our neighborhood has lacked a
healthy, full-service, and affordable grocery store for decades. Not only will Trader Joe’s
provide affordable and fresh options, but they are committed to hiring and training workers
locally and directly from this community. I encourage you to pass this legislation to bring a
healthier and accessible grocery option to our neighborhood.

 

 

Thank you for moving this legislation forward!

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
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mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Veronica.Flores@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


 

Lyslynn Lacoste

145 Fell Street

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
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)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Trader Joes Grocery Store at 555 Fulton Street
Date: Friday, October 18, 2019 11:12:29 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: Ana Canillas <a.canillas@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 1:31 PM
To: Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>
Cc: Simley, Shakirah (BOS) <shakirah.simley@sfgov.org>; BrownStaff <brownstaff@sfgov.org>;
Krywenko, Caleb (BOS) <caleb.krywenko@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for Trader Joes Grocery Store at 555 Fulton Street
 

 

Dear Supervisor Brown,

My name is Ana Canillas. My partner and I live in District 5 and are active voters who have invested
our lives here since buying a home in the Western Addition in the 1990’s. One of the attractions
back then was the richly diverse community and affordability. I had the honor of working with
activists and leaders like Patricia Walkup, who inspired and believed in this vision of community. 

One of the items battled for was Formula retail legislation - hard fought. 

But, in this case, having affordable grocery store with fresh produce to the Western Addition is
worthwhile. 

I, and many of my neighbors who are aging and with mobility challenges too, are in support of your
legislation to allow a formula retail grocery store to be conditionally permitted within the Fulton
Street Grocery Store Special Use District (SUD). 

I understand this formula retail grocery store would be conditionally permitted within the Fulton
Street Grocery Store SUD. The exemption only applies to the potential grocery store. If this
legislation passes, the retailer will still have to go through a conditional use authorization process,

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
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mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Veronica.Flores@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


which will include time to discuss and address community concerns. 

I understand, currently, Trader Joe’s is interested in moving into 555 Fulton Street; I and many of
my neighbors support this new grocery retail option, as our neighborhood has lacked a healthy,
full-service, and affordable grocery store for decades. Not only will Trader Joe’s provide affordable
and fresh options, but they are committed to hiring and training workers locally and directly from
this community. I encourage you to pass this legislation to bring a healthier and accessible grocery
option to our neighborhood. 

Thank you for your leadership and time!
Ana Canillas
District 5 Resident and active voter since 1998
Email   a.canillas@yahoo.com

Sent from my iPhone.

mailto:a.canillas@yahoo.com


From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Trader Joe"s Proposal @ 555 Fulton - Oct 17 Item 10
Date: Friday, October 18, 2019 11:12:16 AM
Attachments: 2019 HVNA T & P 555 Fulton Trader Joe"s.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: Jason M Henderson <Jhenders@sonic.net>
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 1:30 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>
Cc: Flores, Veronica (CPC) <Veronica.Flores@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>;
Simley, Shakirah (BOS) <shakirah.simley@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Dennis
Richards <drichards20@gmail.com>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Trader Joe's Proposal @ 555 Fulton - Oct 17 Item 10

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

Dear President Melgar and fellow Commissioners

I mistakenly sent you a letter today that had the wrong address heading.
This is the correct version. Sorry for the confusion.

-jh

On 10/17/2019 09:27, Jason M Henderson wrote:
> Dear President Melgar and fellow Planning Commissioners
>
> Please find attached a letter from HVNA's Transportation and Planning
> Committee regarding the proposed Trader Joe's at 555 Fulton. Thank you
>
> -jh
>
--
Jason Henderson
San Francisco CA
94102

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org



 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
October 17,  2019  
 
Myrna Melgar, President,  
San Francisco Planning Commission  
 SF Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street Suit 400 
San Francisco CA  94103 
Cc: Veronica Flores, Legislative Affairs Veronica.Flores@sfgov.org  
        Supervisor Vallie Brown vallie.brown@sfgov.org   
       Shakirah Simley shakirah.simley@sfgov.org 
 
Re: 555 Fulton Street Grocery Store Special Use District, Proposed Planning Code Text 
Amendment (October 17th, 2019)  
 
Dear President Melgar and fellow Planning Commissioners,  
 
The Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association has been closely involved with the 555 Fulton site 
since initial proposals to redevelop in 2005.  The site has changed owners and more recently 555 
Fulton has been plagued with poorly managed construction, rule-breaking, and a generally 
uncooperative developer.  A hard-fought deal to bring in a grocer was mysteriously broken last 
year.  
 
We have now learned Trader Joe’s is interested in the site, but with new arrangements. Our 
community continues to have concerns about affordable groceries and fresh food (rather than 
plastic-wrapped and processed food) and also the scale of the liquor store portion of this outfit. 
Yet putting that aside, this letter is focused on the traffic impacts, and the lack of inclusion of 
traffic mitigations in the item you are considering today.  
 
HVNA’s transportation and planning committee met with Trader Joe’s representatives on 
Monday October 14th – 3 days ago. The meeting included extensive discussion of parking and 
traffic and our members were emphatic that this needs to be taken seriously for this type of 
grocery outlet to work.  
 
The lifting of the formula retail ban should include conditions and codification of transportation 
impacts and mitigations. The planning memo in front of you is underwhelming and 
disappointing. There is no acknowledgement of the traffic impacts, impacts on cyclists and 
pedestrians, and especially the hazards of cars turning left into and out of the 70+-car garage.  
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The CU and other legislative actions to enable this grocer must include concrete and clear traffic 
mitigation policies. These include:  
 
 
 
Reducing the car parking (ideally to zero) and shifting the basement parking to other uses such 
as storage or logistics for the retail.  Trader Joe's representatives pointed out that they have a 
store that has no parking (4th St SF) and another store that has 30 parking spaces (Berkeley  -
University Ave).  Reducing the parking at 555 Fulton will make this a much more suitable 
grocery store for this dense part of the city.  
 
Customers can walk, cycle, and use public transit, and Trader Joe’s can implement a delivery 
system using e-cargo bicycles and other small, nimble vehicles. Trader Joe’s and a uncooperative 
developer are extracting great value from the community and externalizing their negative 
impacts of traffic onto the community. You can address this by either eliminating or reducing the 
parking in the site.  
 
If parking is preserved, there will be hazardous conditions from left turning vehicles into and out 
of the garage. In this case, the SFMTA can install a narrow median on Fulton to restrict turns. 
This was discussed previously when a different grocer was considered at the site. This needs to 
be part of the conditions of approval for this store (if it keeps parking).   
 
If Trader Joe’s is allowed to keep parking, the planning code should be amended to require that 
either TJ’s charge for the parking,  or provide discounts and incentives to customers who do not 
drive to the store. For example, free delivery for customers who arrive on foot, by cycling, or 
transit. Or reduced prices on final sales.  It is patently unfair for customers who do not drive to 
have to pay for the parking.  
 
 
 
Make cycling a key part of the project, not an afterthought  
Cycling is a realistic and feasible means for shopping, and many new innovations and 
configuration of bicycles make it easy to carry groceries. The catchment area of this site is very 
suitable for cycling but Trader Joe’s has a bad track record for bicycle parking in San Francisco. 
Other stores have little to no bicycle parking, or the bicycle parking is located in a way that 
discourages cycling.  Ample bicycle parking, with racks spaced appropriately and securely, 
should be required in front of the store, and with high visibility and security.  Additionally, there 
is opportunity to install a bicycle hire station on Laguna and Hayes, in front of the store entrance 
and this should be done promptly.   
 
 
At HVNA’s meeting with Trader Joe’s (October 14 2019) their representatives said that they 
listen to their costumers. Of course this is what businesses do. But Trader Joe’s (and the 
developer of 555 Fulton) must also listen to the surrounding community.  The lifting of the 
formula retail ban for this store is providing immense value to a developer that has been a bad 







 
 


actor.  As planning commissioners you can remedy some of this by including codification of 
transportation impacts and mitigations described above.  Vague promises and assurances from 
TJ’s and 555 Fulton LLC are not acceptable. We look forward to seeing a strong cycling, 
pedestrian, and transit oriented grocer at this site, and not a hazardous traffic nightmare.   
 
Sincerely  
 
 
 
 
Jason Henderson  
Chair, Transportation & Planning Committee   
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association 
300 Buchanan Street, #503 
San Francisco, CA 
94102 
(415)-255-8136 
Jhenders@sonic.net  
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Trader Joes Grocery Store at 555 Fulton Street
Date: Friday, October 18, 2019 11:11:46 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 1:50 PM
To: Ana Canillas <a.canillas@yahoo.com>
Cc: Simley, Shakirah (BOS) <shakirah.simley@sfgov.org>; BrownStaff <brownstaff@sfgov.org>; Krywenko,
Caleb (BOS) <caleb.krywenko@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Support for Trader Joes Grocery Store at 555 Fulton Street

Hi Ana, thank you for reaching out and your support.

Best,
Vallie

Sent from my iPhone

> On Oct 17, 2019, at 1:31 PM, Ana Canillas <a.canillas@yahoo.com> wrote:
>
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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)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for File #190794, limiting new parking and revoking it as a use on Kern St
Date: Friday, October 18, 2019 11:11:29 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: Anne Wintroub <annewintroub@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 2:22 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: glenparkurbanists@gmail.com
Subject: Support for File #190794, limiting new parking and revoking it as a use on Kern St
 

 

I am a resident of Glen Park, and I would like to express to the Planning Commission that I support
Supervisor Mandelman's proposal to limit parking expansion. 

 
Additionally, I want to specifically reject the idea that Glen Park's largest developable parcel,
steps from our BART station, ought to remain a parking lot. This special dispensation should
be revoked. The neighborhood does not need a parking lot here, as demonstrated earlier this
year when the site was closed for construction. What we need is transit-oriented housing.
(And maybe a nice sidewalk cafe.)
 
Thank you,
Anne Wintroub
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for waiver for Trader Joe"s at 555 Fulton
Date: Friday, October 18, 2019 11:11:19 AM
Attachments: Support for waiver for Trader Joe"s at 555 Fulton.msg

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: Martha Knutzen <kipnisknut@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 4:15 PM
To: Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>
Cc: Simley, Shakirah (BOS) <shakirah.simley@sfgov.org>; Krywenko, Caleb (BOS)
<caleb.krywenko@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for waiver for Trader Joe's at 555 Fulton

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
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Support for waiver for Trader Joe's at 555 Fulton

		From

		Martha Knutzen

		To

		Brown, Vallie (BOS)

		Cc

		Simley, Shakirah (BOS); Krywenko, Caleb (BOS); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		shakirah.simley@sfgov.org; caleb.krywenko@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; vallie.brown@sfgov.org





Dear Supervisor Brown.docx

Dear Supervisor Brown.docx

 


 


Dear Supervisor Brown,


 


My name is Martha Knutzen I live  at 601 Van Ness Avenue in District 5 with my spouse, Fran Kipnis. We are in support of your legislation to allow a formula retail grocery store to be conditionally permitted within the Fulton Street Grocery Store Special Use District (SUD). 





Currently, Trader Joe’s is interested in moving into 555 Fulton Street; I especially want Trader Joe’s because we currently shop at their store on California between Larkin and Hyde Street, which is over a mile away from our home.  





We  love Trader Joe’s because it is healthy and affordable and because the service is so friendly and supportive to everyone who shops there. There is currently NO other grocery store that we can shop at within at least a mile of our home and it has been this way since I moved to Civic Center in 2001.





Since we do not own a car, we have to walk, bus or take a hired car to do our grocery shopping, which is expensive, time-consuming and physically exhausting. Due to the BRT project on Van Ness, we know that the nearest stop to the California street Trader Joe’s has been moved to at least 5 blocks from the store.  That means that most people are walking to the store or taking a bus, and then hiring a taxi or other car service to bring their groceries home.





Thanks so much for your efforts to finally get a good grocery store for people who live in the Civic Center/Hayes Valley area.  I hope the Planning Commissioners allow the formula retail store.  





Martha Knutzen


Fran Kipnis








 
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)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support for Trader Joe"s at 555 Fulton St.
Date: Friday, October 18, 2019 11:11:05 AM

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

From: Rachel Dinh <rachelhdinh@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2019 9:53 AM
To: Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>
Cc: Simley, Shakirah (BOS) <shakirah.simley@sfgov.org>; Krywenko, Caleb (BOS)
<caleb.krywenko@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of Support for Trader Joe's at 555 Fulton St.
 

 

Dear Supervisor Brown,
 
My name is Rae Dinh. You visited me at my residence at 739 Webster St. in District 5 and told me
about the plan to lift the retail ban to allow Trader Joe's to move into 555 Fulton, which is one block
from my house. I am in support of your legislation to allow a formula retail grocery store to be
conditionally permitted within the Fulton Street Grocery Store Special Use District (SUD). 
 
Currently, Trader Joe’s is interested in moving into 555 Fulton Street; I support this new grocery
retail option, as our neighborhood has lacked a healthy, full-service, and affordable grocery store for
decades. Not only will Trader Joe’s provide affordable and fresh options, but they are committed to
hiring and training workers locally and directly from this community. I encourage you to pass this
legislation to bring a healthier and accessible grocery option to our neighborhood. 
 
Thank you,
Rae
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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: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Discretionary Review on 463 Castro Street/Flying Falafel
Date: Friday, October 18, 2019 11:10:35 AM

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

From: Dan Baron <danbenbar@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 6:16 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin
(CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>
Subject: Discretionary Review on 463 Castro Street/Flying Falafel
 

 

Dear Commissioners,

It's become obvious that Discretionary Review on 463 Castro Street is occurring simply because the
owners of Gyro XPress wants the city to protect it from competitors. One would have hoped the
Planning Commission and its staff are competent enough to recognize these types of invalid appeals
but that's appearing not to be the case. Please take a stand against regulatory capture and unfairly
hindering small businesses by reconsidering this review. 

Thank you,
Dan Baron
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From: Starr, Aaron (CPC)
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC);

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Board Report
Date: Thursday, October 17, 2019 11:41:22 AM
Attachments: 2019_10_17.pdf
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There were no Board hearings this week, but this report covers what happened last week.
 
Thanks,
 
Aaron Starr, MA
Manager of Legislative Affairs
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6362 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: aaron.starr@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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Summary of Board Activities  
October 14-18, 2019 
Planning Commission Report: October 17, 2019 
 


             
 
Land Use Committee 


Land Use Committee was canceled last week and this week 


Full Board   


This week’s Board hearing was also canceled 


Results of Last Week’s hearing: 


• 190644 Planning Code - Landmark Designation - 2031 Bush Street (aka the Kinmon Gakuen 


Building). Sponsors: Brown. Staff: D. Smith. Passed First Read 


• 181215 Administrative, Planning Codes - South of Market Community Advisory Committee. 


Sponsor: Haney. Staff: Starr for Snyder. Passed First Read 


• 190890 Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Community Plan Evaluation - 344-14th Street. 


Staff: Range and George. Appeal Denied/CEQA Upheld 


Finally, the Board considered the CEQA appeal for 344-14th Street. The project is a 7-story, 


mixed-use building and would include 60 residential units and approximately 6000 sf of ground 


floor retail. The planning commission approved the project on July 25, 2019 with conditions, 


prohibiting corporate housing (+5-1; Melgar against; Hills absent). 


 


The appellant’s primary concerns contend the department’s environmental analysis for the project 


did not adequately accounted for different soils conditions. The appellant contends construction of 


the proposed project would substantially alter existing drainage patterns for the area that would 


result in significant impacts on the adjacent buildings located within the Woodward Street Historic 


District. The appellant also contended that the project was approved under an inadequate 


Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR and that the cumulative impacts of changes since the plan was 


adopted were not adequately studied through a Community Plan Evaluation (CPE).  


 


During the hearing, Public comment to uphold the appeal spoke against the project due to its 


impact on residents and businesses as a result of gentrification and displacement in the Mission. 


Public comments also opposed the project due to changes in groundwater, hydrology and sewer 


capacity resulting in potential flooding impacts within the site vicinity. 
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Summary of Board Activities  
October 14-18, 2019 
Planning Commission Report: October 17, 2019 
 


Supervisors asked the Planning Department to elaborate on the adequacy of the Eastern 


Neighborhoods EIR and what would trigger the need for a new PEIR. In the end, Supervisors 


unanimously affirmed the community plan evaluation and denied the appeal. 


 


Introductions  


Lastly, The City Administrator’s Office introduced an ordinance to change the name of the Office of 


Cannabis to the Office of Cannabis Regulation. As this is only name change with no other substantive 


changes, staff was not planning on bringing this ordinance to you for a public hearing, unless I hear 


differently from you now.  
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